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Preface

Thisissue of TAD hasthree major articles which should be of special
interest to those working in philosophy and religious studies. Taylor Scott’s
essay isavery straightforward introduction to the thought of William H.
Poteat, a thinker who has made good use of Polanyi’ swriting for many years
as a philosopher and teacher. Many members of The Polanyi Society,
including Scott, are former Poteat students. Poteat will be the invited guest
of The Polanyi Society at the upcoming meeting in Washington D. C. See
David Rutledge’ sinvitation to thismeeting (p. 5) for details. Elizabeth
Newman's essay is an interesting piece of constructive theology which
examines questions about what constitutes “ post-critical” thought. Her
essay was originally a paper presented to the 1992 Polanyi Society meeting
held in conjunction with the annual meeting of the American Academy of
Religion and Society of Biblica Literature. John Apczynski’ sessay, origi-
nally apaper for the 1991 Kent State Polanyi centennial conference, treatsa
topic which needed careful examination: he exploresin somedetail the
congruence between Polanyi’s and Augustine' s theory of knowledge. He
locates Polanyi’ s thought within the Augustinian stream in order to offer
Polanyian suggestions about the nature of the reality of God.

Please natice that there isinformation on page 42 about the electronic
Polanyi discussion list availablethrough INTERNET and BITNET . John
Apczynski recently publicized the existence of this discussion forumin the
INTERNET listing of new groups. There are now over 40 personsfrom
across the world who are subscribers. Interestingly, a great many of these
folk are not members of The Polanyi Society. Many, but not all, are academ-
ics; they come from awide range of disciplines and have quite an array of
different interestsin Polanyi’ s thought.

Thisissueof TAD isthefirst of the 1993-94 academic year. If you
have not already renewed your membership in The Polanyi Society, please

use the red page inserted in this issue to do so.

Phil Mil I'ins

TraditionandDiscovery isindexed selectivelyinThe
Philosopher’sindex and Religion One: Periodicals. Book
reviewsareindexed in Indexto Book Reviewsin Religion.




NEWSAND NOTES

R.MELVINKEISER of GuilfordCollegehas
edited with Tony Stoneburner a book Stanley Romaine
Hopper, The Way of Transfiguration: Religious
Imagination as Theopoeisis (Louisville: Westminster
Press, 1992) and also published Inward Light and the
New Creation: A Theological Meditation on the
Center and Circumference of Quakerism (Wallingford:
PendleHill, 1991).

DENNISCATO addsto the education list from
ERIC onlinefilesoneof hisarticlesmissed: “The
Philosophic Pretense of Linguistic Analysis: A
Polanyian Perspective on Joe Green’ s Drawing Out
Paul Hirst’'s Concept of Reason,” The Journal of
Educational Thought, 20, no. 3, December, 1986.

Weregret to inform The Polanyi Society that
WALTERJAMESNEIDHARDT,M.E.,M.S,,Ph.D.,
Associate Professor of Physics at the New Jersey
Ingtitute of Technology died suddenly this summer.
Jim was a strong and generous supporter of our work.
Besides hiswork in physics, he was very activein
science and theological writing and discussion. One of
hislast works was coauthored with James E. Loder, The
Knight's Move - The Relational Logic of Spiritin
Theology and Science (Colorado Springs: Helmersand
Howard, 1992).

It is no news about the specia opportunity for
dialoguewithWILLIAM H. POTEAT at thisyear’s
American Academy of Religion meetings, butitis
important to get your plans made. The AARis
expecting the largest meeting that it has so far held.
One session with Poteat will be presided over by RON
HALL of Francis Marion College who was a student of
Poteat and the other by CHARLESMCCOY of the

Graduate Theol ogical Union and Pacific School of
Religion who also has guided many doctora students
into the thought of Michael Polanyi.

JOHN PUDDEFOQOT returnedfromhis
meetingsin New Zealand with promising thoughts
about the interface of science and theology and also
the alternatives of post-modernist and post-critical
thought. He has plans for sharing some of his insights
at alater timein TAD.

JOHN PUDDEFOOQT asoreportsthat
CONVIVIUM will sponsor a one day conference at
Cambridge University on March 5, 1994. Speakersand
detailswill be announced | ater.

WILLIAM T. SCOTT isprogressing on his
monumental biography of Michael Polanyi which
contains awealth of information that will aid thework
of scholarsin many fields from physical chemistry to
theology. At this point, Bill has one more chapter to
complete and then the introduction and other details.

PHILIPA.ROLNICK’SAnalogical Possibili-
ties: How Words Refer to God was recently published
by ScholarsPress. RON HALL’SWord and Spirit: A
Kierkegaardian Critique of the Modern Age dlso isa
new publication from Indiana University Press. Both of
these books will be reviewed in an upcoming issue of
TAD.

WALTERGULICK returnedinJuly froma
Spring semester as a Fulbright Scholar in Budapest,
Hungary teaching at the Technical University of
Budapest. Whilein Hungary, Gulick met and worked
with somemembersof theMichael Polanyi Liberal
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NEWS AND NOTES

Philosophical Association. He helped with the project
of putting out another issue of Polanyiana, the journal
produced by the MPLPA. A futureissue of TAD will
carry an article by Gulick on his semester in Hungary.

RICHARD ALLEN isworking onacollection of
Polanyi’ s published papers on politics, economics and
philosophy; he hopes eventually to publish a selection
of these papers not included in other collections. He
also isdoing some bibliographic work on Polanyi and
has encountered difficulties|ocating some materials.
Thefollowingdifficultiesregarding Polanyi materials
have surfaced: (1) Polanyi apparently gave atalk on
the Russian Revolution (the basis for some later
publications) to the historical association in Manches-
ter in 1936; wasthis ever published? (2) Two speeches
on modern revolution are reported to have been
published in The Spectator (London) in 1945-46 but are
not published there. (3) A speech to the Congress
Lyceum isreported to have been published in Quest
(Bombay) in December 1960 but isnot in any issue of
Questin1960-61. Allen (20 Ulverscroft Road,

L oughborough, Leic. LE 11 3PU) would much appreci-
ate hearing from any scholar working on Polanyi who
can shed light on these problems.

JOHN APCZYNSKI' S*Belief inGod, Proper
Basicality, and Rationality” JAAR, L X,2wasbriefly
mentioned in the News and Notes of TAD 19:1; below is
an update on ensuing discussion of this 1992 article:
The essay attempts to defend the position outlined by
Alvin Plantingathat belief in God is* properly basic”
by arguing that understanding Plantinga s claims from
within ahistorical tradition (the Augustinian-Reformed)
can respond to challenges that have been posed to
hisclaim. Whileno explicit referencesto Polanyi’s
position wereindicated, the notion of “indwelling”
clearly informsthis defense of Plantinga’ sargument. In
his“rejoinder” to J. Wesley Robbins’ criticism of his
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argument, Apczynski characterizes Robbins' position as
“Rortian” and states that areading of indwelling along
Polanyian lines does not lead to the consequences
Raobbinsfears. Thisisto appear inthe JAAR, LX1,601-4.

JOHN APCZY NSKI’ Sessay entitled“ JohnHick’s
Theocentrism: Revolutionary or Implicitly Exclusivist?’
wasincluded in arecent issue of Modern Theology (8:1,
1992). Apczynski provided thefollowing brief statement
about hisarticle: “ John Hick has attempted to articul ate
ageneralized theory of religion asabasisfor inter-
religious dialogue. Using a particularist approach
dependent on a Polanyian perspective and employing
insights from Alasdaire Maclntyre, this essay argues
that Hick’ s proposal failsbecauseimplicitly heis
intruding an “ Enlightenment” model of religioninto the
process, an intrusion which is provincia and distortive
of genuine dialogue.”

Richard Gelwick
Genera Coordinator



To: Membersof ThePolanyi Society

From: David Rutledge. Coordinator for ReligiousStudies/ThePolanyi Society, Department of
Religion, Furman University, Greenville, SC 29613-0474 (803) 294-3296/2162
e-mail:rutledge@fr mnvaxl.bitnet

RE: Polanyi Society M eetingwith William H. Poteat

The Polanyi Society has invited William H. Poteat, Professor Emeritus of Christianity and Culture at Duke
University,tobepresent and discusshiswork at both sessionsof thisyear’ sPolanyi Society functionheld at theannual
meeting of the American Academy of Religion/Society of Biblical Literature. Inthespirit of Poteat’ sthought, weare
not planning our usual formal papers and responses; we thus hope to encourage agenuinely open conversation with
Bill himself about Polanyian Meditations. InSearchof aPost-Critical Logic(1985), APhilosophical Daybook, Post-
Critical Investigations (1990) and the collection of essaysthat is due out thisfall.

Membersof The Polanyi Society arecordially invited to participatein these sessionsin Washington. Timesand
location arelisted bel ow:

Friday evening, November 19, 1993, 7:30-10: 00 p.m. inthe Cal vert Room of the Omni Shoreham
Hotel.

Saturday mor ning, November 20, 1993, 9:00 a.m.-12:00 noon in the Calvert Room of the Omni
Shoreham Hotel (located across the street from the Sheraton Washington).

AAR/SBL membersarereminded that thisschedul eisprinted intheannual meeting programinthe“ Additional
Meetings’ section.

| am excited about the prospect of another stimulating gathering, and look forward to seeing many folk in
November.



William H. Poteat: A Laudatio
R. Taylor Scott

Key Words: mindbody, speech, acquisition of language, Descartes, Heigegger, ground, meaning

William H. Poteat’s thought, while indebted to Michael Polanyi, originates in Poteat’s own project of
remembering all articulate significancesto their pre-articulate grounding in the mindbody. He invented the
term mindbody both to overstep the traditional distinction between mind and body and to name the living
arche of all meaning and meaning-discernment. 1nfocusing on therecovery of the mindbody as the bedrock
ontological matrix for the aquisition of speech, theact of explicit reference par excellence, Poteat radicalizes
and advances Polanyi’s efforts to reclaim the tacit roots of all explicit knowledge.

I

L et meoffer anapology. Therearemany former and present studentsof Bill Poteat who could and should
bewriting thispiece, and writeit better than 1. It is Jim Stineswho must bear the brunt of being theinitiator of
all this, sinceitwashewho asked metowriteashort essay on“ TheThought of WilliamH. Poteat.” | haveaways
had the highest regard for Jim, thinking himto be both mensch and sage. Now | seeheismerely mensch. Being
incapable of saying noto anyone, especially tothelikesof Jim, | agreedtothefolly and cursed my fate, aswell
asJim. What follows, though, cannot satisfy Jim’srequest. There is no one better to write on the thought of
William Poteat than Poteat himself, and hiswritingsareavailable.!

What | have set for myself isaless pretentious task; namely, to speak of what the man and his thinking
has opened up for me. Itistold that inthe 17th century, aCaroline divine wrote abook in which he named the
day and hour of theimpending end of theworld. Theday cameand went. Lifewent on. Thedivinethenwrote
a second book in which he announced that the world has indeed come to an end, but no one had noticed.

Thereis surrounding the work of Poteat, at times penetrating into the actual arguments themselves, the
knowledgethat weliveindark times, timesinwhichtheligamentswhichhold us, andtheworldweinhabit, have
come apart, leaving each of us alone, suffering our disintegration asidiots. Indeed the spiritual condition of
contemporary society isoneof unrelievedidiocy, bothinthesenseof liveslivedinterribleisolationandinthe
sense of asophisticated and willed stupidity. The stupidity hasto do with the oppressive dominance over our
imaginations of ways of conceiving ourselves which make it impossible for usin those conceptions to think
fromthefact that wearein theworld with others. These concepti onsare connected to the problematictowhich
Polanyi addressed himself; and which, generally, can be said to be the systematic exclusion from reflection’s
landscape of any tacit grounding of explicit attention. Thinking under these conditionsinevitably producesa
view of ourselvesin which we are absent from any indwelt surround.

