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Preface

Thearticlesinthisissue are good evidence that those who carefully
examinethethought of Michael Polanyi areamply supplied with resourcesthat
provevaluablefor contributing to contemporary discussion in philosophy and
religiousstudies. Edward St. Clair'sarticle questionsthe conventional wisdom
that suggests scientific explanations treat the how of creation while religious
explanationstreat thewhy of creation ; he offersinteresting mythic analysisof
discussionsin contemporary scientific cosmology. Araminta Stone Johnston
returns to the literature on the Azande tribe, treated by Polanyi and others, to
look again at issues concerned with rationality and relativism; she offers
criticismof thewaysinwhich CharlesTayl or and Peter Winchhavewrestledwith
theseissues. John C. Puddefoot'sarticleisanimaginative effort to set forth the
peculiar kind of realist position which Polanyi's thought suggests.

Plansarestill beingworked out for the upcoming 1994 annual meeting
of ThePolanyi Society tobeheldthisNovember in conjunctionwiththeannual
meeting of theAmerican Academy of ReligioninChicago. Thenextissueof TAD
shouldincludeall of thedetails. Withluck, it may be possibletowork out some
arrangements for those coming to Chicago to visit the Polanyi Archivesin the
Regenstein Library at the University of Chicago.

Assevera Polanyi Society membersknow, work onacoupleof special
issues of TAD (one on William Poteat and one on Polanyi and Paul Tillich) is
proceeding. Thiswork does not imply that TAD will be any lessinterested in
other sorts of Polanyi-related articles; please continue to send in essays --
regardlessof their areaof focus-- for consideration. Notethat, with thisissue,
TAD beginsapolicy of printing selected | ettersto the editor (see page 4). You
may also, in future issues, find some brief reader responsesto articles with an
attached reply from the original author. Feel free to contact me if you are
considering formulating a response.

Phil Mullins

Traditionand Discovery isindexed selectivelyinThe
Philosopher’sindex and Religion One: Periodicals. Book
reviewsareindexedinIndexto Book Reviewsin Religion.

2



NEWSAND NOTES

William Scott, after a serious illness this winter, has
completed adraft of thebiography of Michael Polanyi. A
committeecomposed of Richard Gelwick, CharlesMcCoy,
Phil Mullinsand Walter Gulick isworkingwithhimtosee
the draft move quickly toward publication. One of the
great achievements of Professor Scott isthe gathering of
an enormous amount of background information about
Polanyi beforetheGifford L ectures. Thisbackgroundwill
contribute to awider understanding of Polanyi'swork in
science and in economics aswell ashiswork in philoso-

phy.

John C. Polanyi sometimestoo modestly hideshislight
under abushel but we are pleased to discover two gener-
ally relevant and interesting articles by or about him:
“CollectiveWill or Law of the Jungle: Reflection Onthe
New WorldOrder,” Bulletinof theAtomic Scientists 47:5
(June, 1991) 28.

JamesKrieger, “Nobel LaureatesReflect on Science, Eco-
nomics (John C. Polanyi, Gerald M. Edelman, Robert
Solow, and Herbert C. Brown) at theNew Y ork Chemical
CongressSymposium,” Chemical and EngineeringNews
69: 37 (September 16, 1991) 30-31.

Searching el ectronic data bases continuesto yield recent
publicationson or making usof Polanyi'sthought includ-
ingthefollowing:

R. G. Dean, “Waysof KnowinginClinical Practice,” The
Clinical Social Work Journal 17: 2 (Summer, 1989) 116-
27. Dean arguesthat the concept of personal knowledge
changes our use of theories and pointsto theimprecision
inour useof language. Thisview leadstoareativisticview
of knowledge through which the client's story is seen as
a constructed narrative rather than a set of facts to be
objectively recorded. Therapeutic neutrality is consid-
ered a myth, and difficult ethical questions about value
differencesand the clinicianssinfluence over clientsare

brought to the fore.

Nancy Pine, “Three Personal Theories That Suggest
M odelsfor Teacher Research,” TeachersCollegeRecord
93:4(Summer, 1992) 656-72. Pinediscussesthreetheoreti-
cal structures (those of Michael Polanyi, Maxine Grene,
and Ann Berthoff) which consider the role of personal
interpretation central to ultimate meaning-making. Pine
proposesthem asuseful frameworksfor teacherswho are
beginning deliberate classroom research.

For a review of Eugene Webb' s Philosophers of Con-
sciousness:  Polanyi, Lonergan, Voegelin, Ricoeur,
Girard, Kierkegaard (Seattle: University of WA Press,
1988) see The International Journal for Philosophy and
Religion32:2(October, 1992) 123.

Thefinal program of The Polanyi Society meeting at the
Fall 1994 annual meeting of the American Academy of
Religionisstill being arranged. Besidestheusual Satur-
day morning session with two papers, we are trying to
arrange two other events that take advantage of the
meeting location (Chicago). One is a Friday evening
conversation with personswho werewith Polanyi during
his Chicago years. Second isan introductory tour of the
Polanyi Archivesat theRegensteinLibrary of theUniver-
sity of Chicago. Details about these events will be an-
nounced |ater.
Richard Gelwick, General Coordinator

OnApril 15,1994, Richard Gelwick had heart surgery (a
guadruple bypass) at Maine Medical Center. He expects
toreturntowork at theUniversity of New Englandin June.
Mail to Gelwick canbesent to RFD #5 Box 2440, Cundyss
Harbor, Brunswick, ME04011.
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NEWSAND NOTES

L etter totheEditor
S,

Itisusually unprofitable for authorsto reply to
reviews of their books, but | would like to crave your
indulgence for two comments upon the reviews in TAD
Vol. XX No.2, by Drs Sanders and Wetherick of my
Polanyi in the series Thinkers Of Our Time.

ThinkersOf Our Timeisauniformseriesof books
intended by the editor and publisher (Prof. R. Scruton) to
be a counterweight to Fontana's Modern Masters (to
which| had previously offered avolumeon Polanyi, which
was rejected) and to show that the great names of this
century have not been hostileto tradition and our cultural
inheritance. In writing my volume on Polanyi | was
thereforeconstrained by thestrict limit of 25,000wordsset
by the publisher, and consequently had to omit much that
| would haveliked to haveincluded, especially the social
and political aspects, and to condensemuch of what | was
able to include. | decided to focus on the Polanyi’s
epistemology and ontology of tacit integration. (Since
then | have done the samein 1,500 words (!) for the new
Routledge Encyclopaedia of Philosophy.) For, contrary
to what Dr Wetherick suspects, it is my impression that,
inBritain, Polanyi hasbecomesomewhat confinedwithin
the context of “scienceand theology,” and eventheretoo
oftenonly asameansof combatting Positivism, sothat his
distinctive contribution to philosophy generally hasbeen
rather neglected.

An elaboration of my theologi cal assessment of
Polanyi, plusaconstructive use of hisphilosophy within,
and not just clearing the way for, theology will be found
in my Transcendence and |mmanence in the Philosophy
of Michael Polanyi and Christian Theism(EdwinMellon/
Rutherford House, 1992) (yes, itisarevised version of a
Ph. D. thesisl). | have also constructively employed his
philosophy in my Structure of Value (Ashgate, 1993), a

study in fundamental axiology. Likewise, | have devel-
4

oped my appreci ative assessment of hispolitical philoso-
phy inmy Beyond Liberalismwhich| havejust completed
for the MPLPA’s project on “The Libera Tradition of
Central European Philosophy” for the Central European
University, towhich | wouldliketo expressmy gratitude,
respectively, for beingaskedtojointhat project andfor the
grant awarded to me.

Dr Sanders rightly notes the incongruity of the
remark on the cover about “sceptical conservatism” in
relationto Polanyi and Hayek. But that waswrittenby Prof.
Scruton and | would have vigorously repudiated it had |
knownaboutit. Indeed, my argumentin Beyond Liberal-
ismis that, as we move from von Mises and Popper to
Hayek and Polanyi, we see a sceptical, rationalist and
therefore self-destructive Liberalism giving way to one
based on faith and tradition (and thereforefundamentally
Christian and Conservative, and explicity soin Kolnai).

Notincludedinthelast chapter of my Polanyi, for
| haveonly just heard of it and have yet to read it, iswhat
| believe to be a development of Polanyi’s philosophy
within economics, P.C. Roberts’ Alienation and the So-
viet Economy (U. of New MexicoP.,1971). Had | written
somethingon Polanyi’ seconomics, | would havecriticised
his espousal of Keynes, for | am a convinced Hayekian
monetarist.

R.T.Allen

20Ulverscroft Rd.
Loughborough, Leics, LE13PU
England

Correction: Walter Mead's article “ John Hallowell: A
Political Philosopher'sCritiqueof HisProfession'sParadign
" wasin The Palitical Science Reviewer, 1994 (annual)
rather than, aslisted in TAD 20:2, The Political Science
Review.



TheWhy of Science and the How of Religion

Edward B. &. Clair

ABSTRACT Key words: explanation, big bang, science and religion, anthropic principle, symmetry,
narrative.

Though it iscommonplace in discussions of science and religion to make the distinction between scientific
explanations of how and religious explanations of why, the distinction does not hold up under close examination.
In recent discussions of big bang cosmology, scientists are more and more addressing of the questions of why,
particularly in discussions of the role of symmetry in contemporary physics and in debates about the relevance of
the anthropic principle.

Asapart of anintroductory courseon Western Religious Thought, | normally includeadi scussion of Genesis
1-2. Asstudentswork to make sense of these storiesinlight of their own common senseand scientific understandings,
they quite frequently hit on the distinction between how and why. 1n some form or other their responses take up the
familiar stancethat Genesistellsthe story of why God created the world, and sciencetellshow God did it. When the
discussion goesin thisdirection, it isbecoming more common for studentswho are up on their scientific cosmology
to bring in the big bang. Then the distinction takesthis specific form: The story of Genesistellsuswhy God created
the universe and the big bang theory tells us how.

Even though thishow/why distinctioniscommonplacein academic discussionsof scienceandreligion, | am
ambival ent when studentsget such high explanatory mileagefromthissimpledistinction. | suppressmy ambivalence
in the class discussion, however, because | always want to encourage students who make an attempt to understand
any text, but especially abiblical text, with any complexity beyond aone-dimensional literal reading. Another reason
for my ambivalenceisthat Genesis 1-2 does not make any direct attempt to say why God created the world.