Poteat’ sintellectual passionisdirectedtowardreconceivingoursel vesintheworldinwayswhichdescribe
our actual performancesof knowing and doing which resist theturn away from our prearticulaterelianceupon
thetacit for al articulateand explicit notificationswemake. Hissenseisthat without attentiontotheprearticul ate
forming powersof our living bodiesin an environ which holds usthrough theroot of our living depths, sooner
or later our explicit powers will loose their traction in the world, and we will float in the abstractions of a
disembodiedintellect, hovering over the“world” each at best could only construct for her knowing. Even here,
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though, the ability to construct such amental landscape out of (what isassumed to be) the chaos of sensations
istaken to beitself lucid to the constructor, and hence no intrinsic participation of the knower intheworldis
possible. There is nothing outside the constructing intellect in which aknower could participate. Moreover,
sincetheconstructionisprivatetothe“ transcendental unity of apperception” andlucid thereto, theconstructor
isnot, nor can be, aparticipantinany publiccommunity of knowers. All knowledgeisconstruction, privateand
idiotic.

All thisisfamiliar groundto Polanyians. What doesPoteat offer whichisnot sofamiliar, indeedisradically
unfamiliar, to those of uswho know Polanyi?

Poteat takesthetacit/explicit, from/to, subsidiary/focal polarity whichisthecoreof Polanyi’ sthinkingand
radicalizesit so asto ground the polarity in adepth of living intelligence which Poteat calls“ The Mindbody.”
Thisradix of all featsof knowing and doing Poteat takesto beimplicitin Polanyi’ swork but never directly (or
asdirectly as can be) explored. In fact, Poteat’ s investigations of a post-critical logic is only occasioned by
Polanyi. Poteat supplies Polanyi’ swork with itsradical ontological source. “Polanyian Meditations’ may be
amisnomer. Poteat’ simaginationfound itsally in Polanyi, but not itsoriginator. The subtitle of thebook, “In
Search of aPost-Critical Logic” seemsmore appropriateto itscontents. Polanyi seems adistant background
to Poteat’ srummaging into theliving and ordering ground in which we arethoroughly concreted, inwhichwe
are, the non-existence of which isimpossibleto conceive.

So, in order to encounter Poteat one must put aside the expectation that heis yet another commentator
upon and apologist for Michael Polanyi. Indebted as heisto the man, Poteat’ swork isuniquely hisown. The
guestion becomes, what isit that Poteat doesin hismetanoia backwards and downwardswithin our intelligent
feats, tryingtoglimpsethechiasmuswhereintelligenceisborn? Heexpendsstrenuouseffortintryingtoremain
faithful tothe chiasmus, to remain withinitsmysterious movementsso that ashewriteshewill not abstract his
wordsfromtheir flesh. Hiswritingisthereforeconvol uted, looped back uponitself ashedigshisway backwards
evenashemovesforward. Toread himisexhausting. Hiswritingmust havedrained himterribly. Hisrepetitions,
relentless stalking, etymol ogical digs, and (for me) wordsasunfamiliar asthefar side of themoon (once was)-
-words, by theway, when looked up in adictionary, seem absol utely appropriate once understood! --requires
of the reader that s/he followsin herself the same labyrinth he leads into, alabyrinth wondrous and graceful
aswell asdifficult and dlippery.

Before going further into what Poteat doesin hisreturn to the source, | think it isimportant to separate
him from two other thinkerswho are (at | east in modernity) thetwo who stand out in asimilar quest--one at the
beginning and the other (it is said) at the end--Descartes and Heidegger.

Descartes' source (the cogito) is of coursethe very opposite of Poteat’sgoal. A disesmbodied mindina
dispirited objectishardly what Poteat’ slegacy from Polanyi would call forth. Infact such angelisticmechanism
liesat the sourceof our modern post-apocal ypse and contemporary faithlessness. Poteat’ sthinkingisnot such
athorough going rebellion against what is on hand asis Descartes'!

Asfor Heidegger, Poteat i sto bedi stinguished fromhimintwoways. One, Poteat doesnot think of himself
asthe prophet of Being, presiding over the appearance of Being asits custodian in terms of Being' sbe-ing of
itself, first from out of the production metaphysics of Greek thought, throughout Being’ s enslavement to that
metaphysic until the crisisof 20th Century nihilism, occasioning the birth of the“letting-be” of Being and the
clearing, spread before us of the “letting-be,” in which we recover our thinking in opened thanking.(!) Poteat
isnomystagogue. Two, Heidegger’ svistaisalways" outthere” intheBeingwhichbeingsitself. Hisdisclaimers
concerning humanism, i.e., that heis not one nor is his thinking thinking about the human condition, is both
quiteobvioustoall who read him andisalso hismodernity. Modernity isaproject against the human, aproject
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to escape the conditions of sensuous perception, of temporally constituted conception, of morally upheld
conventions of discourse and action, in order to “think Being” from atranshuman perspective.

Poteat is, to say the least, a human thinker. His source lies close to us, is everywhere present to and in
us. Hisradicalizing of Polanyi does not erase the personal, it searches for our roots.

So, if Descartes' sourcerequiresinwardwithdrawal fromtheworld, Poteat’ srequiresdownward recovery
of our presencein theworld; and if Heidegger’ s source requires the dissolving of the human into the Be-ing
of Being, Poteat’ s requires the establishment of the human in our lively mindbodily rootednessin what is.

Il

What is Poteat’ s source, and how do wefollow hislead in grasping it? It is necessary to say two things
at once here. Oneisthat the ground Poteat is recovering is not one which is somewhere other than where we
arealways. Our grasp of it is possible because of itsgrasp of us, itsbeing thereflexiveforce of enabling usto
grasp. It cannot belost. But despitethat, it can be(is) eclipsed, covered over, by an attitude and animagination
that willsitself to be dependent upon nothing other thanitsown lucid markingsand which dreamsof afreedom
of expression in which that expression is boundless. In such case, the ground is lost; lost, that is to say, to
awareness, to reflection. Theirony issuch alossis possible only because the ground forever thrusts usinto
expression (and hence, away fromitsbeing aniteminour expression) andwebecomecapturedinthenarcissistic
fetishism of our expressions, forgetting and being faithless to that which gives us to ourselves.

Having said that, thethemein Poteat’ swork?which | wishtoremark isexpression, and morespecifically,
that expression whichis speech.® Even more specifically that speech which isbodied forth aswell as sounded
forth.

By being bodiedforth, consider thefoll owing examplewhich, | think, saysmuch about what Poteat wishes
to grasp about speech which is not sounded, and about certain implications which such silent saying has.

| had the occasion, someyearsago, to watch my daughter-in-law feed my infant grandson. Asshemoved
the spoon to him and as he opened his mouth to receive the food, she also opened hers. This seemed odd to
me, sowithout remarkingit, | observedfurther movements. Every timeshemoved thespoonto him, sheopened
her mouth in synch with him. What was going on here?

Thereisonething | know wasnot going onthere, althoughitisinfact what | amusually told by my students
whoseimaginationsare so thoroughly captured by theforce of lucidity and its attendant domination-ideol ogy
inwhich each of usisin control of every conceivablehappening, in control that is, if weareeducatedintolucid
techne; namely, that my daughter-in-law was teaching my grandson to eat! That isthe only way my students
canmakesenseof what washappening. (1 resi st thetemptationto anal yzefurther that mi sreading of thesituation,
becauseit expressesahorrible, but accurate, declaration of our present idiotic desperation and macrocephalic
terror.) One has to be taught to eat? To breathe? To grasp? To dance? To walk? To speak?

Itisprobably truethat onelearnstodoall of thesethings. But doesoneever haveateacher inthat learning?
And what isit to learn but to have no teacher?

It can only mean that our lives are such that accompanying the acquisition of our skills and our
understandings transactions are going on in which forms are being engendered in mute reflexivity wherewe
arein deepest intercourse with the world; an intercourse as ordinary as our own bodies, and as mysterious as
thelively silencefromwhich wecome, which surroundsand penetrates our speaking, and inwhich our speech
findsitsbirth.

My daughter-in-law isin the sameworld as my grandson. Her deepest lively placethereinistentacledto
my grandson’ s deepest lively place therein. When he moves, evenif only in her natural anticipation, so does
she. They movetogether, woveninto apre-verbal (but not pre-linguistic) warpinwhich movementshavetheir
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semantic weight and somatic spark. Truth be known, something of the same kind of danced discourse was
happeningtomeasl observed(!) thescene. My stomach musclestightenedinanticipation, my salivacameforth,
my jaw seemed to want to open. But, then, thiskind of intercourse occursfor usall, and continuously, inall our
transactions. We cringewhen we seetwo carsabout to collide. Weturn away when someone movesto scratch
her fingernail sdowntheblackboard. We put thefork into our mouth, notinto our cheek. Wefollow anargument.
We understand a person. And all of these things (and quite literally everything else) emerge from the same
danced discourse in which my daughter-in-law was engaged with her son.

Thereisanadditional factinall thisthat istelling. When| asked my daughter-in-law why shewasopening
her mouthwhilefeeding her son, shedenied doingit, thinking meto bekidding her. Only withthecorroborating
evidence of my son did she, in puzzling recognition where | thought | saw the dear look of Mother Eve after
sheateof thetreeof knowledgeand thuswasmoved by thewonder of dawningwisdom, (hever mindtheBiblical
story), say “Did| really dothat?’ Andthenweall laughed, noddinginjoyful wisdom (What infact theBiblical
story should have declared. Y ahweh was too uptight, or have | overlooked the dark side of the acquisition of
wisdom?).

M

Poteat’ smindisconcentrated, rivetted onemight say, at thisintersection of theliving body’ sconceiving
of themind, anintersection hecalls, “mindbody,” thereby bringing together at theradix the forms of knowing
and doing of explicit markingswith theintelligence of our bodies. He wantsto focus us upon that placewhere
welive and where our consciousnessis prefigured. This place and this focus becomes the radix from which
all elsein hisrecent thinking moves, alwaysseeking torecover itself fromitstemptationtoforget itsgrounding
whileit pursuesitsreconfigurationsof traditional philosophical problemsfromthat ground’ sauthorizinglead.

He shows how captured we are by notions of sense and truth which are static, visual, and “explained”
(flat), sodeeply arewecaught inthetriple-squeeze of Platonism/Cartesianism/Literacy inour cultural heritage.
Being so, we pass over motility, tone, tension, dynamic form (to mention only the most obvious) astheserely
upontheir parentageinthemindbody, seekingtoreduceall thatisdeep andlivinginustothat whichisvisually
surfaced, sui generis, and emptied of life. When we have succeeded (whichisimpossible) indoing that, (sothe
fantasy runs) then weimagine we can think and berational. Thisthemeiscloseto Poteat s intellectual center
of gravity. The elimination of forming powersfrom the living body which isthe ground of each and all of us
isthethemerunning through hiswork, going all theway back to hisPh.D. dissertation on Pascal subtitled, “ The
Exteriorization of Sensibility.” Heisafter the pre-arti culate language of the body. Hisword isMindbody. His
is an exploration of the “assumptions our muscles make’, the logic of ligaments, the language of the pre-
articulate.

1%

| think it is important at this point to quote Poteat himself and what Poteat quotes, at some length,
concerning thismatter of pre-articulatelogic and thelively conversation the mindbody haswith its surround.

He writes, concerning the acquisition of language by infants and what this acquisition means:

...if therewerenotinthevery shapeand rhythm of our preverbal mindbodily existencethisprimitive

andtacit senseof form, whole, and meaning, therecoul d never befor usinour verbalized, mindbodily

existenceareality uponwhichtheconcepts' form,” ‘whole,’ or meaning’ might cometobear. Joseph

Church has said all of thiswith such straightforward ingenuousness that its profound import may

easily be overlooked. He says:

We assume, that words are not simple abstract forms that impinge upon [the
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language-acquiring child] from without, but that they reverberate in him and
arousehimtoat least partial mobilization....\WWecannot understand how language
gets from outside the child to inside unless it is in some way inside from the
beginning; we cannot understand how passive language becomes active lan-
guage unlessit is aways to some extent active.

Itisof someconsiderableinterest that recent empirical studiesof languagel earningamong
human infants support these conclusions--though, let it be remembered, these investigators could
have generated the hypothesis that the form of the patterned sound of human speech and the form
of themoatility of preverbal human infants are connatural with one another only by relying upon a

moreprimitiveintuitionfromwithintheir mindbodiesof theconsanguinity of their ownmotility and

sentience, their own speaking/hearing, and their own sense of meaning.

says:

Roger Lewin, editor of Child Alive, saysin hisintroduction:

The development of socia interaction--through touching, breast-feeding, and
eye-to-eyecontact--beginsat birth. The newborn baby displaysinbuilt rhythms-
-indreamingand sucking behavior for instance--andthese soon expandinto direct
social contact throughvisual andvocal signaling. Theinbuiltrhythmsareprelude
to intentional and deliberate signaling by the baby.

In“Early Attemptsat Speech,” fromwhich| shall quoteextensively, ColwynTrevarthen

A discovery of major importanceisthat the basic pacemakers of attending and
intending movementsin infants operate at frequenciesin timethat are the same
asadults....Asthepersonapproachestheinfant...thenall theemanationsfromthis
approach have rhythmical properties that are comparable with those inside the
movement-generating mechanismof theinfant’ sbrain. Fromthiscorrespondence
| believe the infant builds a bridge to persons.

Trevarthen, with PenelopeHubley and Lynn Murray, hasmadefilmsat Edinburghthat

reved that

the acts of two-month-olds responding to attentions of elder persons outline
many psychological processesof talking betweenadults. Wehavefoundactivity
whichisbest called“ prespeech” because both the context inwhichit occursand
itsformindicatethatitisarudimentary formof speaking by movementsof lipsand
tongue...We note a specific pattern of breathing with prespeech even when
sounds are not made....Also associated with prespeech are distinctive “hand-
waving' movementsthat are developmentally related to the gestures or gesticu-
lations of adultsin “eager” and “graphic” conversation.
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Most striking of all, perhaps, Trevarthen suggests that

changes that all unaffected mothers make to slower, more emphatic but gentle
movements and to “baby talk” may come from areturn of the mother to more
elementary or basic componentsin her innate repertoire of socia arts.

Of course! We are able to talk to babies because our own babyhood (pace, Descartes) is aways
contemporaneously with us! Again, it is embarrassing to have to make much of this point in
philosophical argument, sinceweall know it quitewell.

Finally, in an essay, “ Speech Makes Babies Move,” William Condon concludes:

that the neonate moves synchronously with adult speech as early asthefirst day
after birth.

Having worked out a device for relating units of body motion to units of speech in
experimentswith film, Condon was able to observe that

microanalysisled metothestartling observation...that alistener movessynchro-
nously with a speaker during interaction. Thisisusually acompletely “uncon-
scious’ reaction. It seems to be a form of precise and almost simultaneous
entrainment on the part of the listener in relation to the emergent articulatory
patterning of the speaker’s speech.

Later he says:

Thereisan ongoing isomorphism or entrainment between the listener’ s process
units and the speakers speech. It islike an intricate and subtle dance which is
always occurring during interactions.*

\Y

This phenomenon of thelively exchange and mutual rhythm of speech and its acquisitioniis, of course,
carriedforwardthroughout our livesandisthecontext of all speechinall of itsdifferent modesand deployments.
Moving in, through, under, around, and above speakersis this lively web of action and meaning.

When oneisattentivetotheprimacy of speakingwordsfor thewriting of themintheenactment of language
and in its acquisition, the thickness of thislively web connecting us to the world of significances and to the
world of signifiers becomes so apparent that one wonders how anyone could beblind toit. But being blind to
itisexactly what animaginationinservitudetoliteracy effects. Herethelively web of interchangeisexchanged
for aflat and static planeof unravel ed signifiers, loose significances, and dubiousreferentiality which supplants
the conversation and substitutes a lifeless silence filled with visual markings, markings which lack traction
anywhere.
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Poteat’ sclaimisthat our intellectual powersare (and have been for sometime) enthralled by thevisual to
the extent that when we put conceptual issuesto ourselveswe put theminto amap, avisual field of referential
signifiersin search of areferent, and losethelively intercoursein which literacy itself is set and dueto which
meanings are generated. To recover this lively web of the dance of speech as the orational source of reason
would turn the tables on the totalitarianism of the literate imagination. The doing of that would intellectually
return usto ourselves, a place we have never left anyway, although some of us have less of a solid foothold
therethanothers. Solidor not, though, itisour only ground. Without thisground, the Carolinedivinewascorrect:
the world has come to an end and no one has noticed!

Endnotes

! Polanyian Meditations:In Search of a Post-Critical Logic (Durham: Duke University Press, 1985); A
Philosophical Daybook: Post-Critical I nvestigations(Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1990); Thomas
A. Langford and William H. Poteat (eds.), Intellect and Hope: Essays in The Thought of Michael Polanyi
(Durham: Duke University Press, 1968); aswell asa forthcoming collection (University of Missouri Press),
edited by JamesNichol and James Stines, of Poteat’ searlier and morecritical essays, for whichheisjustly famous,
includinginteralia,“| Will Die; AnAnalysis’ and“ Godand ThePrivatel." IntheNichol and Stines' collection
isacomplete bibliography of Poteat’ swritings.

2Hiswork, while concentrated, deal swith many themes. | amtaking only oneto represent thegeneral forceand
substance of his thinking.

3 Poteat deal swith speechinmany waysandterms; eg, orality andliteracy, laparoleand|alangue, music, silence,
and a host of other expressive acts such as how one’ s body incarnates meaning in posture, in movement, in
deflated or inflated chest cavity, etc. Therichnessof expression and of speech and languagein Poteat’ swork
should not be confused with my pedestrian remarks following.

4 Polanyian Meditations, 194-196.
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An Alternative Form of Theological Knowing

H i zabet hNewnan

ABSTRACT Key Wbrds: liturgy, theology, post-critical, deconstruction,
Pol anyi, personal, know ng, epistenology.

Thi s essay seeks to incorporate Pol anyi’s post-critical conception of
knowing nore fully into theol ogy by enphasizing that all knowing is a
personal activity rooted in a particul ar place. Whi | e deconstruction
describes itself as post-critical, its assunption that all know edge is a
soci al “construct’ and/or an instrunment of social coercionfails to account
for the involvenent of the person in all acts of know ng. A nore genui ne
post-critical approach takes seriously the cohesi on bet ween t he knower and

Mind and matter, meaning and itsincarnation, are at bottom inseparable, for they are
consanguine creatures of the figuring powers of our mindbodies.
William H. Poteat
A Philosophical Daybook, 95

How did human beingscometo feel that some of the movementsthey makewith their bodies could
comment upon others, forgetting that the movements ‘ commented upon’ (‘meant,” ‘referred to,’
‘represented,’ ‘stood for,” ‘designated,” and so on) are just that, movements themselves?
David Sudnow
Talk's Body, 56

Polanyi’ sconception of knowledgeaspersonal — that theknower participatesinall actsof knowing, and
that theknower passionately contributestowhat isbeing known— hasradical implicationsboth for thecontent
of knowledge (what isknown) and, moreimportantly, for theformsof knowledge (how theknower isdwelling
intheworld). What and how weknow are deeply intertwined. One'spersonal dwelling place, whereoneisin
theworld, suchasan apprenticeinthepresenceof amaster, shapesandformswhat onecomesexplicitly toknow.

My essay relates Polanyi’ s approach directly to theology. An aternative form of theological knowing
impliesthat theprimary formsof knowing oftenwel ghtedintheol ogy havefailed to absorb Polanyi’ spost-critical
philosophy. While Polanyi’ s philosophy has apparently been absorbed, itsimplicationsareonly superficially
acknowledged. Few theologianstoday would want to defend objectivism. Certainly the recent emphasison
knowledgeas" social construction” — whether thefocusisrace, gender, or culture— assumesthat objectivism
isnolonger viable. And yet, the current rush toward social, racial, gender, etc. analysisindicatesadisturbing
academic desperation. | mean by thisthat theology (and religious studies) islosing, if not already haslost, a
senseof place. While objectivism asaform of theological knowingisdecried, an alternativethat accountsfor
how wecometoknow, how wepersonally parti ci pateintheol ogical knowing, hasyettobeoffered. If anything,
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the current shiftsin “postmodernist”/ deconstructionist theology, which assume religion is social coercion,
erasethe personal because such accountsdo not take seriously thefiduciary nature of knowing. Thisinability
tooffer anaternativeaccount of theol ogical knowing resultsfromfailingto cometotermswith Polanyi’ scentral
thesis. that knowledge is personal.

Yet how is theological knowledge personal? By using “personal” to describe knowledge, Polanyi
describes not only the content of knowledge, but also our way of knowing, or as| am calling it in this essay,
our form of knowing. And our form of knowing invariably assumesthat we are someplace. A truly coherent
theology requires an account of thisfact. Thisisthe purpose of my essay.

What is“form”?

| want firstto elaborateonwhat | meanby “form,” an elaboration | believeto be consonant with Polanyi’s
approach. Generally speaking, | meanby “form,” theplacefromwhichweareoriented. “Form” referstohow
we shape, extend our own person, and thus participate in what we seek to know. To use Polanyi’slanguage,
“form” referstothat onwhichwerely subsidiarily rather than what weattendtofocally. From thisstandpoint,
wecould say theform of abuilder ishisrelianceonahammar, onhisskill asabuilder, and onhisbodily memories
of having hammered before, so that he may achieve thefocal goal of getting the nail into the wall.

Sincewenecessarily rely onour way or form of knowing, itisimpossiblestrictly to separatetheknowing
“form” from theknown content. Such an effort would beliketrying to sculpt afigurewith no material. Form
and content rely uponandinformeach other. A friend of mine, for example, wasoverwhel med by thedifference
between listening to an operaover theradio and attending an operaperformed onstage. Therichnessand depth
of theoperaperformedat theL yric Operahouse— withtheentiredramaof romanceandtragedy acted and sung
before your eyes, with the colorful costumes and the energetic bodily movements — is a different form of
knowing than listening to the operaon theradio. Theinterpretive framework relied upon when attending to
the stage operaprovidesacertain depthtothe operatic reality whichisnot apparent when listening to the opera
by radio.1 If theonly way weknew about operawereby radio, our conceptionof what “ opera’ iswouldbeentirely
different.

The Nixon/Kennedy Presidential debates are an example of the inseparable relation between form and
content in the political sphere. Those who saw the debateson TV had a different impression of who “won”
the debate than those who had listened to it over the radio. Those who watched it on TV — and relied upon
thegesturesof thecandidates, thelook intheir eyes, their posture, their perspiration, etc. to shapetheir knowing
— thought K ennedy won, whereasthosewho heard only thecandidates’ voi cesassumed Nixonhadwon. Such
differencesininterpretationsof content suggest that how we placeourselvesvis-a-visthefocusof our knowing
shapes the content of that focus.

Polanyi addressesthisinterrelation of form and content when he discusses the co-extension of knowing
andbeing. Heoffersasanexampleour relianceon aprobein our searchfor something, wemay not know exactly
what. Y etwenonethel esstrust that thehow of our knowing, our form, whichisour relianceontheprobeamong
other things, will yieldresults. And our form of knowingwill, of course, shapewhat wecometoknow. Polanyi
goessofar astoclaimthat wemaketheprobeor stick “ partsof oursel ves for reaching beyondthem.” 2 Knowing
andbeingaresointimately relatedthat “ if anact of knowing affectsour choicebetween alternativeframeworks,
or modifiestheframework in which we dwell, it involvesachangein our way of being.” 3

Thus“form” isthe grip we have on theworld, our imaginative reach aswe seek to know, “theextension
of our fingersthat grasp [the probe].” Philologists, infact, tracetheroot of “form” back to one of two options:
ferire, which means “to strike,” or dharmar, which means “to hold.” These roots capture a deep and basic
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meaning: our form of knowingisour hold ontheworld, how westrike out towardsthat whichwe seek toknow.