Initsacademicuse, thedistinction of how andwhy isonly slightly more sophisticated than thecommon sense
one used by studentsin an introductory course. Science and religion are totally separate. Science can explain only
how thingswork intermsof causal rel ationshipsdescribed by the application of natural lawsbut it cannot explain any
eventsintermsof their purpose or why they happen. Ontheother hand, religion givesan understanding of why things
are asthey are, especialy in terms of the origins, nature, and destiny of human beings.

It isnot surprising that these arguments are so common when we remember that the distinction isin many
ways built into the origins of the way modern science saw itself from its beginningsin the seventeenth century. One
of the goals of the new experimental natural philosophy wasto understand nature strictly in term of efficient causes
and to eliminate any appeal to Aristotle’ steleological causes that would explain nature in terms of purpose.



Thisearly commitment of natural sciencewasquickly put to political useinthefamouscompromise between
theCatholicchurchand Galileo. Thefirst examination of Galileo ended withthecompromisethat Galileowouldbeable
tocontinuehiswork aslong ashenever claimed any morethanthat histheorieswere* aconvenient mathematical device
for describing the phenomena’ of the apparent motions of the heavenly bodies. The elimination from Galileo’s
descriptionsof any notion of why thingsareasthey arewasall that was heeded to remove any claimtotruth that could
challengethetruth of the Church. In spiteof thepolitical charade, therewereno abstract intellectual difficultiesinthe
compromisethat Galileo hadto make, givenhow hesaw thenatureof hisscientificenterprise. Asheputitinhis”Letter
totheGrand DuchessChristina,” hedid not seeanecessary conflict between scienceand thedeeper truthsof theBible.
Hearguedthat “ the Bibletaught how to goto heaven, not how theheavensgo” .* Theproblemsleading uptothesecond
examination of Galileo and hissubsequent conviction cameabout morefrompolitical changesintheVaticanthanfrom
afailure of the abstract division between descriptive calculation and truth.

Thisbasic split betweenhow andwhy continueswith | saac Newtonlater inthesamecentury. For himscience
could not addressissues of purpose because the laws of nature he discovered, and the existing universe to which he
applied these laws, were separate fundamental givens. The laws could not be derived from objects and the objects
could not bederived fromthelaws. He could only usetheselawsto explain how objectsfell tothe surface of the earth
and how theobj ectsof thesolar system moved aroundthesun. Thevery useof themetaphor of law implied agrounding
inalaw-giver whoselawsmust beobeyed. For Newtontherewasno conflict between hisscientificviewsand hisappeal
to God asthegiver of these universal laws. Hecould not explain why therewasgravity with the property of universal
attraction; he could only accept it asalaw-governed force that allowed him to explain how it affected the motions of
all material bodies.

Thissamedistinction liesat the heart of the positivistic view of sciencethat developed inthelate nineteenth
and early 20th centuries. Science can describe how the world works according to verifiable observations, and this
account istheonly onethat givestrueknowledge. Itisnotthat verified scientificknowledgewasinconflictwithreligious
beliefs, but that religious beliefs not being susceptibleto universal generalization and empirical verification werenot
evenqualifiedto count asknowledge. (If thepositivist didn’t know it, it wasn’t knowledge.) Of coursethedistinction
of how/why isnot theonly splitinvolved in apositivistic understanding of science. Associated withit are otherssuch
asfact and value, objective and subjective, cognitive and emotive, logical and psychological, all with the attending
belief that only thefirst termsof thesedistinctionsarereally of importanceto scienceor toanyoneinterestedingenuine
knowledge.

In this positivistic interpretation there is no assumed need for scientific laws aslawsfrom alaw giver. The
universal regularitiesof naturearebut generalized descriptionsof how naturealwaysworks. A claimtoany other status
wouldbeanunverifiableclaim of metaphysics. Inthisview itisnot acaseof merely making adistinction between how
andwhy. Rather, thequestion of why isexcommuni cated fromthel egitimate realm of knowledge, and weareleft only
with autilitarian view of how thingswork.

In theological treatments of the relationship of science and religion, this simple distinction reached itshigh
pointinthevariousformsof Protestant Neo-orthodoxy. SuchfiguresasKarl Barth, Rudolph Bultmann, Paul Tillich,
andLangdonGilkey, foral their differences, all hadacommon commitment. All of themdistinguish scientificknowledge
fromreligiousknowledgeby accepting an understanding of scienceand aview of Christianity that stressestheprimacy
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of revealed knowledge as purely separate from science or any form of knowledge achieved by human beings. Again
science hasthe power to figure out with reason how the natural world works, but only atheol ogy of theword can give
knowledge of the true purposes of God in hiscreation. In using thisabstract distinction to keep science and religion
separate, theol ogianswerenot simply imposi ng atheol ogi cal i nvention on sciencebut werecapitalizingonadistinction
that stems from one to the assumed tenants of science' s understanding of itself. This may have worked well for the
apol ogetic task of making aplace for religious knowledge, but it did so by appealing to an understanding of science
that isnot only antithetical to religion, but hasin recent years been shown to be atotally inadequate interpretation of
the scientific enterprise.

Like most simple distinctions, this one provesto be more effective in simple abstract situationsthan in the
complicated interactions of peopl e going about the tasks of making sense of themselvesin the world—whether these
tasksare seen asscientific or religious. Many forms of religion clearly do not forfeit theright to draw upon religious
commitmentsto understand how theworldworks, with themost obviousbeing religiousfundamentalismandliteralism.
And scientists have never been timid about moving beyond the technical limitations of their scientific enterprisesto
bring their thought to bear on understanding everything, including human behavior, ethics, politics, art, and religion.
More and more, scientists are breaking the accords of the how/why truce and are speaking to issues ranging from the
purpose of human lifeto the purpose of the cosmos. Or inthetermsbeing devel oped here, people doing science make
aclaim on why, just as people who think about religion make aclaim on how things are described.

In the seventies, discussions of science and religion were conducted more and more against the backdrop
of twentieth century physicsandthetheoriesof general relativity and quantummechanics. | think particularly of Fritjof
Capra s1975work, The Tao of Physics, inwhich herel ates science and religion by showing parallel sbetween Eastern
mysticismand thescientifictheoriesof highenergy physicsintermsof morehalistic, non-causal approachesto science.
Not only did he think this cast light on the relationships between science and religion, he felt that the application of
nonreductive, and holistic systems to physics would also help clear up the disarray that the field of particle physics
found itself in during the seventies. Thelast ten yearshave been marked by the discussion of non-mechanistic views
of science. Thishasranged from emerging postmodern understandings of scienceto the popular views of cosmology
presented by Carl Sagan (Cosmos) and Stephen Hawking (A Brief History of Time).

I now want to explore some of the ways that science is more and more blurring the distinction between
explaining how and explaining why by focusing on someissues associated with the big bang theory. Last year | was
walkingthroughanairport terminal when| noticed aTimemagazineontherack withacover showingastar-filled cosmic
background with thisquestion writtenin theforeground: “What Does Science Tell UsAbout God?’ | must admit that
my first reaction wasto mutter “nothing,” and keep on walking, but | bought a copy to see why Time was picking up
on thetopic. Their lead-in centered on the discussions that have been generated by the recent discovery of small
fluctuationsin the cosmic background radiation. Thesefluctuationsare seen asfurther support for understanding this
cosmic radiation astheresidue of the big bang that took place some 15 billionyearsago. Last springwhenannouncing
thefinding of thesefluctuationsinthecosmicradiation, aphysicist withtheproject, George Smoot, added thecomment:
“If you'rereligious, thisislikelooking at God.”?

The cosmic background radiation predicted by big bang theory was originally discovered in 1965 by Arno
Penzias and Robert Wilson while they were trying to tune alarge microwave antennae at the Bell labs. They found
adlight but puzzling background static that they could not eliminate and which seemed to be the same intensity no
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matter in which direction in the sky they pointed the antennae. The signal seemed to be coming from everywherein
the universe. Later, when they became aware that there were plans to conduct an experiment to try to detect the
theoretically predicted residueof radiationreleased by thebig bang, Penziasand Wil son realized that they had al ready
discoveredit. Fromthat point on, the big bang theory cameto theforefront astheonly serious model for investigating
the origins of the universe.

Therewere, and till are, difficultieswiththemodel. Oneof them wasthat the cosmic background radiation
Penzias and Wilson discovered wastoo uniform. Thisuniformity created problems becauseit could not account for
thefact that the universeisnot uniform but lumpy with its myriad of galaxies and other complicated celestial bodies.
But therecent experiment that measuredthevery sight fluctuationsintheradiationlevel hel ped overcomethat problem,
and this became further evidence for the accuracy of the big bang model.

Beyond Smoot’ sironic or perhaps facetious remark that seeing these fluctuations of background radiation
was like looking at the fingerprints of God, this|latest round of discussions about God and the big bang hasled to a
widerangeof reactions. Ononeside GeorgeL indbeck of theY aleDivinity School expressed di sappoi ntment onhearing
the new discovery for fear that Christian theologians would use thisas away of confirming the Christian doctrine of
creation. At the other end of the spectrum, theologians like Ted Peters saw this as further evidence for histheory of
a consonance or harmony between science and theology.®

I now want to focus on three areas in which uses of the big bang theory blurs how/why. They are (1) the
commitment that physicistshaveto symmetry asapart of their methodol ogical approaches, (2) thespecul ativeappeal s
to what has been label ed the anthropic principle, and (3) the implied narrative generated by the big bang theory.

The Role of Symmetry.

One of the most interesting aspects of the big bang isthat it is one of the places where the two theories of
generd relativity and quantum mechanicscometogether. Wenormally think of thesetwo major revol utionsof twentieth
century physics as theories with two separate applications. Relativity appliesto the realm of the very large and the
very fast, involving speeds at or near the speed of light. Quantum theory appliesto the realm of the very small inthe
non-deterministic domain of subatomic particle physics. The big bang model involvesgeneral relativity becausethe
big bang depends on the four dimensional world of a space-time continuum, and it depends on quantum mechanics
becausein the earliest momentsafter the big bang the entire universe was so infinitesimally small that it had the same
dimensions that are today associated with the sub-atomic realm of quantum mechanics.

Inthisearly universewhere explanations must be both rel ativistic and quantum, the classical lawsof Newton
no longer apply. But the relation of these twentieth century approaches to the mechanical world of Newton is even
more complex than this. The Newtonian world has three main components—the objects of mass, the forces that act
on these masses, and the universal lawsthat provide the rulesfor how these forces and objects behave. For Newton,
these three have to remain independent of each other to guarantee the universality of his system. Forces could not
be derived from objects because the uniqueness of each object could not produce forces that were uniform enough
tobesubjecttoinvariablelaws. And certainly thelawscoul d not bederived fromeither the objectsor theforceswithout
asimilar threat to their universality. And Newton argued that it was absurd to believe that gravity could be inherent
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in matter.* This brings us back to the split of how and why. Newton could show how the solar system worked, but
he could not explain why there were forces or objects or laws that governed the objects. No one of the three could
be derived from the other, so all three remained separateirreducible givens, perhaps given by God, but nevertheless
they could only be described.