LikePolanyi, Kant, also attemptingtolimit thethoroughgoing obj ectivismof hisday, redescribesour form
of knowing. In contrast to Polanyi, however, Kant holdsthat our form of knowingisdueto themind. Though
our formsof knowingresideprimarily inthestructureof themind, Kant hol dsthat wecan only know theseforms
inexperience. “ The pure concepts of the understanding must, to be sure, havetheir sourcein the nature of the
mind, but thisdoes not mean that they are brought about by the object or that they producetheobjects.” 4 Kant
thus limits objectivism by asserting that human beings do not have accessto things asthey arein themselves.
LikePolanyi, Kant seeksto limit an absol ute objectivism (and subjectivism) by speaking of the*condition of
the possibility of knowing,” but for Kant these conditions (which are “both present in all experience and
conditions of the validity of all experience’5) are ultimately mental, located in the structure of themind. In
contrast, Polanyi does not locate our reliance, our form of knowing, inthe structure of the“mind,” abstractly
conceived. Polanyi would agree with Wittgenstein who claimed that to imagine that knowing is primarily
“mental” causesusto stand on dangerousground. AsLudwig Wittgenstein has suggested, “ One of the most
dangerous of ideasfor aphilosopher is, oddly enough, that we think with our heads or in our heads. Theidea
of thinking asaprocessinthehead, inacompl etely enclosed space, gives|thephil osopher] something occult.” 6
Knowing, for Polanyi, is contingent not on the thinking subject as it confronts the thought object, but on
personal participation.

Thusfor Polanyi, the emphasison “personal,” “participation,” “indwelling,” etc. indicates the scientist
isnot primarily a“ subject” observing detached“ objects.” Rather aprocessof tacit absorptionandincorporation
isalwaysgoingon. Polanyi would havecertainly found congenial thecommentsof NoblePrizerecepient Joshua
L ederberg, whosediscoveriesestablished thegeneticsof microorganisms. Lederbergrather bizarrely describes
his own scientific endeavors:

One needs the ability to strip to the essential attributes of some actor in a process, the ability to

imagineoneself inside abiological situation; | literally had to be ableto think, for example, ‘ What

woulditbelikeif | wereoneof thechemical piecesinabacterial chromosome? - andtry tounderstand

what my environment was, try to know where | was, try to know when | was supposed to function

inacertain way, and so forth.7
Theformof Lederberg’ sknowing, thehow of hisknowing, ishisability todwell insidetheworld of thebacterial
chromosome. AsPolanyi pointsout sothoroughly, the* objectivist” picture of knowing causesusto overlook
how weourselvesarerootedinour knowing. Our commitments, passionsand judgmentsnot only “ contribute”
to the content of our knowing, but are themselvesthe source of knowing. Such commitmentsand judgments
do not reside “in the head” but rather are that on which as embodied knowers we rely.

A Malformed Theol ogy

As| suggested in theintroduction, most “ postmodernist” theology today failsto fully absorb Polanyi’s
post-critical philosophy. Certainly such theology has shifted away from objectivism (and subjectivism) and
sought to acknowledge its own social and historical context. Some have suggested, in fact, that thereistoo
much emphasis on place or perspective, i.e., theology istoo self-conscioudly feminist, political, or minority
cultural. Yet this understanding of historical/social place to overcome objectivism is not post- critical in
Polanyi’s sense. Thisfailure is most evident in the postmodernist/ deconstructionist assumption that truth
claimsareassertionsof power. | want to claimthat thistheology isnot radically different fromthe conception
of knowing that supports objectivism: both approaches fail to come to terms with Polanyi’s notion that
knowledgeis personal.
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While some might regard deconstruction as an intellectual movement that is passing, its continued
pervasiveinfluence, even among those who do not explicitly endorse deconstruction, suggestsit has not been
entirely rejected. Theology asdeconstruction operatesout of two premises: (1) a“ hermeneuticsof suspicion”8
towardsall previoustheol ogical “ constructs,” and (2) thetendency toregardreligion/theol ogy asaninstrument
of social coercion. Sincefromthisperspective, knowledgeequalspower, theology isoftenregarded asapartisan
weapon used by the powerful to control the powerless. Thus, theology’s task isto deconstruct and unmask
variousoppressiveideologies. Sinceweareall “socially constructed,” thereisno universal truth, and claims
to such are oppressive and imperialistic.9 Paul Mankowski describes the various manifestations of this
approach at the 1992 American Academy of Religion:

The notion of religion as an instrument of socia coercion was hardly restricted to this group

(“Violence, Victimization, and Social Control™); indeed, it served as one of the leitmotifs of the

meeting: initsovert realizations, asin the paper titled “Exorcism as a Means of Christian Social

Control,” andinitscovert forms, asdiscussed in “HIV-Antibody Testing as an Exercise of Socio-

political Power.” 10

Thisinterpretiveframework devoursall theol ogi cal truth claimsanditsseductivepowersarefar-reaching.
For example, theappendix of ethicist Stanley Hauerwas' slatest book, After Christendom?includesal etter from
agraduate student who endorsesthisframework. While agreeing with Hauerwas' pacifist stance, the student
asks, “Isthere not already aviolenceimplicit in the conviction that one possessesthetruth ... 711 The student
arguesthat any claim to truth oppresses because it necessarily excludes. Whilerightly rejecting objectivism,
the student assumes that truth claims are then subjective assertions of power. Thus he can quote and agree
withNietzsche, “ * Thetruthful manendsuprealizingthat hehasnever stoppedlying.” Thisseemsrighttome.” 12
Of course, such a view logicaly leads to muteness, which is precisely what the student suggests: “As |
understand the M ennonite witness, silence may indeed play a role. . . perhaps Christians should learn to shut
up.” 13 Hauerwas apparently accepts the student’s thesis and responds by saying “the way of nonviolence
isnever easy and+ our language can embody that violence in ways that we hardly knew.” 14

The problem with this framework, however, isthat both the student and Hauerwas give away whatever
ground they are standing on. If indeed thereis“aviolence implicit in the conviction that one possesses the
truth,” isn’t thegraduate student’ sletter “ violent” ? If silenceistheappropriateresponseinthefaceof inherent
violence, why did he write theletter? In hiswritings, Hauerwas insightfully argues for the “truthfulness’ of
Christianity. Y etif oneacceptsthepremisethat claimstotruth are essentially oppressivesincesuchclaimsare
assertions of power, then how can one hold any claim astrue? Thisdeconstructionist line of argument points
toaninfinite regresswhich meansthat the deconstructionist herself could not claim deconstruction to betrue.
It remains a logically incoherent position. Marjorie Grene's criticism of Darwinian naturalism applies to
deconstructionaswell: “thereissurely somethingwronginatheory which, atitsvery root, invalidatesitself.” 15

Thus, while this postmodernist position turns from objectivism and seeks to recover a social/historical
place, thisposition, like objectivism, ultimately failsasacritical theory becauseit remainscaughtin dilemmas
inheritedfromobjectivism, albeitinadifferent guise. Andwhat arethesedilemmas? Inshort form, they include
thefollowing, whichareinterrelated: 1) afailuretoaccount for theknower’ sowncommitmentsandjudgments,
2) an appeal to a scientific social analysis to validate moral passions which go undeclared, 3) afailure to
acknowl edgethenecessarily committal natureof all knowingand4) adenial of what theuniversal intent or reach
of knowing (which Polanyi distinguishes from established universality).

| will expand ontheseinturnwith an eyeto showing how deconstructionretainsaconceptionof knowledge
asimpersonal. Thosereferred to earlier who are “hermeneutically suspicious’ fail fully to address how they
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know and judge where to insert the knife blade of suspicion. For example, while the author of the letter to
Hauerwasiscertainly in part right about his charges of the abuse of power and “social coercion,” at the same
timehefailstocometotermswith how heknowsthat hehimself isnot being coerced. Inclaimingthat knowing
isdetermined by social position, or palitical interest, hefail stoaccount for hisown personal participatory nature
of knowing.

Itisprecisely becauseof thisfailureto cometotermswiththepersonal participatory natureof all knowing,
that thereislikewise afailure to acknowledge one’ s moral passions and their sources. The graduate student
intheletter ultimately cannot say why he or anyone should care about violence doneto others; quiteliterally,
in hisown terms, he cannot say since, as mentioned earlier, he recommendssilence. At thispoint, Polanyi’'s
description of Marxism asaform of moral inversion ringstrue for this deconstructionist theology aswell. In
hisanalysis, Polanyi notesthat Marxism interpretstruth and morality within autilitarian framework. Suchan
interpretation “ accuses all moral sentiments of hypocrisy, while the moral indignation which the writer thus
expressesissafely disguised asascientific statement.” 16 Morality isdenied any intrinsicforceof itsown (“the
truthful man endsup realizing he hasnever stopped lying”) while at the sametime an appeal ismadeto moral
passions.17 Since such passions remain obscure, however, they are safe against “unmasking.” 18 Similar to
Marxism, the deconstructionist positionimplicitly appealsto themoral passionsinspired by such conceptsas
equality and justice, but thesegoodsare cut of f from the history and traditi onswhi ch make sense of them, since
these traditions are seen as oppressive. What gets explicitly declared is a scientific social analysis which
interpretsall morality and truth asmererationalizationsfor power. Suchaposition “enablesthemodern mind,
tortured by moral (or religious) self-doubt, toindulgeitsmoral passionsintermswhich also satisfy itspassion
for ruthless objectivity+" 19 The modern mind is so tortured precisely because, abstracted from its knowing
ground, it is unable to account for its moral passions.

Theabovetwodilemmaslead ustothethirdinterrel ated reasonthat deconstructionfail sasacritical theory;
namely, such a position ignores the necessarily committal or fiduciary nature of all knowing. By equating
knowledge with power, such aposition ignores that knowing isa*“fiduciary act which cannot be analysed in
non-committal terms.” 20 AsPolanyi readerswell know, toignorethefact that wehold somebeliefsacritically
istoimaginethat wearedisembodied: that wehave"virginminds,” whichbear “ theimprint of noauthority must
be taught no language, for speech can be acquired only a- criticaly,” and which results finaly in a state of
imbecility.21 Ultimately, then, toimaginethat all knowledge or language, shaped by tradition, isoppressiveor
violent istacitly to assume that we are disembodied or purely spiritual beings.

Atthispoint weareledtotheforth dilemmathat deconstruction failsto cometo termswith: namely, that
our acts of knowing haveauniversal intent or reach. AsPolanyi noted, thedistal termispresent, not asastatic
entity (asinacorrespondenceview of meaning, which deconstructionrightly attacks) nor asamere* construct”
inwhichthesubject arbitrarily asserts something to bethe case; rather, withinaPolanyian framework, thereal
isevolving, dynamic, and heuristic. “A new theory that claimsto bereal anticipatesby thisclaim anindefinite
range of future, asyet unknown, manifestations.” 22 For Polanyi, our knowing hasauniversal reach or intent
because it hasthe possibility to open up arange of heretofore unknown dimensions of reality. Y et thisisnot
an established universality, true once and for all, since the nature of the real aways involves personal
participationand commitment.

Thus, Polanyi’ salternative move out of subjectivism and objectivism appliesnot only to the objectivism
of science but also to what | have called the objectivism of deconstruction. In his use of “personal” and
“commitment” Polanyi abandonsthe classic dichotomies such as subject and object, and “in their placeshave
been put alternativelogical structuressuch assubsidiary- focal, attending-from— attending-to+” 23 Thistacit
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dimension of knowing, whichisembodied in all knowing, isnot an option that can be chosen or unchosen at
will. Asl described earlier, no oneridesthis*” postmodernist train” to theend or el setherewould benological
spacefor one’ sown judgmentsand beliefs. Wittgenstein makesasimilar claimwhen he states: “If thetrueis
what isgrounded, then the groundisnot true, nor yet false.” 24 In other words, infocusing on the truthfulness
or falsity of something, werely uponjudgmentsand beliefswhichwecan not at thesametimecall into question.
Casting our light on aparticular problem and itstruth or falsity meanswe are not casting our light on the one
whoisholding thelight, namely ourselves. Sincewe necessarily rely inour judging and believingonwhat is
“out of view,” thereisa“ground” whichisinaccessible and uponwhichwe necessarily rely. Such“necessary
reliance upon” (which Polanyi callstacit knowing) isaninevitable and an unimpeachabl e aspect of all human
knowing.

To accept this human form of knowing, then, isto acknowledge that there are bounds within which we
livethat arenot necessarily oppressive. A truly embodied and thushuman form of knowing acknowledgesthis
acritical givendimensionat theheart of all formsof knowing. Thisgivenessisprevented frombeingcompletely
socially and culturally determined, however, for this would be to lapse once again into an impersonal and
mechanistic view of the knower. Rather Polanyi’s conception of personal knowledge means not only that
knowingisrootedinagivenplaceor location,25 socially and culturally shaped, but al sothat our actsof knowing
aremoral activites. Thisisby no meansto deny that knowledgeisused inimmoral ways, but rather to point to
thefactthat inour actsof knowingweareactingasmoral agents. Why isthis? AccordingtoPolanyi, aknower’s
acts"arepersonal judgmentsexercised responsibly withaview toareality withwhich heisseekingto establish
contact.” Any conclusion* representsacommitment of thepersonwho arrivesatit.” 26 Such anunderstanding
of knowing, grounded in commitment with universal reach, radically underminesnot only the often criticized
picture of the purely objective nuetral knower, but also the picture of the knower as completely socially
determined or purely arbitrary. Inother words, therewould be no room for personal responsibility if knowing
wereentirely socially determined or the subj ectiveassertion of power. Moreespecially, theconceptionof calling
would make no sense; as Polanyi states, our particular human place provides opportunities for “momentous
actsof responsi blecommitment, madeby accepting [our] own starting-pointin spaceandtime, asthecondition
of [our] owncalling.” 27

Our knowing, then, is“social” and “cultural”; this does not make knowing arbitrary or oppressive, but
human. Our personal participation, both tacit and explicit, isthe condition of the possibility of any knowing
whatsoever, eventheconditionfor usingtheword“ coercion” andknowingwhat it means. If onebelievesevery
claimtotruthisoppressive, thenthegraduate studentisright: onemust besilent. But thenhisown claimcould
not bemadeandlanguageitself wouldunravel. If thisoccurred, therewould benotruewordsor deedsfor which
we are responsible, and we would entirely eliminate personal presence. Such a claim is then ultimately
impersonal.

AnAlternative Form of Theological Knowing

Beforeconsidering analternative, | want to notebriefly that Walter Ong, among others, writesabout how
themoderndrivetoward objectivism (anditsflip sidesubjectivism) isitself shaped by thewrittenword. While
the subject of literacy and its influence on epistemology are beyond the scope of this essay, sufficeit to say
that the concept of objectivism is parasitic upon avisual paradigm,28 (which has been culturally absorbed)
especialy asthisisformed by writing.29 Ong notesthat Kant’ s split between the noumenal and phenomenal
isprimarily informed by our visual sensibilites, themsel ves shaped by writing. Focused on the word as seen,
on static sight alone, understanding is condemned to deal only with surfaceswhich havea“beyond” (athing-
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in-itself) that it cannever attain. “ Assoonasonesetsuptheproblemof intellectual knowingintermsof avisuaist
construct suchas’ phenomena,” thequestion of ‘ noumena’ thusautomatically arises.” 30 TheKantian problem
that our languagecannot directly get at the* thing-in-itself “ arisesprimarily fromwithinavisual paradigm. The
writtenword|eadsustoimagineknowingisexternal andlocated primarily outsi deof us; westandto our knowing
asthe eyeto the written word, as a subject to aseemingly static object. Asnoted inthe previous section, this
framework has shaped and continues to shape theology. H. Richard Niebuhr notes problems with a visual
paradigm when he states that “the images of the observational method are so out of place in the life of
participation that they must be abandoned - or surreptitiously modified when employed by moral agents’ 31

Incontrast, an alternativeform of theol ogical knowing accountsfor thefact that theknower intheprocess
of knowing shapestheknown. A genuinealternativeformacknowledgesthat our beliefs, memory,imagination,
and commitments— eventhoughthesemight not beexplicitly acknowledged, and may infact beactively denied
— nonethel ess participate in shaping the content of what weknow. Such an alternativeisnot objectivistic nor
impersonal for it acknowledgesthat we are concretely rooted inaparticular placerather than someimpersonal
universal. Yet neither is such away of knowing merely that of an isolated subject. Believing, judging and
knowing are acts of “embodied knowers knotted into the worldly appearance of others.” 32

A number of theol ogianshave described thisbondednessin variousways. CharlesMcCoy, for example,
usesthelanguage of covenant to capturethe embodied and social nature of our knowing. By covenant, McCoy
meansthat “ humansare borninto covenants already made and are called to commit themsel vesto the heritage
of their parents’ community. Emergenceinto selfhoodisaprocessof affirmingor rej ectingthel oyaltiesby which
apersonwill live.” 33 M cCoy usesthelanguageof covenant tograspthenecessarily committal and social nature
of human knowing and action: “Itisthecovenantsof human living, whether recognized or not, that give shape
to human communities and action.” 34 Thiscommunal aspect of knowing and judging is captured aswell by
the language of trust. H. Richard Niebuhr observesthat trust is afundamental aspect of all knowing: “there
isaclose connection between much of our ‘holding for true’ and our trusting+ believing and knowing, being
certain and uncertain, trusting and having vision of true relations, these are events that occur only in
interpersonal society.” 35 NicholasL ashaswell notesthecentrality of trustinall our knowing activity: “Whether
in physicsor in palitics, in psychology or prayer, to grow in knowledgeisto grow through trust: trust given,
trust betrayed, trust risked, misplaced, sustained, received and suffered.”36 *“Covenant,” “trust,” our
“knottedness’ inthe“worldly appearance of others” — in each case such language points, contraobjectivism,
to our personal participation and, contra subjectivism, to the social and fiduciary nature of knowing.

Inthislight, | want to consider theliturgy asan alternative form of theological knowing. For theliturgy
asaform of knowing mediates a concrete and convivial place, which itself shapesthe content of what oneis
seekingtoknow. Inlight of my thesis, itisimportant toreiterate that all waysof knowing mediate some place,
eventhough thisplacemay go unacknowledged. Theliturgy, however, isan acknowledged publicactivity and
place. Likeadrama,37theliturgy is* anaction by whichagroup of peopl ebecomesomething corporately which
they had not beenasamerecollectionof individual s- awhol egreater thanthesum of itsparts.” 38 Etymologically
“liturgy” meansadeed or action (ergon) performed by the people (laitos). Theliturgy by definitionreliesupon
action and speech as amode of being together, yet the language relied uponisnot only that of awritten text.
Moral philosopher, Charles Taylor, notes that “a sense of the good finds expression not only in linguistic
descriptions but also in other speech acts+ [in] liturgy, we see that expression goes beyond the bounds of
language as normally and narrowly conceived. The gesture of ritual, itsmusic, itsdisplay of visual symbols,
all enactintheir ownfashionour relationtoGod.” 39 Theliturgy offersatheol ogical way of knowingthat, like
all knowing, occursin“covenant” with others, and reliesupon personal participation, though thisparticipation
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callsforth adifferent kind of indwelling than, say, silently reading a book.

Alexander Schmemann, an Orthodox liturgical theologianwhowasdean of St. VIadimir’ sSeminary for 25
years, graspstheimport of theliturgy asan alternativeform of knowing when heacknowledgesthat itsfunction
isnot simply to“ communicateideasabout God.” Rather, Schmemann describesthe Orthodox DivineLiturgy
asajourney of moving and remembering — gathering in acentral place; singing the hymns; approaching the
feast-preparedtable; partaking of thebread andwine. Inthisliturgical journey, theOrthodox iconsarenot mere
ecclesial decorations but are essential ways of rooting the participantsin the Orthodox tradition of worship.
“To besure,” says Schmemann,

liturgy hasadidactic or educational function, one can even say that in asense thewhol e of worship
is teaching, is theology, ispreaching, yet thisteaching not only is not separated and di stinguished
from “beauty,” but “beauty” isits very content and means of communication... Two-thirds of all
liturgical textsinour tradition are hymns- i.e., poetry meant to be sung. And poetry isby definition
untranslatable for its meaning liesin the organic blend of the order, the rhythm and the music of
words.40

For Schmemann, theliturgical form shapesthe content, and actualizestheol ogical knowingthat cannot befully
grasped outside theliturgical context. It makes no senseto attempt to separate the hymns— poetry meant to
besung— fromtheir content, for the meaningrestsin“therhythmand themusic of thewordstheorganic blend
of order.” Infact, to separate form and content would beto change theform, and thusthe content. To goone
step further, there is no content apart from personal participation and for Schmemann a particular kind of
participation is necessary if oneisto begin to understand the Eastern Orthodox tradition.

Although theologian James Cone comes from a tradition distinctly different from Orthodoxy, he
nonethel essmakesstatementswhicharesimilar to Schmemann’s. Intheblack Churchtradition, Conedescribes
how black theol ogy and black worshipareintegrally rel ated. Intheworship of theblack community, Conewrites,

God’sword isahappening. . . Truth isdisclosed in the movement of the language and the passion
created when the songissung intheright pitch and tonal quality. Truthisfoundinshout, hum, and
moan as these expressions move the people closer to the source of their being.41

For all thedifferencesbetween Coneand Schmemann, they both acknowledgethat “ knowing about God” takes
place in worship: standing, sitting, kneeling, singing the rhythmic and harmonious hymns, listening to the
preaching and to thesilent spacesbetween themselvesand God whenthey gather. Both Schmemann and Cone
claimthat in order to grasp the content of their respectivetraditions, one must beinvolved in aliturgical form
of knowing. In other words, they both make the claim that knowing does not take place abstractly or from a
posture of suspicion, but rather knowing “isinternally related to doing, to knowing how to ‘go on’ and doing
s0.”42 Their claimsareatheological analogy of theoften cited poem, “ O body swayedtomusic, O brightening
glance, How can we know the dancer from thedance?’ | citethis quotation to point out that, like adance, the
known content of theliturgy isembedded in the activity itself, asisthecaseinall knowing. A cohesionexists
between the knower and the known such that to sunder one from the other isto change the form of knowing
and thus the content.

Wendell Berry, in hisarticle“ Standing By Words,” 43 recognizes this cohesion that exists between the
knower andtheknown, though herel atesthistoagricultureinstead of theology. Berry describestwo agricultural
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“experts’ who claimthat American agri culturehasbecometransformed“fromanartformintoascience,” from
practical tradetoan“objective” theory. According totheexperts, theart of agricultureisconcerned only with
the“how of farming” whilescienceisinterestedinthe“whys.” Y etintheir description of industrialization, the
expertsfail to seethat their approachisequally rooted ina“how” of farming; their “how” isindustrialization
rather thantraditional dairy farmlife. Theaffect of thisshiftintheir formor “how” of knowinginturn shapes
thecontent. Rather thana“family companionanimal,” thecow becomesa“ manufacturing unit of thetwentieth
century.” AsBerry pointsout, theexperts’ more abstract and impersonal form of knowing drastically changes
their understanding of the agricultural way of life.

This description of agriculture is analogous to theology in that theologians, constantly tempted to
intellectual abstraction, ignorethat theology, likeany discipline, isnot somucha“ hard” scienceasitisanartfull
skill. Theology asartful skill pointsagain to the fact that how and what we know areinternally related. This
precedes the subject/object split because before we explicitly identify what the object is, it has already been
shaped by our dependenceonhow wearerootedintheworld. Thecow as*family companion” or “ manufacturing
unit” is parasitic on the form of knowing, the place from which oneis oriented.

By describing analternativeformof knowing, | am seekingtobroaden our theol ogical imaginationfor how
infact we cometo know. On what criteriado we necessarily rely when we evaluate, judge and know? What
intellectual and moral sourcesdo weplaceourselvesinthemidst of ? Thusfar, | am simply suggesting that the
evaluative criteriafor theology also need to bedrawn from liturgical activity itself.