Indescribingtheearliest momentsof theuniverseof thebigbang, all of thisbreaksdown. All thebasictheories
of general relativity and quantum mechani cs and the associated theories of particle physics depend on afundamental
concept of symmetry which is more basic than particles or forces or universal laws applied to particles and forces.

In physics, asymmetry is the concept of an invariance in a system that is maintained even when there has
been atransformation of the system. Symmetries are seen as underlying fundamental invariancesthat, like Platonic
ideals, remain unchanged even though changes have taken place on the surface.

A simpleexampleof symmetry that can bevisualized and that al so keeps some of theordinary meaning of the
word isthe symmetry of acylinder rotating around itsvertical axis. Even when you change the cylinder by rotating
it, theunderlying symmetry alwaysremains, andinthiscasethesymmetry awaysremainsvisible. Thatis, thecylinder
that has been rotated any number of degrees remainsindistinguishable from the original state of the cylinder. Orin
two dimensions, we can apply thisto ahexagon. If you rotate ahexagon 60 degrees around its center, the symmetry
of the hexagon is preserved. That is, the symmetry of the hexagon is such that its appearance is invariant in
transformations of multiples of 60 degrees.

Symmetriesaresoimportantincontemporary physicsbecause, inthesub-atomicquantumrealm, all particles
of the sametypeareall identical to each other within that type. All protonsareidentical, asareall neutrons, or to put
it more colloquially, “if you' ve seen one electron you have seenthemall.” Also, each of theidentical particlesexists
only in afinite number of quantum states that can be thought of as rotations, leading to a universal application of
underlying symmetriesevenintransformed states of the particles. Thisappliesequally to those particlesweassociate
with matter and to those particles associated with forces.®

The understanding of symmetry in the four elementary forces of gravity, the strong nuclear force, the weak
forceof radioactivedecay, and theel ectromagneticforceis, of course, muchmorecomplex and moredifficulttovisuaize
than the symmetry of shapes transformed through rotation in space. Physiciststalk about the underlying symmetry
behindtheseemingly twodifferent forcesof el ectromagnetismandtheweak forceof radioactivedecay. Theunderlying
symmetry behindthetwoisunderstood through thedevel opment of thetheory of theel ectroweak force—aforcewhose
symmetry existed in reality in the earliest moments after the big bang. Today one of the major efforts of theoretical
physicsisto develop aGrand Unified Theory that will explain the even deeper symmetry of the electroweak with the
strong nuclear force, leaving only the two fundamental forces: theforce of gravity and theforce of the Grand Unified
Theory. The ultimate goal of this theoretical pursuit is the construction of atheory of everything that reveals the
beautifully simplesupersymmetry of all forcesand particlesunderlying thebroken symmetriesof thecomplex physical
world welivein—asingle symmetry that existed in thefirst 10 to the minus 43 second after the big bang.

Theroleof symmetry in particle physicshasno simpleanal ogy with theclassical triad of objects, forces, and
laws in the Newtonian world that has become the intellectual common sense world we have come to see ourselves
inhabiting. Rather thesymmetry or invariance underlying themost fundamental structuresof the physical worldleads
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toablurring of thesedistinctions. Forcesarenot Newtonianforcesworkingon objectsbut areinteractionsof subatomic
particlesacting on particlesinwaysthat must maintainunderlying symmetries. Theseunderlying symmetriesaccount
for the particles, the force carrying particles, and the rules that are to be observed.

Aspointed out by the British astronomer John Barrow, thisalso blursthetraditional distinction betweenhow
and why that traces back to Galileo and Newton. AsBarrow putsit: “ Curiously, modern particle physicistsare quite
different. Gauge theories show that physicists need not be content to possess theories that are perfectly accuratein
the description of how particles move and interact. They can know something of why those particles exist and why
they interact in the manner seen.” These symmetries “ dictate what forces of Nature exist and the properties of the
elementary particleswhichthey govern.”® For readerswholiketotakenoteof metaphors, Barrow’ smetaphor suggests
that instead of God as alawgiver we now have symmetry as a dictator.

At the most fundamental level of the cosmology informed by the big bang theory, some physicists are not
contenttorestrict their questionsto theoreti cal descriptionsof how thecosmosworks, but ventureintowhy thecosmos
isasit isand why everything in the cosmosisrelated in the way that itis. But thisis more than boldness; itisalso
related to the basic methodsthey useto construct theories. Thesetheoriesareconstructedinwaysthat do not conform
tothe classical Newtonian divisions of explaining how and explaining why.

The Anthropic Principle

In discussions of the big bang theory, physicists frequently raise the question of purpose in terms of what
they call the anthropic cosmological principle, which, among other things, reopensthe general issues of teleological
processesand explanationsaswell asthedesignargument. Infact, most physicistswhowriteaccountsof thebig bang
theory for ageneral audience include issues related to this principle that was first discussed in the seventies by the
physicist Brandon Carter, who was a colleague of Stephen Hawking.

In brief, the principle takestwo major formsknown asthe weak anthropic principle and the strong anthropic
principle. Theweak formsimply claimsthat any account of theoriginsand evol ution of theuniversemust assumeinitial
valuesthat arein arangethat are consistent with auniversethat containsan intelligent, carbon-based lifeform capable
of observingtheuniverse. Theprincipleisexpressed many ways, but oneof Carter’ sbriefest formulationswas* What
we can expect to observe must be restricted by the conditions necessary for our presence as observers.””

Carter also developed asecond form of the principle called the strong anthropi ¢ principle that suggests that
theinitial conditionsof theuniverseand theworkingsof elementary particlephysicsrequireauniversethat must have
thoseconditionsthat giverisetoanintelligent observer. Inadditiontotheclaim of theweak form, thestrongformadds
the assertion that the we live in auniverse that must necessarily produceintelligent observers. The strong principle
is based in part on the many exact coincidences that must be assumed in the initial conditions of the big bang to be
abletoaccount for intelligent observers. For example, if during thevery first second of the universe after thebig bang
therateof expansion had beenlessby one partinamillion million, the universewould have collapsed beforeit cooled
down enough for lifeto form. Or if the expansion had been more by one part in amillion, the universe would have
expanded too fast for starsto form. Without stars no carbon or other heavy elements could have formed, and again
nolifewouldbepossible. Inthat first second after thebigbang, if thestrong nuclear forcehad beentheleast bit stronger,
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the bond of the helium nucleus would have been so strong that the universe would consist entirely of helium. The
full list of these exact values and ratiosis quite long, but the point of their importance remains the same.

One of the questionsraised by the anthropic principleishow to explain the exact fine tuning of theseinitial
values, ratios, and universal constants whose precise values are absolutely necessary for life aswe know it to exist?

Another questioniswhy istheuniverse 15 billion yearsold? Theanswer from the anthropic principleisthat
we should expect the universeto bethat old becauseit takesfive billion years after the big bang for hydrogento form
as stars, and another five billion years after that for carbon to be created in these first stars before they blow up and
reform as heavy element stellar systems, and yet another five billion yearsfor our solar system to develop from this
and for the earth to cool enough for biological lifeto evolveinto anintelligent observer. All thisaddsupto 15 or so
billionyearsbeforetheuniversehasacarbon-based lifeformthat can ask thequestion of why istheuniverse 15 billion
yearsold.

Therole of theweak anthropic principleis obviousenough, so obviousinfact that it isfrequently dismissed
astrue but trivial. Of course astrophysicists must understand their scientific observations of the universe from the
point of view of a universe that includes astrophysicists as a part of that universe. So what!

The strong version of this principle has generated more complicated discussions. Just what is the strong
anthropic principle? Even John Wheeler, the distinguished theoretical physicist who is a strong supporter of the
anthropic principle, admits that he is not sure. In response to the question of the status of this principle he replies,
“Isitatheorem? No. Isitameretautology, equivalent tothetrivial statement, ‘ The universehasto be such asto admit
life, somewhere, at some point in its history, because we are here? No. Isit aproposition testable by predictions?
Perhaps.”® But he concludes that he does not know.

ToWheder'slist wecan add, “ Isthe strong version simply areformulation of the argument from design for
theexistenceof adesigner?’ If theanswer isyes, thenweexpect Darwintoriseupandstrikeitdown. But hereiswhere
the complications begin. A Darwinian attack on the design argument depends on a countless multitude of similar
organisms undergoing random mutations. From these many possibilities, the contingencies of the environment
determine which of these changeswill surviveand whichwill not. InaDarwinian critique, for example, thefact that
weareoxygen breathing creaturesin aworld whoseatmosphere containsexactly theright percentage of oxygen—any
less and we suffocate and any more and we burn up—is not seen as evidence of design for our sake, but only that the
multitude of mutations that could not breath oxygen died out and those that could had a chance to live.

But what about the fundamental processesinvolved in the formation of the universe? Here the critique of
natural selection does not work. Asfar aswe know thereisonly one universe and this universeincludesintelligent
life. Unlessweimaginemany or evenaninfinitenumber of universes,®thedynamicsof aprocessthat sel ectsfrommany
possibilities cannot be applied to a situation where thereis only asingular example. And asfar aswe know thereis
only one universe.

Thestrong anthropi ¢ principlecan betaken upintheapol ogetictask of religiontoassert apurposethat unfolds
intheuniverse. A good exampleof thisisRupert Sheldrake’ streatment in hisrecent book, The Rebirth of Nature: The
Greening of Science and God. In adiscussion of cosmic evolution Sheldrake appeal sto the anthropic principleasa
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part of hisoverall attempt tofind asenseof purposeinthescientific understandingsof nature. After uncritically stating
the anthropic principle, Sheldrake quickly specul ates that

Again, God could provide one kind of answer: He designed this universe, skillfully selecting the
values of the numerical constants of nature, and he then maintained them by remembering them.
Alternatively, the ‘ constants' could be remembered within nature herself rather than by a mind
transcending nature. ... Perhapsthe numerical constants of physicsand the properties of the known
physical fields are in fact long-established habits. They could have been different, but only a
universe that developed these particular habits could hang together as ours does and allow the
evolution of habitsof chemical ,biological,cultural, and mental organization withinit.2°

My point isamore modest onethan Sheldrake's. Thefact that the debates about the anthropic principleare
eventaking placeandthat at | east some scientistsare having conversationsabout the big bang theory intermsof human
purposeisanother indicationthat theold classical distinction of how andwhy isbeing further eroded. Thereareenough
important issuesto bepursuedinthefirst or weak form of theanthropic principlewithout quickly jumpingtothestrong
version as a springboard for grand religious visions.