This precludesthe often held assumption that theol ogy or religious studiesisonly areflective enterprise
best done from a critical or detached perspective (or even that it can be done from an entirely detached
perspective).44 Following Polanyi, | am attempting tointegrate a post-critical approach into theology. Thus,
along with Polanyi, | am challenging the clear- cut distinction between reflection or reflective knowing
(understood as what we do at the Polanyi Society meetings, for example) and “ practice” (usually associated
withaliturgy, or aballgame). Inpointingto an alternativeform of knowing, | wishto claimthat every way we
inhabit theworld— whether at aballgame, an academic meeting, or aBaptist service— isan activity through
which we know: acommitted place we reside in which we actively rely upon ourselves extended into that
environment and shaped by that place in order to know. When | am pointing to the liturgy as an alternative
place, | am not pointing to “activity” or “practice,” in contrast to reflection, but to another activity, another
practice in addition to the activity of sitting in front of a computer or writing a paper.

For a concrete example of how theology historically has overlooked its own knowing sources, | turnto
the well-known sixteenth century eucharistic debate at Marburg concerning the reality or symbolism of the
elements. On oneside of thisdebate, Reformation theologian Ulrich Zwingli claimed that the bread and wine
wereonly symbolic; if not, Christ would haveto suffer pain again and again by theteeth of the communicants.
Afterall, stated Zwingli, when Jesusclaims* | amthevine!” wedon' treally imaginehimtobea“literal,” physical
vine. Inhistheological reflection, Zwingli relied uponcriteriato definethe* real” which could beverfied by any
outside observer.

In contrast to Zwingli’ sclaim that the eucharist isonly symbolic or figurative, Martin Luther, remaining
closer to the Cathalic tradition, held to the literal meaning of “is’ in the statement “ Thisismy body.” Luther
believed that the church suffered aloss when the bread and wine were regarded as mere signs. While Luther
and Zwingli were on opposite sides of the debate, they nonethel ess both argued out of the same imaginative
framework, one that placed the literal over against the figurative, the real over against the symbol. Luther
remained morethe“ man of theMiddle Ages’; even so, notes Erich Heller, “ the Enlightenment thought of the
Italian Renaissance,” overshadowed this sixteenth century debate, in which increasingly rationalism’s
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objectiveand lucid criteriadetermined thereal .45

Atthebrink of the Enlightenment, we seereflected inthe L uther/Zwingli debate agrowing attachment to
real knowledge asthat whichisobjective, verifiable by physical measurement and not symbolic. Theseearly
reformers imaginationsincreasingly were held captive by an understanding of thereal that they imagined any
detached observer could have. Their own place, participantsinthe Eucharist, wasnot regarded asasignificant
factintheir theological reflections. By attempting to argue from the standpoint of anyone (skeptical Zwingli
moreso), and by failingfully toacknowledgetheir ownliturgical place, their theol ogical perceptionsparticipated
in aloss (especialy for Protestants) that eventually stripped the Eucharist of the very thing that made it
significant inthefirst place: thereal presence of an ever-faithful God. Following thisdispute, an agewould
sowly emerge “in which not only the sacraments but the holiness of al that is holy will ceaseto be‘literally
true’ body will become merely body and symbol merely symbol.” 46

How wouldapost-critical perspectivebedifferent? Firstof al, if werel easeourselvesfromthebelief that
thereal isonly that whichwehavefromacritical perspective, andinstead acknowledgethat all knowingisrooted
inaparticular place, thenweare ableto define“real” inradically different terms. Thereal isthat towhichwe
responsibly commit ourselves, and that which opensup new realmsof reality. Asboth Coneand Schmemann
declare, theliturgy, when faithfully entered into, hasthe potential to open up heretofore unknown dimensions
of God’s presence and activity intheworld. Certainly, then, the Eucharistisreal, but not in the critical terms
used by either Zwingli or Luther.

In considering the liturgy as an aternative form of theological knowing, | am arguing that all forms of
knowingarehuman activities, and thusthat theliturgy isoneknowing activity among others. | analsoarguing,
inlight of Polanyi, that all knowinginvolvespersonal judgment, commitment andresponsibility. Toignorethis
fact may be harmless; however, it may also significantly distort our perception of ourselves as knowers and
persons. At best, it may cause us, as Stanley Cavell has said, to be chafed by our own skin: at worst, it may
lead to an unrecognized denial of our humanity.

In contrast to the above, the acknowledgement that all forms of knowing are human activities enablesus
toexpand our imagination of how infact wecometoknow. Suchimaginativestretchingisneededinthediscipline
of theology, aswell as other disciplines, where we easily forget what St. Augustine reminded us of and what
Polanyi holdsistrue of all knowing: “unlessyou believe, you shall not understand.” 47
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and Polanyi’ suseof conceptslike' assertion’, ‘belief’, ‘truth’ and‘reality’ . DrawingonJ.R.
Searl€ srecenttheory of intentionality, the‘ tacit’ component of assertiveutterancesisanaysedin
termsof intentional states. Itisarguedthat Polanyi doesnot useasubjectivenotionof truth, and
that hispartial analysisof ‘true’ canberegarded asaspecial version of thenon-descriptivetheory
of truth. Hismetaphysical realismisdiscussed, and hisapproachinthephil osophy of scienceand
that of L akatosarecompared. Inthechapters5-6, the Popperian critiquethat thetheory of
personal knowledgeissubjectivist and psychologist, isdeconstructed. Itisarguedthat Polanyi
leavestheobjectivity of knowledgeintact, and that hisepi stemol ogy ispreferabletothePopperian
conceptionof knowledge* without aknowing subject’. Inchapter 7thelater extension of the
theory of tacit knowingintotherealmof thehumanities, especially that of religion, istouchedupon
and somesuggestionsareofferedforitsrelevanceinthefield of philosophy of religion.

26




Polanyi’ sAugustinianism:
A Mark of the Future?

John V. Apczynski

ABSTRACT Keywords: Augustine, theory of knowledge, science, wisdom, tradition, Neoplatonism.

Theaimof thisessayisto display a congruencebetween several important featuresof Augustine’ stheory
of knowledge, including our knowledge of the world (sapientia) and our knowl edge of the standards guiding
our thought (sapientia), and Michael Polanyi’s theory of personal knowledge. Its purposeisto commend
an interpretation of Polanyi’s thought which situates his major insights within an Augustinian intellectual
tradition and which thereby offers fruitful possibilities for theological reflection, particularly on the reality
of God.

1. TheFormulation of an Experiment

Those inspired by Michael Polanyi’s epistemology frequently cite his contention that his theory of
personal knowledge recovers a crucial Augustinian insight, namely that our thought unfolds out of our
commitments to anterior frameworks.! In particular many theologically oriented interpreters of Polanyi’s
thought have found in this Augustinian emphasis on the priority of faith for understanding a powerful aly in
their efforts to articulate the legitimacy or meaningfulness of Christian faith in the secular context of the
contemporary world. Nevertheless the implications of this Augustinian feature of Polanyi’s theory of
knowledgearerarely exploredinany explicit or detailedway.? Thisisanunfortunategapinmy estimation, since
such unexamined connectionsto the Augustinian heritagemight provideapotentially richtheol ogical resource.

In an effort to illustrate what | mean and to convince other theologians of the value of developing the
thought of Polanyi intermsof the Augustinian heritage, | proposeto exploreinthisessay thepossibility of there
being additional epistemological similarities between Augustine and Polanyi. My intention perhaps can best
be viewed as a thought experiment seeking responses to two interrelated questions. First, was Polanyi’'s
rediscovery of the Augustinianinsight into theimportance of belief for understanding and hisaffirmation and
incorporation of it into his theory of knowledge made possible by additional structural similaritiesin their
respective epistemol ogical positions? | believethat thiscan be convincingly demonstrated. Granted such an
interrelated pattern of thought in their epistemologies, the second, related question isthis: what isthe value
for theol ogical reflection today of trying to understand Polanyi along the lines suggested by the Augustinian
heritage?
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Lest this proposal be misunderstood, | should like to clarify abit what | mean by these questions. My
comparison of Polanyi’ sand Augustine’ stheoriesof knowledge does not presumethat Polanyi was dependent
upon aformal, explicit study of Augustine for the development of histheory. Asfar as| have been ableto
discover, the earliest relevant reference to Augustine in Polanyi’s published writings occurs in Personal
Knowledge. Polanyi’s work as a scientist, however, had convinced him of the need for the acceptance of
authority insciencelongbeforethis.® Indeed when Polanyi wasasked explicitly toward theend of hislifeabout
therelationship of histhought to Augustine, hisresponse simply mentioned his studieslong past and hismore
recent reading of Peter Brown'’ s hiography.* Perhaps these studies occured in the context of hisrelationship
with J. H. Oldham and the Moot. Inany event, al thisexperiment in comparing Polanyi and Augustine need
presume then is that, once Polanyi discovered this particular affinity to Augustine’ s thought, he was able to
identify his project with Augustine's on this point because, in their respective cultural contexts, they had
developed independently epistemological positions with several points of congruence.®

The point behind the second question can be brought into focus by recalling again Polanyi’ sobservation
that we understand reality in light of our commitments. Obviously, then, the dominant intellectual tradition
within which one standsto read Polanyi will affect profoundly what onetakes himto mean. Thisstage of the
thought experiment will attempt to seek out what Polanyi’ s position would appear to be sayingif read in light
of agenerally formulated Augustinian approach to knowledge. Thisrequires, obviously, that much of thisessay
be devoted to an exposition of Augustine’s epistemological assumptions. Its theological aim would be to
discover how our knowledge of God might beunderstood from such an explicitly acknowl edged interpretation
of Polanyi’ stheory of personal knowledge.

One additional observation is necessary. Augustine was not a philosopher in the modern sense of the
term. A few of hisworks do display the character of a sustained treatise on philosophical themes, such ashis
effort to combat skepticismin Against the Academics. Most of hisvast literary output, however, iscomposed
by way of response to pressing personal or ecclesiastical circumstances, not out of the studied leisurethat is
themark of theoretical preoccupations. Hismajor orientation, inother words, istheol ogical and practical, even
in his earlier works. When he identifies at the beginning of hisliterary career the most important topics of
reflection to be God and the soul (sol., 1.17),6 we discover what isat the heart of all hisintellectual inquiries—
the return of the soul to its source and genuine fulfillment in God. Conseguently, since he has no treatise on
the question, thetask of formulating the general contours of Augustine' sdoctrine on knowledge requiresthat
it be extracted from the corpus of his works wherever he saw the need to insert elements of his teaching on
knowledgewhileintheprocessof discussingwhat wasfor himsomemoreurgent topic. Thiswouldbeadaunting
task wereit not for thefact that several scholarly studiesof Augusting’ sview of knowledge haverecently been
published. | gratefully acknowledge that this outline of Augustine’s theory of knowing, including the
interpretation of the textual material, will be guided by these studies.”

2. APreliminary Overview

Augustine formulated his views of knowledge out of his conviction that al learning is made possible
through the acceptance of the authority based on faith in Christ and through the subtle reasoning manifested
by the Platonists(c. Acad., 3.20.43). Before considering thistwofold source of learning, it would be helpful to
provideapreliminary glimpseinto theintellectual world Augustinecalled “ Platonist.” What he meant by this
term modern scholarship identifies as the tradition mediating Platonic doctrinesto Augustinein their Middle
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Platonic and Neoplatonic forms, particularly in the Latin versions of the works of Plotinus and Porphyry.

This was a hierarchical world, with the highest reality purely spiritual. It was the revolutionary
otherworldliness of Ambrose’ s sermons that probably first stirred Augustine to begin to see the limits of his
materialistic conceptions of thedivine (conf., 5.10.19-20) and the need to seek for something more.® Once he
had entered thisworld hesaw that “ therational soul . . . hasbeen placedin somekind of middlestate, inasmuch
asit hasthe bodily creation beneath it, but its own and the body’ s creator aboveit” (ep., 140.3).

In thismiddle position, human reason or the mind correspondingly had two functions. “Higher reason”
(ratio superior) understands eternal reasons (rationes aeter nae) that are the principal forms of thingsand are
containedinthedivinelntelligence(div.qu., 45.1-2). Reasoninthissenseleadstothecontemplation of wisdom
(sapientia). “Lower reason” (ratioinferior) hasthefunction of knowing corporeal reality inlight of theseeternal
reasons. When reason in this sense orders corporeal things according to some rationale or pattern, it leadsto
knowledge or science (scientia).