When the weak form of the anthropic principleislooked at in rel ation to the powers of human knowing, itis
neither atrivial statement of the obvious nor isit some puzzling cosmological principle whose origins are out there,
or back there, at thebig bang. | think it isrevealing that almost all of the discussions of the weak anthropic principle
usetheexpression“intelligent observer” todescribetheentity for whichtheprincipleistryingtoaccount. But scientists
aremorethan intelligent observers. They are human beings who rely on much more than their powers of intelligent
observation. Among other things, they rely on asense of the history and purpose of the scientific enterprisein which
they areactively engaged. | think physicists useamoreinstructive metaphor to describetheir work as constructions.
When they talk about theories, they almost always do it in terms of the construction of theories, and the act of
constructing is certainly more than intelligent observation. If physicists want to construct theoretical models that
account for physicists, they are attempting something that cannot be accomplished by developing an anthropic
principleinterms of intelligent observers.!

When physicists, or any inquirers in any discipline, take seriously the question of their own role in the
knowledgethey arerelying onto advancetheknowledgethey arecreating, thenthe possibility arisesthat evensimple,
abstract distinctions that seem to have such an objective status can be seen for what they are, distinctions made by
theinquirersasapart of theinquiry. Andthatintroducessomething morepuzzlingthanananthropicprinciple, namely,
human beings who have the power to know and who have the power to describe their world because they are already
rootedinasenseof theworld asaworld of purpose. Butsimultaneously, they areabletoarticul atetheir senseof purpose
only by relying on their understanding of how they think the world works.

The Implied Narrative of the Big Bang Theory

Beyond such specific points astherole of symmetry or the anthropic principle, the most important way that
the big bang theory makes claims on our understandings of purpose isthe way that this theory is being transformed

into the apparent form of a narrative structure, allowing it to be taken up by our culture as a means of fundamental
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understanding. When you listen to popular lectures by physicists or read their works written for the well-educated
public, you realize that these scientists assume a grand coherent scheme of things running from the singularity of an
infinitely densepoint when spaceandtimewereinfinitely curved, tothebigbang, all theway tothemselvesasphysicists
constructing these understandings.

The basic assumption they start from isthat thereis asingle evolutionary process that in reality runsin an
unbroken linefromthebigbangtothepresent. Starting with singularity, they movefromthebigbangto anexpanding
universeto the broken symmetry of four fundamental forcesand to protonsand neutrons. Thisleadstotheformations
of atoms and the elements of hydrogen and helium. As the space of the universe expands, it cools down and the
hydrogen giveshirthto starsand galaxiesareformed. These starsinturn produce heavy elementslikecarbon through
the process of thermonuclear reaction, and then these stars die as supernova, releasing these heavy elementsthat in
turn become apart of the birth of new starsand solar systems, parts of which cool to theright temperature for carbon
based molecular structures to form organic compounds which become the building blocks of life. Finaly, these
organisms evolve through natural selection until the process evolves into homo sapiens who give rise to the world
weinhabit.

Thevisionistotal eventhough scientistsare quick to point out that there are maj or gapsthat need to befilled
into clean up what isbeing assumed. For example, the gap between an early universe of hydrogen and the formation
of galaxiesisnot well understood, and the process cannot be predicted a priori from the big bang theory. But theever
present assumption of scientific inquiry is the conviction that the gaps will one day be thoroughly accounted for in
scientific terms that are completely consistent with the grand coherent scheme.

Or | canput thespecific contentsof thetheoriesintoevenmoreof astory formthatisonly slightly morestylized
than the version Carl Sagan tellsuson PBS. My version beginslikethis:

Long, long ago beforetherewastime, even beforetimewascollapsed asadimension of space, there
was singularity. Not the singularity that can be spoken, not even the singularity that can be
mathematically expressed, but the singularity that erupted into an incredibly tiny universe whose
density during that first part of thefirst second cannot even beimagined. Supersymmetry reigned
and everything was all the samein beautiful smplicity. But supersymmetry spontaneously broke
into gravity and the unified symmetry; and the unified symmetry spontaneously broke into the
symmetriesof thestrong, theweak, and theel ectromagneticforces, and therewereprotonsandthere
were neutrons. Then there was one second. For a 100,000 years the universe was so dense that
everything was optically opaque, but, as space expanded, room was created and photons began to
movefreely. Theuniversebecameoptically light, and therewaslight. Millionsof yearspassed and
atoms formed and hydrogen prevailed over helium, and hydrogen gave birth to stars. . . .

Evenwithout the help of thisstylized rhetoric, itisclear that astory something likethisissinking deeper into
the contemporary mythic consciousness. It has mythic themes; it is about radical beginnings; it has a middie and
connectsto the present, and even though it offers several possible endings, al of the them areradical endings. This
story even has the advantage of being presented along with computer generated graphics that can be shown in
classrooms and on public television to make the whole process seem concrete—certainly more concrete than an
invisible spirit who creates out of nothing and who does not readily translate well as adramatic computer generated
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visual presentation.

It appearsthat wehavecompletedacycle. Thetraditional world, whosemeaningwasconveyedfundamentally
through stories, has given riseto ascientific world that generates scientific theories. But it appearsthat the cycle has
turned back onitself and that the contents of the scientific theories can be put into astory form that can be given back
to the mythic consciousness of the culture. But somethingismissing. Even though thereisthe surface structure of
anarrative, noactual storyistold. Atleastthisstoryisnotlikethemythicstoriesof old. Therearenoactorswhoperform
deeds and there is no drama. Singularity explodes and supersymmetry spontaneously breaks, but no character is
revealed. Starsare born but they only evolve and die. No community forms and no heroesrise up to do great deeds
that shape the community that remembers them. With these deficiencies, how can such atruncated story asthe big
bang to the present gain such a hold on the popular imagination?

| think the answer liesin deeper stories. Western scientific culturestill relieson thelinear sense of ahistory
of purposethat inwestern cultureisrooted back in storiesof aGod who createsaworldinwhich peopleact andadrama
unfolds. Inshort, | think the question of whether or not new evidencefor the big bang theory gives support for belief
in the God of Genesis makes just as much sense when turned the other way round. The reformulated question then
becomes: Does afundamental cultural awareness of the story of the God of Genesis make the story that is generated
from the big bang theory more cogent by underwriting all the mythic deficienciesin the big bang story? | am not sure
what the answer isto the question of whether the big bang theory helps the Genesis story, but | am fairly certain the
answer to the reformulated question isyes. The surface cogency of the story generated from the big bang theory, as
it more and more functions mythically, is not only helped but is supported by the underlying sense of purpose that
western sensibilities still trace back to Genesisin waysthat are more fundamental than can be categorized by smple

distinctions like why and how.
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Theory, Rationality, and Relativism

Araminta Sone Johnston

ABSTRACT Keywords: rationality/irrationality, theoretical/atheoretical, theoria, essentialism, relativism,
Polanyi, Wittgenstein, Azande.

This essay returns to the Azande tribe of Africa, discussed by Polanyi (in Personal Knowledge) and others,
inorder to rethink theissues of rationality and irrationality and of essentialismand relativism, and to consider what
these issues mean in our actual lives as daily we make epistemological and moral judgements.

What constitutesrationality? What istherel ation between rationality and truth? Despitethework of Michael
Polanyi and Ludwig Wittgenstein, thinkers of the stature and intelligence of, for example, Charles Taylor and Peter
Winch continue to get themselves into a muddle when they attempt to answer these questions. We, in turn, should
not be tempted to admire too much our own insightfulness and sagacity in dealing with these questions. As a
consequence of the development of Western thought and culture and the assumptions and preoccupations of
modernism, these areindeed difficult questionsfor all of us. Inwhat follows| want to examine two positions— one
represented by Taylor and the other by Winch — as examples of some of the difficulties that the questions“what is
rationality” and “what isthe relation between rationality and truth” pose for us.

The question as to whether there is some transcendent, unchanging norm against which we may judge
questions of truth has been a persistent onein the history of Western thought. Beginning in the modern period and
increasingly sinceitsdawning, thisquestion hasbecome amore and more pressing onefor Westernthinkers. Clearly
twofactsat | east partly account for our increasing preoccupation. First, we have cometo seethetraditional guarantors
of truth—i.e. reveal edreligion— asdecreasingly powerful and effective. Second, wehavebecomeincreasingly aware
of the diversity of cultural formswhich exist among humans. Both these experiences— doubt about the power and
effectivenessof traditional religionandincreasing awarenessof cultural diversity —weshare, of course, withtheGreeks
of theclassical period, and like Plato and Aristotleand the Stoi cs, wefind oursel ves asking the samekinds of questions
inresponsetothesecircumstances. What isremarkable, giventhetwenty-fivehundredyearsof history whichintervene
between us and them, is how often we still seem to get the same kind of answers — answers which are even less
satisfactory today than they were two and a half milleniaago.

Just asinfourth century Athens, thosein our own timewho havefelt called upon to deal with these questions
about truth and rationality havetended to dividethemsel vesinto two main camps. Thefirst, thosewhowant to defend
theview that thereis sometranscultural, transhistorical standard against which the diversity of human practices may
bejudged, have described themsel ves, among other things, as“rationalists’. Thistermis, | believe, aninappropriate
one for those who argue in favor of thisfirst view, since it does not take account of, but rather obscures their prior
assumptions and commitments. Thus| will refer to them here as“essentialists,” sincethey basetheir argumentson
the belief that Truth has an essence, which, asin the reasoning of the ancient Greeks, isunchanging and transcendent
tothemultiplicity of appearingand disappearing existent things. Thosewhoholdthesecondview—that truthisrelative
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to time and place — have been described by the essentialists and often by themselves as (what else!) relativists.

In what follows | want to consider several issues associated with this argument between essentialists and
relativists. First, asl suggested above, | want to examinetheimplicit assumptionscontainedin thereasoning of many,
if not most, essentialists. These assumptions, | believe, tend, through internal inconsistency, to undermine the
essentialist position as one on which we may rest, and here my example will be especialy Charles Taylor's essay
“Rationality”.? Second, making use of Peter Winch’ swell-known essay “ Understanding aprimitive society,”2 | wish
todraw outanimplicationwhichis, | believe, suggestedintherelativist position, but whichisoftennot madesufficiently
explicit, thereby apparently weakening that positionand allowing both essentiali stsand somesel f-described rel ativists
to assert that if the relativist position is adopted, “truth” becomes merely relative or conventional.

[I. Theory and Rationality

In his essay entitled “ Rationality,” Charles Taylor raises the question

[A]retherestandardsof rationality which arevalid acrosscultures? Canweclaimthat, for instance,
peopl esof apre-scientificculture, whobelieve, let’ ssay, inwitchcraft or magic, arelessrational than
weare? Or at least that their beliefs are lessrational ?*

Taking the beliefs and practices of the Azande tribe of Africa, as described by E.E. Evans-Pritchard in his
Witchceraft, Oraclesand Magicamong the Azande® ashisexampl e, Tayl or proceedsto attempt to answer thisquestion.®
Recalling Evans-Pritchard’ s concern about the (to Evans-Pritchard) “obvious contradictions’ imbedded in Zande
beliefs relating to the inheritance of witchcraft, those “ obvious contradictions” likewise imbedded in Zande oracle
practices, aswell asthe Azande' sindifferenceto Evans-Pritchard’ sobjectionstotheseapparent contradictions, Taylor
beginsby allowingthat the Azandewere*“ probably quitejustifiedontheir ownterms” inbrushing asidetheobjections.”
While, he argues, it is certainly possible to construct “atheoretical defense” of Zande beliefs and practices against
Evans-Pritchard’ s objections?, thisis exactly what the Azande either fail or choose not to do. In Taylor’sview then
itisthisomissionwhich constitutes* acrucial difference” between such primitive culturesasthe Azandeand our own:
“we havethisactivity of theoretical understanding which seemsto have no counterpart among them.”® It isherethat
| must first takeissue with Taylor.

Taylor (and unfortunately many others, including Winch,'°) makes a too easy distinction between
“theoretical” and “atheoretical” societies based on a far too narrow understanding of what constitutes a theory.
Taylor's paradigm for atheory isthat traditionally held by modern Western science which isrooted, as he himself
suggests, in Greek philosophy. Our word “theory,” as Taylor notes, comes from the Greek word theoria, which “we
translate as‘ contemplation’.” 't Now “contemplation”, with itsconnotation of “disengaged perspective’ (Taylor),is
certainly one way of translating theoria and also is certainly the sense favored by Greek philosophers at least from
Plato onward.’? Butitisnot theoriginal sense, either historically or lexically. The primary sense of theoriaissimply
“alooking at, aviewing, abeholding, an observing” without any necessary implication of “disengaged perspective’
at al. The Greeksalso used the expression theorias eineken, meaning “for the purpose of seeingtheworld,” and this
isexactly what atheory, initslesslimited sense, actualyis. somethingwhichweusefor thepurposeof seeing, or making
senseof, theworld.** Theory, inthisoriginal sense, isasbroad ashuman existenceitself (sinceweall havea“view”),
anditsmanifestationsincludesuchdiverseformsasnarrative, or different stylesof musicor painting, or evenlanguage
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itself.

Given this broader understanding of theory, it no longer makes sense to speak of “theoretical” and
“atheoretical” peoples; the Azandeare astheoretically inclined as Evans-Pritchard himself. To maintainotherwiseis
only possibleif onespeaksfromtheexceedingly ethnocentric positionwhich assumesthat theory, and thusrationality,
are linked to Western scientific models of theory. Thisis, of course, the position from which Taylor speaks when,
appealing to Plato and Aristotle, he links both theory and rationality to “being able to say clearly what the matter in
guestionis.”** Inthisview rational understandingisnot only linkedtotheability toclearly articul ate our understanding
of something, but also to the view that we have such rational or theoretical understanding of something only when
weareabletoclearly articulateit, to makeit explicit, “to distinguish and lay out the different features of the matter in
perspicuousorder.” > Asfor clear articulation and the explicit, we need not dwell here on theimportance of Polanyi’s
point that, speaking strictly, it is the inarticulate and the tacit which are of far greater importance to our logic, our
rationality, and our belief. Thereare, of course, still other seriousproblemswith Taylor’ sstatement. Who, for example,
isto determinewhat qualifiesas* clear articulation” or “ perspicuousorder”? Or arewe simply to assumethat “clear
articulation” and “ perspicuous order” are the kind to which we are accustomed in the dominant Western tradition?

Inany case, fromthiscommitmentto clear articul ationand explicitnessasthemarksof rationality, Taylor takes
an enormous leap, by means of which not only the Azande and pre-Galilean scientists (both of whom he offers as
examplesof less-rational beingsthan ourselves), but also poets, painters, musicians and the like, aswell as speakers
of ordinary language, are doomed to be cast outside the pale of theoretical, rationa thought and discourse:

Butif this[that clear articulation, explicitness, and perspicuousorder arehallmarksof rationality] is
s0, then theory and rationality are connected. The best articulation of something iswhat laysit out
inthemost perspicuousorder. But for those mattersamenabl eto theoretical understanding, themost
perspicuous order will be that from the disengaged perspective. This offers a broader, more
comprehensive grasp on things. Thus one might say: the demands of rationality are to go for the
theoretical understanding where this is possible.’®

Unfortunately Taylor does not stop here, and now | must quote him at even greater length:

| think that wewho livein atheoretical culturetend to find someview of thiskind plausible. And
so we are tempted to judge other, atheoretical cultures asipso facto lessrational. Thisisaquite
distinct question from finding them contradictory or inconsistent.

Indeed the above understanding of rationality can show how consistency can be akey criterion,
without exhausting the force of theterm. To strivefor rationality isto be engaged in articulation,
infinding the appropriate formulations. But itisastandard intrinsic to the activity of formulating
that theformulationsbeconsistent. Nothingisclearly articulated with contradictory formulations....
So consistency is plainly anecessary condition of rationality.”

| haveal ready madeclear, | hope, my objectiontothedistinction madeherebetween“ theoretical cultures’ and
“atheoretical cultures’ and the bias it assumes in favor of traditional Western philosophical and modern scientific
notionsof theory. If my imputationsof biasarecorrect, thenwhileitistrue, asTaylor says, that wearetemptedtojudge
other cultures aslessrational, it does not follow that we are being anything other than ethnocentric when we do so.
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Asfor Taylor’ sview of contradiction, onceagain hisunthinking biasinfavor of thedominant Westerntradition
of rationality leaps out at us here. In our quotidian lives, which extend far beyond the bounds of Aristotelian logic,
it isobviously not the case that “nothing is clearly articulated with contradictory formulations.” We need only call
to mind such formulations as “ she does and she doesn’t” in answer to the question “does she love him?’, or “heis
andheisn't” inreply to“isheintelligent?’ torealizetherelativeinsignificance of non-contradictioninour actual (and
yet still rational) lives.

Asfor consistency, Taylor has here within his reach a potentially important point, which unfortunately he
proceedsto undermine with more of the same biaswhich we have already noticed. Consistency, hesays, iscertainly
a“key criterion” of rationality — but then he takes another leap (or the same one again), and equates rationality with
articulation and then with “ finding the appropriate formulations.” But, aswe asked above about “clear articulations”
and “perspicuous order,” who is to judge which formulations are “ appropriate”, and “ appropriate”’ to or for what?

Itis, of course, theaim of Taylor’s project to set forth for us a standard on the basis of which we may judge
oneset of cultural practicesassuperior or inferior toanother. Thesekindsof judgementsareinevitable, Taylor argues,
not only in the sensethat they seemto be an inevitable part of the human condition, but al so becausethey arein some
sense internal to the logic of cultural diversity itself. The fact of cultural diversity seemsto require that we make
judgments, or at least that we make choices.

Diverse cultures are incommensurable with each other, Taylor says, in the sense that rugby and soccer are
incommensurablewith each other: “theruleswhich partly definethese games prescribe actionsin contradiction with
each other. Picking up the ball and running with it is against the rules of soccer.”® Just as one cannot play soccer
andrugby simultaneously, says Taylor, soisit alsoimpossiblesimultaneously toliveinand functionaccording to both
the“rules’” of modern European culture and those of Zande culture, or those of pre- and post-Galilean science. Now
if we areto confine the meaning of “incommensurable” to these boundaries, as Taylor seemsinclined to do, we may
concede that Taylor is correct.

Taylor assertsthenthat “incommensurablewaysof lifeseemtoraisethequestioninsistently of whoisright.”°
Onceagain Tayloriscorrect: thequestiondoesindeed seemtobeapersi stent one, and for somecultures(i.e., themodern
Western ones) even morethan for others. Because of this persistent human trait, however, Taylor wantsto proceed
to assert that the possession of thistrait somehow gives us (particularly us Westerners — we must not overlook the
implication) theability to practiceit well andto reach correct judgmentswhichtranscend our own historical and cultural
location.

At one level, the ground on which Taylor wants to base this apparent claim to transcendent judgment is a
perhaps uncontroversial one: all effortsto increase human knowledge aim at more effective practice.®® Onceagain,
however, Taylor does not stop here, but goes on to assert that the more effective practice at which these effortsaim
isinevitably amoreeffectivetechnol ogical practice.2 Here, asan exampl e, heappeal stotheability tomakeadistinction
between edibleand non-ediblefoods. |f modern Western scienceand technol ogy canincreasethescopeof thisability,
thensurely, Taylorimplies, any rational personwouldwant toembraceit, sincethepossession of themaximum possible
amountsof edible, rather thaninediblefoodsisagoal whichany humangroupwouldwishtoattain. Thusheconcludes,
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And this means that the protagonist of modern science has an argument which the Renaissance
magus [or presumably the Azande chieftain] must listento. One can amost put itintheformof a
modustolens: thereisno scientific advance without increased technical applicability; but in your
case, we see no increased technological application; so you are making no advance.?

EvenTaylor sensesthat thereisaflawinhisargument here: “wehadtoshiftfrom*‘applicability’ to* application’
inmoving fromthefirst premisetothesecond.” Herealizesthat “[t]he opponent could retort that hewasn’t concerned
about these applications, unlike our degenerate consumer society, but that the recipeswere being generated nonethe
less,” but this objection he brushes aside airily — “assuming that this loophole could be plugged” — and proceeds
onto histriumphant conclusion: “wehaveaprimafacieconvincingargument for the superiority of modernscience.” 2

Doweindeed! What thenareweto dowith such historical examplesastheancient Chineseuseof “ gun” powder
for fireworks rather than for guns, or of the “failure” of ancient Greek scientiststo develop atechnology? What are
we to do with a society — the Amish one, perhaps — which has access to the marvels of Western science and
technology, but which chooses not to take “ advantage” of that access? What about those who arguethat just because
we have made the scientific advance which gives us knowledge of nuclear fission, that does not mean that we should
apply such knowledge to the construction and use of nuclear weapons?