What allowsthemindtofunctioninthesetwoways, what i sitsunderlying ground, soto speak, ismemory.
Itisimportant to recognizeimmediately that Augustine meansby “memoria”’ morethantheability to recollect
past experiences. “The power of memeory isgreat . . . . It isawe-inspiring in its profound and incalculable
complexity. Yetitismy mind;itismy very self” (conf., 10.10.17). That which has gone to shape me, my
experiences, my emotions, my habits, my insights actual and potential, areall therein my memory, according
to Augustine, always operating in some fashion whenever we use our powers of reason.

3. TheRoleof Faith

K eepingthesepreliminary indicationsof Augustine’ sview of knowledgein mind, et usnow consider his
understanding of therole of faithinlearning. Augustine sbasic point, that with respect to our knowledge of
the world faith functions as “ a precondition for knowing,”® iswell known to students of Polanyi through his
appropriation of the formula, “unless you believe, you shall not understand.”*® Depending on its context the
notion of faith can function in severa distinct, but related, ways.

In its most ordinary sense, faith is necessary for the very continuity and stability of everyday life.
Augustine asks us to consider, for example, how our self-identity is based on our trust in our parents and
teachers, and how our further awarenessof history isdependent onarelianceontestimony of others(ep., 147.5;
conf., 6.5). Inan ultimate sense, faithin theteachings of scripture and the Catholic churchisnecessary so that
our reason may gradual ly beguidedtothecontemplation of thedivineideasthrough momentsof mystical vision
inthislifeor inthebeatificvisioninthenext (civ., 22.29; div.qu., 48; ep., 120.1.3).

With regard to knowledge (scientia), Augustine distinguished between “things seen and believed” (ep.
147.8). Thosethingsthat are seen are known directly in the sense of not relying on authorities. Knowledge
of thingsthat are not directly present to our awarenessisbelieved on thebasisof someform of authority. When
wegiveour assent to such beliefs, Augustineiswillingto call thisknowledge (scientia). But evenintheformer
caseof directly experiencedthings, faith playsaroleat | eastinsofar aswerely on our sense perception (amatter
to be discussed shortly).

Throughout his discussion of the role of faith, Augustine always recognizes the importance of reason.
We need to be ableto reason about and to understand, at | east to some extent, what itisweare believing (ser .,
43.7). Hecarefully distinguishesfaithfrom credulity, mereopinion, or wishful thinking (ut.cred., 22and 25; trin.,
8.4.6). Thuswithin“thecitadel of authority” (ep. 118.5.32-33) Augustineuphel dtheuseof reasonand defended
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it against criticswho would suspect reason of elitism.** Likewise hisfaithintheauthority of scripturedid not
warrant any sort of fundamentalism: what we clearly know about the universe from other sources cannot
contradict the scriptures, and if we go on to expound them in such an erroneous way we subject Scripturesto
scorn by those outside the faith (Gn.litt., 1.19.39). Finally, Augustine considered it essential to test or check
our faithinour ultimatecommitments. Heillustratesthisrequirementin hisdiscussionsregarding how hisbeliefs
inand practice of the Catholic faith alow himto appeal to qualitiesof authority and coherencethat hebelieves
shows its superiority over the Manichaean faith.2

Inthisbrief exposition of afew features of Augustine’ sunderstanding of therole of faith in knowledge,
wecan clearly discern acharacteristic feature of Polanyi’ sunderstanding of knowledge, specifically the need
torely onarange of beliefsto exercise our rational capacitieswhich in turn can devel op argumentsto support,
modify, or even overturn these beliefs.

4. Scientia: Knowledgeof theWorld

Sincethiscorrespondence between Augustine' sand Polanyi’ sappreciation of theimportant role of faith
had already been affirmed by Polanyi, we need to move now to expose afew of the elements of Augustine's
understanding of our knowledge of theworld in order to begin our experiment in earnest. Herewe shall focus
on how our lower function of reason operatesin our knowledge of things of theworld, including our ability to
usethe scientific disciplinesto expand and order our knowledge. We must not lose sight of thefact, however,
that for Augustineitisthe onemind that knows. Consequently it will be necessary to speak here of themind’s
higher function of “remembering” the principal formsof things, although weshall not explorethesignificance
of thisfurther at this stage.

Augustine was arealist who sought out the truth to the best of his ability; he remained so even after his
conversion. This meant that understanding our knowledge of the world required an accounting of sensory
perception. The culturally dominant theoretical views of the Stoicsand Epicureans generally held our senses
to be passive receptors of external influencesthat produced modificationsin the soul. For the recent convert
toaNeoplatonic version of Christianity, such predominantly materialist viewswereabhorrent: only thehigher
reality, the soul, could play the active role in the formation of knowledge, including that form based on
sensation.™®

Infollowingthelead of Plotinusontheissueof sensation, Augustinewasawareof the physiological basis
of sensation, including the notion of nerves sending stimuli to the brain (Gn.lit., 7.13.20). But theseinternal
stimuli, affected by external objects, function as servantsto the mind, which attends!* to theseimpressionsin
order toformanimagewhichit can storeinmemory or whichit canjudgeaccordingtothestandardsof theeternal
forms present inthe mind. Hereis Augustine’ s expression of this point regarding the active role of themind
in the process of coming to know an external object:

Although we see some things with the body, others with the mind [i.e., the eternal formg], the

distinction between these two sorts of sight is seen by the mind, not the body. The objectswhich

are beheld by themind have need of no sensesof the body to let usknow that they aretrue, but those

perceived through the body cannot beincluded in our knowledgeif thereisno mind to which these

incoming messages can bereferred. Anditisafact that thoseincoming messages, whichitissaid,
insomewise, toreceive, areleft outside, but it formsimagesof them, that is, incorporeal likenesses

of physical things, whichit commitsincorporeally tothememory, sothat fromthere, whenit hasthe
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will or power, it may givejudgment onthem, after bringing them out of custody and displayingthem

inthe sight of itsthought (ep. 147.38).

Notice Augustine’ sreferenceto memory intheprocessof knowing. The pointisnot simply that westore
animageof something perceived. Moreimportantly Augustinecarefully observeshow all sensory perceptions
occur over timeinthesensethat thisphenomenoninvolvesnot only divisiblepartsbut al sorequiresadurational
continuum. Consider, for example, hisdiscussion of hearing:

Unless the spirit immediately formed within itself and retained in memory an image of the word

perceived by the ears, one could not tell whether the second syllable was actually the second one,

since thefirst would no longer exist once it had impinged upon the ear and passed away. And so

all habitsof speech, all sweetnessof song, all motionintheacts of our body would break down and

cometonought, if thespirit did not retainamemory of past bodily motionswithwhichtojoinfurther

operations(Gn.lit.,12.16.33).

Our perceptua knowledge of theworld, therefore, isnever merely aseries of “impressions’ made upon
someone' smindasthoughitwereablank tablet. For Augustine, everythingweperceiveisformed by theactive
shaping of the mind ordering its sensory impressions through memory and judging them in terms of patterns
of meaning also*“ derived” frommemory.

A conseguence of this account of the perceptual basis of scientia, our knowledge of the world, is that
we can bein error insofar as we can confuse different objects because of their similarity and thereby judge
incorrectly (Gen.lit., 12.25.52). Augustineisquitefully awarethat thisisnot dueto our perception assuch, for
if wemerely assert that something appearsto mein somemanner thenwecannot possibly bedeceived(c. Acad.,
3.10.26). Rathertherisk of error derivesfrom our desireto seek thetruth presentinour experienceswithitsimplicit
presupposition of a criterion for judging. We can minimize the possibilities for error by checking the
comprehensivenessof our perceptionandthenormal context for theworking of our perceiving faculties.> “On
the whole, however, Augustine assumes, rather than demonstrating, that most, if not all, sense-perceptions
convey genuine and reliable information about the external world.” ¢

Among the reasons for Augustine’s vigorous defense of the sort of knowledge derived through our
experienceof theworld surelyishistheol ogical convictionthat certaintruthsof thefaith requiretrusting sensory
perceptions. But hissharp departurefrom hisNeoplatonic heritagein accepting solargearolefor trusting our
sensory perceptionsisjust asstrongly grounded in Augusting’ s conviction of the reasonableness of accepting
our knowledge of nature, history, and world events mediated through our own experiences or the testimonies
of others' experiences (trin., 15.12.21). Suchwondrousadvancesin our knowledge areworththerisk; “for if
onewho trusts his sensesis sometimesdeceived, heismorewretchedly deceived who fancies he should never
trustthem” (civ., 19.18).

To be sure, Augustine thus recognizes that strictly speaking scientia does not bear the marks of
immutability and certitude, sothat it isnot properly knowledge; yet commonly speaking heiswilling to accept
both our grasp of eternal truth and our perceptionsof theworld asknowledge(retr., 1.14.3). Heisso convinced
of the value of our knowledge of theworld that he practically arguesfor the necessity of scienceintheface of
theNeoplatonic metaphysi cianswhoknow eternal truthsby challenging themto answer whether they canknow
thevariety and devel opment of animal lifemerely by grasping their eternal exemplars(trin., 4.16.21).

What, then, can we conclude about our scientific knowledge of the world? Aswe have already seen,
“knowledgeisbornfromboth, fromtheonewhoknowsandtheobject thatisknown” (trin.,9.12.17). Thehuman
knower, when encountering arange of phenomena, draws out from the recesses of memory under the stimulus
of thisencounter appropriate principlesto order and comprehend thedata. Inthissense, scientific knowledge
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(as underlying principle or order) is present to our minds in a latent state, needing to become actual and
reflectively structured by our encounter with the data of the world.

Fromthiswe can concludethat |earning thesefacts| of scientific principles], which do not reach our

minds asimages by means of the sense but are recognized by usin our minds, without images, as

they actually are, issimply aprocessof thought by whichwegather together thingswhich, although

they are muddled and confused, are already contained in the memory. When we give them our

attention, we see to it that these facts, which have been lying scattered and unheeded, are placed

ready to hand, so that they are easily forthcoming once we have grown used to them (conf., 10.11).

Even though the principal ideas structuring our scientific knowledge are thusnot derived from sensation
but elicited out of the* muddled” recessesof our memory, itisprecisely thissort of cumulativeskill inscientific
knowing that can mediate our awareness of theseideas. Indeed we grasp these unchanging, eternal principles
only intransitory glimpses, so that they can be storedin an orderly way in our memoriesand used to organize
further empirical data. Inother wordsour growthin scientific knowledge requiresrecognition of increasingly
more complex spheres of experience understood in light of the underlying principles; and this corresponding
expansion in understanding of dataallowsusto grasp with greater facility and clarity additional principlesto
apply in further efforts at applying our scientific knowledge to the world.*

This must suffice for our presentation of the main contours of Augustine's understanding of our
knowledge of theworld. Whileit definitely isincomplete!® and ignores more subtle nuances of hisposition,®
nonetheless | trust that this outline provides us with asufficient glimpse into Augustine so that we now have
abasisfor conducting our experiment of relating his thought to Polanyi’s. Once my own attention had been
directed toward this possibility, | was quite amazed by the structural relationshipsthat emerged between their
respective positions.

Theunderlying basis of thissimilarity, in my estimation, istheir convergence ontheinsight that thereis
no knowledgewithout ameaningful relationship established by aknower to something known (trin., 9.12.17).
For Polanyi thisisthe personal coefficient in all knowing, and for Augustineit isthe fact that only arational
soul or mind is capable of knowing. And for both of these thinkers, this personal coefficient was not limited
to explicit, formal thought-processes. Polanyi’ srecognition that we know morethan we can tell wasaway of
pointing to thetacit dimension, just as Augustine’ sreflections on the powers sustai ning our reasoning led him
to ponder their grounding in the vast recesses of “memory.”