Once again, Taylor himself recognizes that he is not on very firm ground here and proceeds carefully to
backtrack: “Of course, the argument could break out on another level, around in[sic] just what superiority had been
proved.”?* That the argument could indeed “break out on another level” is clearly the case, as we have seenin the
preceding paragraph. Thuspushed by hislogical honesty, Taylor isforced finally to appeal towhat isat the sametime
anapparently modest and yetinfact an enormously arrogant conclusion: “at least in somerespectstheoretical cultures
score successeswhich command the attention of atheoretical ones, and infact invariably have done sowhenthey met.
A casein pointistheimmensetechnol ogical successof oneparticular theoretical culture, our modernscientificone.”

But surely thisisavery primitivenotionnot only of success, but al so of history; itisthemodern, secular version
of amoreancient argument: “Wehavewon because of thejustice of our cause, because Godisonour side.” That this
isso, while perhapsinevitable given Taylor’ s assumptions, isstill regrettable, becausein his essay there are hints of
amore hel pful consideration of the problem of rationality and relativism, and it isto these, along with Winch’ sessay,
to which | now turn.

Il Consistency and Rationality

Taylor, having set forth the incommensurability of soccer and rugby as an analogy for the possible
incommensurability of different world views such asthose of pre- and post-Galilean science, goesonto say, “ Giving
an account in termsof the correspondences|[asin pre-Galilean science] justisn’t avalid movefor modern science.” %
Here, | believe, Taylor comes so close to the heart of the matter that one can only be puzzled at hisfailureto pursue
theinsight implicit in this sentence unless one takesinto account the depth of hiscommitment to thea priori goal of
showing Western scientific culture to be superior in “rationality” (that is, “rightness’) to other forms of culture.
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Earlierintheessay, Taylor hassuggested “logical consistency” asacriterionfor judging “rationality.”# Here
again, heisvery closeto the heart of the matter, but he goes on to reject thisnotion. Logical inconsistency, he says,
may serve as a useful criterion for judging irrationality, “but our concept of rationality is richer” than this.®
Inconsi stency may be“ enough to explain the accusations of irrationality which we bandy aroundinour civilization,”
Taylor concedes, but, persisting in hisproject, hedemandsto know (while he assumesthat theanswer to hisquestions
isaffirmative) whether we can “ claim that, for instance, peoples of apre-scientific culture, who believe, let’ ssay, in
witchcraft or magic, arelessrational than we are? Or at |east that their beliefsarelessrationa 7'

Thus, driven on by his prior assumptions about the superiority of the Western scientific culture over others,
Taylor isforced to conclude, “But the judgement of irrationality, or at least of lesser rationality, doesn’t depend on
contradiction. For wearetemptedto judge aslessrational membersof atheoretical cultureswho plainly don’t accept
our canons|of rationality]....”*

This, as Taylor notes, brings us back to the Azande. The problem with the Azande, he argues, isnot just that
their beliefs about witchcraft and oracles contain [from our vantage point] contradictions. These “apparent
contradictions’ might be “ironed out if the peculiar nature of witches and witchcraft were to be given theoretical
description.”3! Thereal difficulty with the Azande, Taylor insists, isthat they are uninterested in giving their beliefs
the kind of theoretical formulation which Taylor wants. Thus

their very disinterest createsanimputation of | esser rational ity inour minds. Fromour point of view,
wefeel likesaying of themthat they aren’ t interested in how thingsreally are, outside of how things
function for themin their world of social practices. They aren’t interested in justifying what they
say and believe from this[our] broader perspective.®

And so, onceagain, Taylor failsto seethething right infront of hisnose: “if,” ashe himself putsit elsewhere,
“we stand inside an episteme” which links together the various elements of our world view (as he has just shown
“understanding” and“ attunement”, or knowl edgeand wisdom, to have beenlinkedin theepi stemeof the Renai ssance)
“it becomes not at all strained or unnatural” to argue for the validity or even the “rightness’ of that episteme.®

Thisisexactly the point which Michael Polanyi makesin hisconsideration of Zande beliefsand practices, as
well as our own and those of every culture, or even every sub-culture.

Our most deeply ingrained convictions are determined by the idiom in which we interpret our
experienceand intermsof whichweerect our articul ate systems. Our formally declared beliefscan
beheld to betrueinthelast resort only because of our logically anterior acceptance of aparticular
set of terms, from which al our referencetoredity is constructed.®

Of the Azande, Polanyi goeson to say that whilethey have“no formal and coercive doctrineto enforce belief
inwitch-doctorsandtheir practiceof thepoisonoracles. . . their belief ismorefirmly heldfor beingimbeddedinanidiom
whichinterpretsall relevant factsintermsof witchcraft and oracular powers.”* Asfor usmodern Westerners, wetoo
holdtobeliefsand practiceswhicharedependent for their “rightness’ onlogically anterior tacit (and thereforeinexplicit
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andlargely unexamined) assumptions. “Andnoonewill deny that thosewho have mastered theidiomsinwhichthese
beliefsare entailed do al so reason most ingenioudly within theseidioms, even while— again likethe Azande— they
unhesitatingly ignore al that the idiom does not cover.” %

Polanyi, of course, calls our attention to the importance of “circularity” as a characteristic which helps to
maintain the stability of belief systems. Circularity, werecall, functionssomething like*“if a, thenb; but if b, thena,”
andsoon. Thiscircularity isevidentin Taylor’ ssurprisingly empathetic description of thepre-Galileanworld view.¥
Asaneveryday analogy of thecircularity of belief systems, Polanyi offersasan exampleadictionary of any particular
language:

If you doubt, for example, that aparticular English noun, verb, adjective or adverb hasany meaning
in English, an English dictionary dispels this doubt by a definition using other nouns, verbs,
adjectives and adverbs, the meaningfulness of which is not doubted for the moment. Enquiries of
thiskind will increasingly confirm usin the use of alanguage.®

Thisisthesamekind of point which Winchwishestomake: hequotesEvans-Pritchardwho saysthat “ Azande
observetheaction of the poison oracleasweobserveit, but their observationsarealways subordinated to their beliefs
and are incorporated into their beliefs and made to explain and justify them”; he then proceeds to restate Evans-
Pritchard’ s observation about the Azande, only substituting “European” for “ Azande”.*

Here, asel sewhere, Winchisdependent ontheimplicationsof Ludwig Wittgenstein’ sthought about language.
For exampl e, hecomparesthedi sagreement between Evans-Pritchard (and, by implication, afortiori Taylor) and himsel f
to the difference between the early Wittgenstein of the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus and the later Wittgenstein
of Philosphical Investigations. The later Wittgenstein had rejected the thesis of the Tractatus that there exists “a
general form of propositions” — that propositions qua propositions have some essential feature — and that a
propositionistruewhenit reflectsthe arrangement of elementsin“reality” itself. By thetimeWittgenstein wrotethe
I nvestigations, he had not only, asWinch notes, cometo realizethat languageisnot limited to propositions, but takes
anindefinitenumber of formsasitisput toanindefinitenumber of uses. Hehad al so cometoseethat just asthemeaning
of awordisto befoundinitsuse, so also doesalanguageitself emerge out of aform of life: “toimagine alanguage
meanstoimagineaformof life.”©

Now Wittgenstein' sterm “form of life” is one which has come to be used widely, and perhapstoo easily. A
formof lifeisnot atrivial matter, and the suggestion that it is could only be made by an essentialist — whether of the
admitted or closet vari ety — who tendsto see mattersof convention asmerely conventional — that is, merein contrast
to some more transcendent, unchanging truth. It isthese persons who Wittgenstein imagines to pose the question,
“So you are saying that human agreement decides what is true and what isfalse?’ To this Wittgenstein responds,
“It iswhat human beings say that istrue or false; and they agree in the language they use. That is not agreement in
opinionsbutinform of life.”*

Nearly any person who has given the matter of cultural diversity much attention, and who isnot caught up in
the (as Wittgenstein terms it) bewitchment of philosophy, but rather heeds his injunction to look rather than think,
senses the truth of what Wittgenstein means by form of life. For example, Winch quotes Evans-Pritchard speaking
of the “web” of Zande belief in which “every strand depends on every other strand”: “The web is not an external
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structureinwhich[aZande] isenclosed. Itisthetextureof histhought and he cannot think that histhoughtiswrong.” 4
Evans-Pritchard’s “web” is Wittgenstein's “form of life”, and, as Winch says, one might have expected Evans-
Pritchard’ sinsight about Zandebelief “tolead toaposition closer tothat of Philosophical Investigations”. LikeTaylor,
however, Evans-Pritchard isblinded to hisown insight by hisdesireto show that the modern Western view of reality
— itslanguage and form of life— isthe correct one, and that the Azande one wrong.

In hisdiagnosisof Evans-Pritchard’ sdifficulty, Winch, | believe, iscorrect, asheisin much of what hehasto
say. Where he goes wrong is the point at which he says that Evans-Pritchard’s concerns and those of the Azande
are“not onthe samelevel” . Thereisalurking ethnocentrism here comparabl e to Evans-Pritchard’ swhich becomes
explicit in the next sentence: “Zande notions of witchcraft do not constitute atheoretical system in terms of which
Azandetry to gain aquasi-scientific understanding of theworld.”* Although Winchisright to reject the notion that
the Azande areaiming for a“ quasi-scientific” understanding, Winch, as| have argued above about Taylor, iswrong
in his assertion that the Azande belief system does not constitute a theoretical system. Even the disclaimer Winch
offersinafootnoteto thissentence— “ Noticethat | have not said that Azande conceptionsof witcheraft have nothing
todowith understandingtheworldat al. Thepointisthat adifferent form of the concept of understandingisinvolved
here.” —isnot sufficienttofreehim. Whileonemay argue— perhapsinterminably — over what ismeant by “ adifferent
form of the concept of understanding,” the point isthat Zande beliefs have everything to do with understanding the
world and with atheoretical — though not atraditional Western theoretical — understanding of it.

Thus, when Winch saysthat “the formsin which rationality expressesitself in the culture of ahuman society
cannot be elucidated simply interms of thelogical coherence of the rules according to which activitiesare carried out
inthat society,” | must takeissuewith him. Understanding theformsinwhich rationality expressesitself in another
cultureiscertainly not asimple matter, and perhapsnot amatter of elucidation, but itisjust ascertainly amatter of the
logical coherenceinternal toaculture, itslanguageand form of life. “Truth” istruthinternal toaformof life, and only
an essentialist — explicit or implicit — can be disappointed by thisfact.

Our need for internal coherence — that is, our need not only to make sense out of our world, but to make
sense of it in away which agrees with that of fellow human beingsin the culture in which we find ourselves— is
an extraordinarily powerful need. We need only consider afew instances of people from one culture who find
themselvesin avery different one.

Surprisingly perhaps, Evans-Pritchard himself may serveasour first example. AsWinch pointsout (although
hefailsto make sufficiently explicit the significance of the matter), Evans-Pritchard makes* morethan oneremark to
the effect that ‘ obviously there are no witches'”, but then goes ahead to write of “the difficulty he found during his
field work with the Azande, in shaking off the ‘unreason’ on which Zande lifeisbased and returning to aclear view
of howthingsreally are.” ¢ Winchal so notesthat “ Evans-Pritchard himsel f ran hishousehol dinthe[ Zande] way during
hisfield researchesand says: ‘| found this as satisfactory away of running my home and affairs as any other | know
of.” "4

Another anthropologist and defender of transcultural rationalism tells a similar story. In an essay entitled
“Apparently Irrational Beliefs,” Dan Sperber describesaconversation with an old tribesman in which the latter tried
topersuadehimto embark onan expeditiontokill adragon (withahornat thenapeof itsneck and aheart of gold) which
could be found only two days' walk away.
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[H]e said hewould come back the next day and left. So | hadn’t managed to refuse[to goinsearch
of thedragon], only todelay. But why inthefirst place had | been so eager to refuse? Was| afraid
| would haveto confront thedragon? Didn’t | know that dragonsdon’ t exist? Surel knew, but still....

Therel was, atrained anthropol ogist...and anative came and asked metokill adragon. Inthefirst
second | knew | had hit on agreat pieceof data:...the cultural gapillustrated inavignette! Y et, one
second later, there | was, areluctant dragon killer staggering on the other side of the unbridgeable

gap.48

That these two anthropologists' experiences are not unusual we may judge, perhaps, from the enormous fear
and disgust which British colonials expressed for “ going native” and the extraordinary precautions which they took
toupholdtheformof lifeimplicitincontemporary British practiceswhileinthemidst of very different (and onceagain,
intheir view, inferior) cultures. A similar story istold by “sane” personswho find themselves as patientsin insane
asylums.

Whenwefind ourselvesin another culturevery different from our own and without the support of fellowswho
shareour original culture, the pull toward making sense of — theorizing about — theworld in the way othersaround
usdo isobviously very strong. When, so to speak, the game we are accustomed to playing is rugby, but everyone
around usis playing soccer, the urgeto join the soccer gameisconsiderable. Thisisso not because, as*rationalists”
throughout the ages have argued, the power of “unreason” is stronger than that of “reason”, but because the power
of thereason of the community — of theorizing about theworld as our neighborsdo— isso fundamental to thehuman
condition. Wearenot autonomousindividualswhoindividually construct our world de novo upon sometabularasa,
but, in order to be human at al, we areinevitably individualsin community with our neighbors.

This (for us) bedrock of human community need not lead us to conclude that our beliefs and our actions are
absol utely determined by the community in which wefind ourselves— whenin Romewe must do asthe Romans do,
whatever they do. If, as Wittgenstein urges us, we look, rather than merely think about human behavior we see that
thisisnot the case. Individualsdo believe and act in wayswhich are at variance with, which challenge and call into
question, the beliefs and practices of their communities. Sometimes other individuals, the community itself, other
communities, or “history” judgesthese challengesto aform of life as superior to the existing community consensus,
and sometimesasinferior. But neither individual swithinor without aparticular community, thecommunity itself, other
communities, or even “history” possesses any absolute transcultural, transhistorical guarantee of the rightness of its
judgments; even thereligions of theworld, which have all too often offered such absol ute guarantees, also recognize
thefallibility and imperfection of the human condition.

To return, then, to Taylor’'s analogy in which he suggests that different belief systems or forms of life are
incommensurable in the sense that soccer and rugby areincommensurable: it would seem to be true that one can no
morefully inhabit two different formsof life simultaneously than one can play soccer and rugby at thesametime. Y et
thisanalogy isauseful one in another way too: no one would seriously argue that one gameis superior to the other
insometranscendent way or that one somehow reflectstruth or reality moreclosely. Surely wecouldbenefitfrommore
fully incorporating theimplicationsof thisanal ogy into our understandingsand appreciationsof formsof lifedifferent
from our own.
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But where then does thisleave uswhen it comesto the matter of judging our rationality, our form of life, our
culturein relation to those of others? What are we to do about this relativism of rationality? This question raisesa
host of otherswhich are at the sametime both epistemol ogical and ethical. How areweto claim, as Taylor wishesto
doand asmost of us presumably aso wishin someway to do, judging by theway welive our lives,* that the Western
model of rationality issuperior to others? To turn to specifically moral questions, how are we to condemn Nazis, or
Serbs, or the present government of China, or the sentiments and actions of Jewish or Islamic or Christian terrorists?
Onalessglobal level, how areweto call into question and reject our friend’ sdecisions and actionswhen wediscover
that she has embezzled money from her doubtl ess oppressive and exploitive employer in order to pay off the $10,000
balance on her credit cards which had been run up by aman who claimed to be afriend, but who has now absconded?

Onwhat groundsdowestandto makethesejudgments, if rationalitiesimply moralities, andif all moralitiesare
based on rationalities which arerelative to time and place, each qualifying as atheoretical understanding, each self-
consistent, and aiming at an effective practice? Arewe prisonersof our particular rationalitieswith no placeto stand
from which we may judge them and those of others?

If once again, as Wittgenstein advised, we look, rather than think, we know immediately that it is neither the
case that we are prisoners, nor that we have no placeto stand. If either of these were true, neither rationalities nor
moralitieswould be challenged or changed, asthey are both minimally and radically every day. When wereject the
essentialist notion of rationalities and moralities, but, having done so, begin to be anxious about imprisonment and
places to stand, we both conceal and reveal our hidden agenda, our real questions. What is the picture here which
our anxiety frames?

| suggest that it is adeeply gnostic picture which isradically frustrated with the relative limitation which is
endemictothehuman condition.® Asaresult, it portraystheonly aternativetothislimitation—that is, the necessity
for beinginthisor that place at thisor that time— asinfinity and eternity. Likethe serpentinthe Garden, it portrays
andternateexistenceinwhichwewouldnolonger behuman, but“like God, knowing good andevil” without limitation,
absolutely.

What, however, isthealternate pictureand how may weframeit? Itisoneinwhichwerecognize our necessary
limitation, our rel ativity, whichal so, of course, impliesrecognizing our relatedness. Itisoneinwhichwe, by our actions
and our lives, affirm — to agreater or lesser degree— our rationality, our form of life, our culture— but affirm them
insuch away that werecognizethat our affirmationsarelimited, inaway that recognizes, asMarjorie Grenehassaid,
that “human aimsand interests can alwaysgo astray, they can be‘ merely’ subjective, ‘ merely’ commitmentsto what
isnot.”® Thisview, then, recognizesthat the“ objective’ knowledge which the essentialists promise us— or at least
some of us — is a mirage, yet recognizes also that the alternative to this mirage is not a hopeless captivity to
“subjectivity,” but rather, to use Polanyi’ sformulation, personal knowledge. Personal knowledge, in which Polanyi
means, of course, toinclude all human knowing, “ submitsto requirements acknowledged by itself asindependent of
itself,” but since such knowledge “is an action guided by human passionsit is not objective either.”5?

Y et, what assurancesdo we havethat in our knowingwewill not fall captiveto subjectivity, that wewill submit
to requirements which we acknowledge as independent of ourselves? We may be assured of thisto the extent that
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weareneither autistic nor psychotic. Ordinarily, knowledgeisknowledgeincommunity, just asrationality and moral
judgmentsarerationality and moral judgmentsincommunity. Wenot only acquiretherudimentsof humanknowledge
(the capacity for language) in community, and throughout our lives build upon these original communal foundations,
but also even when we pursue knowledge, or practice rationality, or make moral judgmentsin apparent isolation, we
are till continuously dependent, even if only tacitly, upon the language and other symbolic systems of our cultures,
aswell asupon its bedrock assumptions, and thisis so even when we disagree or take issue with some parts of these
assumptions.

Ashumans, theoneplacethat wecannot standinorder tojudgetherel ativemeritsof rationalitiesand moralities
is nowhere/everywhere. The god-like “objective” knowledge of theory as contemplation and the god-like certainty
whichitissupposed to provide and which the philosophers and modernity have held up to usasthe only form of true
knowledgeis, in fact, smply not available to us because we are not gods, but human persons located in a particular
time and place. Thuswe must be content with the fact that, as Grene has reminded us, “[h]istory...comesfirst” and
that “thereisno grasp of truth apart fromthe historical situation of theaspirant totruth.” Andsowhilewe, at our best,
areaspirantstotruth, itisalsothecase, asGreneremindsus, that, “[o] ur cultural heritagecomprises, asPolanyi remarks,
‘the sum total of everything in which we may betotally mistaken’.”*

What, then, am | to do as | stand in this place, at thistime, and judge my rationality and morality as superior
tothe Zandeone, or judge racismtobewrong? All | cando— and itisenough— isto say with Martin Luther, “Here
| stand; | cando no other. God help me,” and act on that saying in whatever way ispossiblefor me, while at the same
timel recall Oliver Cromwell’ swords: “| beseechyou, inthebowel sof Christ, thinkit possiblethat youmay bemistaken.”
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Resonance Realism
John C. Puddefoot

ABSTRACT Key words: resonance, realism, version giveness, correspondence, reality, personal, subsidiary,
focal, knowledge, culture, language, Polanyi, Goodman, Torrance.

Our culture and tradition, including our theories and our language, act as subsidiaries by which we attune to
resonances between outselves as convivial beings and the world. These resonances afford us our senses of
reality and illustrate the impossibility of a correspondence theory of truth. We select between theories and
versions by learning to sense the deeper and deeper resonances which they evoke in our communal selves.