From this fundamental structural similarity flow several additional specific pointsof convergence. For
both, perceptionistheactiveintegrating of or attending to bodily modifications produced by external realities
inorder todiscerntheir focal meaning or their instanti ation of formal principles. Evenat thelevel of perception
knowing isaprocess occurring through time which requires the participation of the knower’ stacit powersor
memory tocomplete. Consequently inboth positionsknowingisa waysan achievement upheld by achangeable
human being that is subject to error. But therisksare worth it since the achievement can lead to an ever more
comprehensive understanding of our environment through the scientific disciplines® And just as the
development of science itself depends upon catching a glimpse of higher realms of meaning which are
discovered in memory and used to order the phenomenon for Augustine, so, too, for Polanyi the creative
imagination“racksour brain” until we catch aglimpse of the gradi ent of meaning that resolvesthe quest.?! For
both thinkersthe ordered pattern of meaning discerned inthisway isahigher level of reality or morereal than
itsinstantiation in aparticular object.
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In closing this stage of the experiment, | should like to emphasi ze that the point behind engaging in this
sort of comparison hasbeen not to make an unnuanced sort of claimthat would equate, say, thetacit dimension
with memory. Theclaim of astructural similarity being advanced here meansrather that thetacit dimension
functionsin many important and rel evant respectsin Polanyi’ stheory of knowledge similarly to the way that
memory functionswithin Augustine's. Itisthissort of connection that | have been attempting to portray and
which must be appreciated, if this experiment isto be deemed successful.

5. Sapientia: KnowledgeabovetheMind

Inthehopethat thisexperimentisprovingtobeat |east provisionally attractive, | now wouldliketo move
towarditscompletion. Thisrequiresindicating how Augustine' sunderstanding of sapientia, thegoal or object
of the higher function of reason, might validly be used to guide an aspect of Polanyi’ sthought with theological
implications. Thatis, | hopetobeableto explainhow Augustine’ sapproachto our knowledgeof eternal reasons
might help us understand how we can uphold aknowledge of God in Polanyian terms.

Atfirst glancethismight not appear terribly promising, for what Augustinemeansby wisdomisillustrated
by the kind of knowledge resulting from the acknowledgment, even if begun in doubt, required of ourselves
asknowers.? Inthiscase Augustinebelieveswehaveaknowledgewhichistrue, apriori (i.e., not derived from
aperception of external objects), certain, and immutable.? Onewould be hard pressed to find any depiction
of knowledgeunderstood al ong theselinesinthe Polanyian corpus.?* Whilethisobservationiscorrect, it poses
no significant problemto thisproject if wekeep in mindthat theaimisto explore Augustine’ seffort toexplain
theintellectual processwhereby hethought we cameto know wisdom. Thusevenif theparticular Neoplatonic
context of his characterization of wisdom may betoo culturally bound to be of serviceto us(aclaim | would
find too unhistorically nuanced, but must put aside here), his account of our intellectual appreciation of them
perhaps is not. Finally we also need to keep in mind that our purpose is served simply by understanding
Augustine’ sgeneral outline of the basic dynamics of thisintellectual activity, without our needing to resolve
any of the fine points of interpretation that has occupied much of subsequent Augustinian scholarship.

As we have already seen, the ideas are “above” the mind (trin., 2.6.11) in the divine Intelligence.
Nonethel ess somehow our minds must be joined to them (trin. 12.2.2) if we are to use them as standards of
judgment. At other timesAugustinesimply affirmsthat they areinthemind (civ., 8.6) containedinthememory
(conf., 10.12). If wearetointerpret Augustinefairly, all these claims must be understood to be describing the
complex activity of our knowledge of truth, and so must somehow cohere with each other in Augustine’s
thought. Apparently he meant by these claimsthat the human mind isinformed by a structure of rationality
thatispatterned onthedivinelntelligence.® Thisrational patternisinthemind potentially, thatis, assomething
we do not always perceiveto bethere; yet it is present even if we are not aware of it at the moment (imm.an.,
6). Augustine, in other words, seemsto hold that we have avirtual knowledge of the forms of thingsthat is
patterned on the divine Intelligence and that we become aware of thesein the course of our livesthrough the
concrete application of them in the sciences as we have seen earlier or in the introspective contemplation of
concepts such atruth and goodness with their normative content and power.

When it comesto the matter of how we are able to know these truths, Augustine generally has recourse
to the metaphors of recollection and illumination. Recollection and its correlate of memory serve Augustine
particularly well in contexts where he speaks of al that islatent in consciousness. Because of his awareness
of misconstruingrecollectionasaliteral remembering, however, hispreferred manner of speakingonthisability
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of themind to know isillumination.?®

Initsmost prominent usagein Augustine swritings, thislightisdivineand“isabovemindsandtranscends
all minds’ (lo.ev.tr., 3.4.3). Just asinthe case of the eternal forms, though, thereisacreated light, whichisthe
human mind’ s ability to understand both material and spiritual realitiesand whichisclearly distinct from the
divinelight.?” This created light of the intellect, nonetheless, ultimately derivesits light from the constant,
immanent presence of God.

But distinct from these objectsisthe Light by which the soul isillumined, in order that it may see

and truly understand everything. . . . For the Light is God Himself, whereas the soul is a creature;

yet sinceitisrational andintellectual, itismadein Hisimage. Andwhen it triesto understand the

Light, ittremblesinitsweaknessand findsitself unableto do so. Y et fromthissource comesall the

understanding it isableto attain (Gen. lit., 12.31.59).

Whilenohuman being, eventheungodly (trin., 14.15.21), isever entirely without thisdivinelight, still alifeof
genuine piety allowsthislight to enlighten the soul to a greater degree (div. qu., 46). Finally, it is necessary
torealizethat thisdivinelightispresentin all formsor levels of knowledge, including perception, imagining,
belief, aswell asthesciencesandwisdom (ep., 120.10). Inshort wecan say that Augustineholdsthat thecreated
light of the human intellect enjoys acontinuous, direct relationship with the divinelight which isthe ultimate
source of intelligibility and whose illuminating power is normally experienced in the normativeness of our
judgmentsand moral choices(trin., 14.15.21) but withtheguidanceof faithmay onoccasionbedirectly touched
(conf.,9.24).

Arethere any cluesin Augustine s writings that will help us understand further this direct presence of
the divine to the human mind? Interestingly in his description of his own quest for God in the Confessions,
Augustineaffirmsthat hefound God in hismemory, oncehelearned of God (conf., 10.24). But evenbeforehe
learned of God, hewasabl eto searchfor God abovehimself (conf., 10.16). Why doeshespeak thisway? | think
hisearlier description of hisexperienceof thedivinelight after learning of theteachingsof the" Platonists’ may
help us understand.

Under your guidance| enteredinto thedepthsof my soul. . . . | entered, and with the eye of my soul,

such asit was, | saw the Light that never changes casting itsraysover . . . my mind. It wasnot the

common light of day that isseen by theeye of every living thing of fleshand blood. . . . What | saw

was something quite, quitedifferent from any light we know on earth. It shone above my mind, but

not intheway that oil floats above water or the sky hangs over the earth. It was above me because

it wasitself the Light that made me, and | was below because | was made by it. All who know the

truth know thisLight (conf., 7.10).

Here Augustine clearly affirmsthe utter transcendence of God, who simultaneously is present asthe guiding
light of the mind seeking truth. Thislight completely surpasses our intellect, henceit is above the mind; yet
even in our unknowing, it functionsin our efforts to discover the truth. Once we explicitly discover God's
presencein our life, wefind God is so intimately related to usthat the divine is now afeature of our memory,
that vast generally unknown dimension of my self.

Using these Augustinian reflections on the awareness of the reality of God sustaining our cognitive
activity, | would now liketo offer asuggestion on how we might interpret Polanyi’ s position along anal ogous
lines. Presupposed inthisistherecognition that the notion of “reality” in Polanyi’ sthought ismultivalent and
not univocal .



If thisisgranted, | believethat Polanyi’ sunderstanding of thetacit dimension requirestheacknowledgment
that every human knower implicitly relieson an opennessto all of reality in every act of knowing.? What this
tacit orientation to the totality of reality involves can only be expressed explicitly in light of the intellectual
traditioninwhich anindividual dwells. Such aform of indwelling set up itsheuristic field through which the
person discovershimself heading toward an ever more comprehensivediscovery of reality.* Inthe case of the
Christian community such a heuristic field allows Christians to discern their salvation in the coming of the
Kingdomof God.

Several features of Polanyi’s reflections on our knowledge of God and religious dynamics that are
sometimes considered puzzling can be illumined when viewed in this perspective. In his discussion of the
difference between verification and validation, Polanyi observed how, as our degree of participation in a
heuristic vision grew more profound, we cameto rely increasingly oninternal criteriaof mental satisfaction.®
But now the Christian’ s discernment of God intheworld or in herself would have its appropriate ontol ogical
correlateintheinfinitely opengroundsof thetacit dimension. Just aswasthecasewith Augustine, thepresence
of thedivinereality within Polanyi’ stheory istacitly knownandfunctionsnormally astheontol ogical correlate
grounding the intelligibility of our deepest convictions and sustaining our affirmations made with universal
intent. But there can also be those rare momentswhere an individual “breaksout,” as Polanyi putsit, toward
thefullnessof thereality toward which our tacit opennessisdirecting us, namely God.*? |f thesefairly describe
thedynamicsof our awarenessof God, Polanyi thenwascorrect to emphasizethat God wasbeyond our explicit
conceptionsand thus could never be apprehended asa“fact.” God would be, asAugustineputit, “ quite, quite
different from any light we know on earth.” The Christian religion is more appropriately understood to be
functioning as a heuristic vision fostering an attempt at “ breaking out” toward that wholly other reality who
neverthelessispresent in our tacit awareness. Even Polanyi’ slater reflectionson religious myth and ritual as
involving transnatural integrationswhereby weare carried away so asto allow usto“ participatein an ultimate
meaning of things’* can be understood in thislight. For here we have another instance wherein Polanyi’s
account helps us to understand how communal worship functions by allowing its participants to glimpse,
however momentarily or fleetingly, that toward which their tacit awareness opensthem, namely God.

Inshort, | believethat whenreadinlight of Augustine’ stheory of knowledge, Polanyi can belegitimately
understood to havegrounded theontol ogi cal referent of Christian symbolisminthedepthsof our tacit knowing
and that he did thisin such away that he explained how living faithfully within a Christian community can be
understood to provide opportunities for Christians to experience the reality of God directly in worship and
contemplation.
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6. ConcludingReflections

The point of this experiment has been twofold. Thefirst wasto explore the possibility that there might
besufficient structural similaritiesbetween Augustine’ sview of knowledgeand Polanyi’ sthat would allow us
touseittopoint toaway of defending thereality of God for aChristian believer withinaPolanyian perspective.
| hope some success has been achieved in this.

Thesecond, whichisindicated moreinthetitleof thisessay thaninitstext, hasbeentoraisethequestion,
particularly for theol ogians, of how Polanyi’ sthought ought to beinterpreted. SincePolanyi hasshown usthat
therearenoneutral vantage pointsfor understanding reality, wemust commit oursel vesby standing somewhere.
| donot think it issufficient for aproperly theological level of inquiry simply to identify itself asChristian. A
further specification of someintellectual heritagefor mediatingthe Christianfaithisnecessary. | ampersonally
beginning to appreciate that perhapsthoseinspired by Polanyi ought to identify themselvesas standinginthe
tradition of Augustine. Recently Jaroslav Pelikan has opined that Whitehead' sremark about Western thought
being a“ seriesof footnotesto Plato” could just aswell have been a“ seriesof footnotesto Augustine,” through
whom Platonic ideal s have been so long mediated to the West.* He has claimed further that “so long as our
civilizationmaintainsitsidentity, continuity withhimwill waysbeacharacteristicof it.”* Oneof thedrawbacks
frequently attributed to Polanyi’ s theory of knowledgeisthat it does not speak to the Western philosophical
heritage. That may be true of the contemporary state of the traditions of philosophical inquiry. Thismay be
moreasignof their own“forgetfulness,” however, thanitisof alimitationinPolanyi’ stheory. For if my thought
experiment has been to any degree successful, then perhaps Polanyi’s Augustinianism may be asign of the
future.
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