Foreword

Thesubsidiary-focal structure of tacit knowing isfundamental to Polanyi’ sthought, and in particular to his
realism. In this paper | argue that Polanyi saw the entire socio-cultural-linguistic context of humankind as one vast
subsidiary through which we attain focal awareness of reality, and which we can no more put off than we can shed
our skin. Such a view involves an unequivocal rejection of the correspondence theory of truth as completely
unintelligible, and demands a reconceptualization of what we mean by realism. For what it isworth, | offer the term
resonance for thisrealism, and while | cannot and do not claim that it isto be found in afully worked-out fashionin
Polanyi’ swritings, | do claim that those writings, seen themselves as cluesto the workings of hismind, point clearly
in some such direction.

Argument

Michael Polanyi’s realism is one of the most remarkable aspects of his philosophy, but because it was
something he took completely for granted, and as such assumed only subsidiary statusin most of hiswritten work,
it constitutessuchanimplicit and theref oretacit component in hisphilosophy that it hasoccasi oned much lesscomment
thanit deserves. Eschewing the subject-obj ect dichotomi esthat plagued phil osophy from Descartesto Kant, heallows
theintrinsic dynamic of activelife processesto providethechief criterion by whichwejudgetherealism of our beliefs.
Suchadynamic setsup resonancesin usboth asindividual sand, rather moresignificantly, ascommunities, resonances
which indicate the extent of our contact with reality through the depths of the convictionsthey induce. The resonant
theories about the world that we should value are those we should credit as framing the facts we should affirm, and
vice versa.

We make sense of experience by relying on clues of which we are often aware only as pointersto
their hidden meaning; thismeaning isan aspect of areality which assuch canyet reveal itself inan
indeterminaterangeof futurediscoveries. Thisis, infact, my definition of external reality: reality is
something that attracts our attention by clueswhich harass and beguile our mindsinto getting ever
closer toit, and which, sinceit owesthis attractive power to itsindependent existence, can always
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manifestitself in still unexpected ways. If we have grasped atrue and deep-seated aspect of reality,
then its future manifestations will be unexpected confirmations of our present knowledge of it.!

Polanyi was not afraid to extend this notion of reality to realms often regarded as unreal or subjective:

[A]lswe moveto adeeper, more comprehensive, understanding of ahuman being, we tend to pass
frommoretangibleparticularstoincreasingly intangibleentities: toentitieswhichare (partly for this
reason) morereal: morereal, thatis, intermsof my definition of reality, aslikely toshow upinawider
range of indefinite future manifestations.?

The essence of Polanyi’s conception of reality liesin the faith in it that justifies our submission to it as a source of
unlimited richness, and our consequent willingnesstoidentify therichnessof our conceptualizationswiththerichness
of thereality that they arisefrom. Wespecifically makeno attempt to move outside of our embodi ed sel vesto establish
the credentialsof our conceptsaccording to acorrespondencetheory of truth; weallow the richness of those concepts
themselves, asmeasured by theresonancesthey evokefromtheworld andin our ownminds, to betheir authentication.

Itisfor thisreason that Polanyi both isand isnot closeto Richard Rorty: close in the sense that with Rorty,
Polanyi fears and seeksto avoid the death of incommensurabl e discourse by preserving newness and fruitfulnessin
all conversation; not closeinthesensethat far from cutting thelink between our conversationandreality, Polanyi wishes
totieit ever tighter by insisting upon thefaith and trust we must haveinreality asasourceof regenerating information.

As| haveindicated elsewhere, Rorty’s programme is doomed for just the reasons that the Second Law of
Thermodynamicsdoomsany closed system: by insulating itself from theboundary-crossinginformation permitted by
open systemsthat is the source of renewal, conversation cannot but end up as commensurable and normal .2 Itisas
if Rorty, unabletoreconcilethedemandfor realismwiththecritiqueof realism afforded by modern philosophy, resolves
the ensuing dilemma by taking the fateful step beyond respect for reality.*

It isnot clear that Polanyi appreciated how close he had come to aresolution of the persistent problem of
realism. To avoid association with many other termsthat have been used to describe other responsesto the problem,
| shall call theview implicitin hiswork resonancerealism. Thisterm reflectsthe way thetheory:

-- does not attempt to achieve a correspondence between theory (language) and reality, for such
a quest is hopeless;

-- does not rest content with aconventionalist coherence, despite insisting upon rigorousinternal
coherence, for that istoo close to the kind of closure Rorty allows himself to be drawn into;

-- does not attempt to avoid the constraints imposed by the successes of science, as many have
done by espousing anti-scientific positions;

-- does not adopt a passive philosophy of perception or evolution asisimplicit in aL orenz-Popper
evolutionary epistemol ogy, but drawsupon thetheory of active perception advanced by J.J. Gibson
and followed up by, inter alia, Rom Harré’;
-- does not require an absol utist view of cultural history or progress;
-- does not require a foundationalist or a transcendentalist stance;
-- does not involve relativism of truth;
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-- doesnot rely uponaparticular formalism, whether inmathematical or linguisticterms, andtherefore
admitsincorporation of Polanyi’ s account of tacit knowing by which subsidiaries may befocused
upon totalitiesto which they are essentially alien (more on thisin amoment);

-- rgects any sense of the absol uteness of the given whileleaving room for asense of the rightness
of what we regard as the given;

-- affordsan opportunity to perform comparisonsbetween moreor | ess satisfactory formalismsand
therefore offers us away by which to compare the adequacies of versionsin Nelson Goodman's
sense;

-- leavesroom for aplurality of rationalities.

The essential point about resonance realism, as the name suggests, is that it places the central criterion of
our contact with reality on the boundary between the constructed world of human sense, culture and language and
the discovered world “out there” of which we can have no direct unmediated knowledge. That criterion was that to
which Polanyi drew attention in thefirst quotation given above, that therichness of the external world, which hasthe
capacity to draw usbeyond our current sense of completion and adequacy to new imagination and new depth, imparts
asense of the inadequacies of current theories and ideas by resonating with our enquiriesin away that suggeststhe
further tuning and retuning that will improvethat resonance. A correct theory makesusfeel at onewith theworld, but
thelimitations of our theoriesimply that we shall only ever feel partially at one. There are always corners and untidy
ends that do not find an easy resting-place in our theories, and which we seek to incorporate in anatural way.

| have spoken hereof “theories’, but | havein mind everything fromthecommon-or-gardenway inwhichwe
find our way round our own houseand in sodoing arrive at asense of itsexternal reality, to themost advanced physics
and biology inwhichwetinker withthefundamental sof theuniverseandlife. Whenwe* hitthemark” somethingcomes
back to us, an echo, and we tune our theories by searching for resonances with the world that sharpen and increase
the volume of that echo. It isthis that gives us our sense of readlity, of being on the track of thereal.

In resonancerealism, theory and language remain instrumental and to an extent arbitrary, asthetuning-fork
remains instrumental. We do not pretend--at least, we should not pretend--that the tuning-fork in some sense
“corresponds’ with that with which it resonates; on the contrary, we know that it bears no essential resemblance to
it, only that it evokes an echo which tells us something about the intrinsic nature of the world.

While we do not have genuine knowledge anywhere apart from acomplex situation, or apart from
subjective experiences and intellectual or verbal articulation, neverthelessit is through these that
weperceivetheabjectivereality - logic and language should beused with scientificinstrumentality
and therefore used critically, but they ought to be transparent media through which we apprehend
the objectively given reality beyond subjective experience and its articulation in speech.®

Thisisnot mereconventionalist relativism, of course, which deniesthat thereisany senseof “better” or “worse” about
our theories and languages, for the resonances themselves permit us to select between theories (although it is by no
means certain that wewill never need to back-track to make further progress). What resonance realism requiresisthe
essential involvement of the user of thetheory inthe process of using it, i.e., the sensein which we know what we are
doing and are in this wise employing askill aswe investigate the world.
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Resonance embraces other important aspects of Polanyi’ swider philosophy: the intimations of fruitfulness
that a good theory must exude; the conceptual wholeness that a good theory must display; the inherent sense of
rightness that a good theory must engender.

The kinds of realism adopted by many scientists and theologians do not take adequate account of
philosophical criticismof realism, seeming alwaysto bebased upon somemoreor | essobviouskind of correspondence
principlewhich can be detected intheir persistent referencesto comparisonsthat must be made between theoriesand
reality’. Resonance realism acknowledges and incorporates theinsight of modern philosophy that such comparisons
cannot be performed becausethey presupposethat we can somehow look “ around” or “ behind” our theoriesfromsome
kind of neutral ground that isnot itself hopelessly coloured by further theories and constructions. I nstead, resonance
realisminsiststhat wetest the adequacy of all theory through thetotal panoply of theoriesthat constitutesour culture,
our world-orientation, our collectivemind. Itisthisthat makes* resonance” apeculiarly appropriateterm, for resonance
issomething we can only feel whilestill being insidethetheory, not something we can assesswhile standing outside
or beyond it.

However, to make too much of the way in which the world resonates to our theories, asif the world itself
questions us actively and dynamically, and to stress the givenness of the world which we know, as Torrance does
repeatedly in Theological Science, isto placeinsufficient emphasisupon thecontingency of bothlanguageand theory
on culture and history. Michael Polanyi resolved thistension in histheory of knowing by allowing not only for the
arbitrariness of our language and theory and for the finality of the one reality of the world but also for a post-
foundationalist and post-transcendentali st dynamic account of knowing such asKierkegaard anticipatedin hisnotion
of kinetic thinking, i.e., athinking that moves along with that which isknown and istransformed by it in such away
asto be kept permanently attuned toit.8 It isthis dynamic thinking that lies at the centre of the post-critical thinking
advocated here.

Thekey to understanding thisdilemmain Torrance’ swork is his negative attitude to constructive elements
inpost-modernthinking, which heseesasfundamental betrayal sof thefaithful nessof our knowingtotheknown. Were
all construction guilty inthisrespect (i.e., were no construction capable of avoiding exactly the kind of renunciation
and betrayal of reality wefindin Rorty), hewould beright, butitisnot. Thegivennessof theworld doesnot and cannot
dictatethegivennessof our knowing of theworld because our knowing isalwaysby meansof thecontingent language
and theory of aparticular cultureand history in aparticular world-line, alanguage, theory, cultureand history that we
have constructed.

What is more, we construct those things using bodies that themselves exist by virtue of an evolutionary
history itself contingently constructed out of the raw material of the world. Therefore, of necessity, the constructed
must act as the subsidiary through which and by the sole means of which we cometo focal knowledge of reality by
sending out and receiving back signalswhich to agreater or lesser degree resonate with that reality. Werethisnot so
wewould need acorrectlanguageor formalism beforewe coul d attain knowledge, whereasweknow that weareskilled
at compensating for the deficienciesof our languageand formalism and that their refinement often followsacquisition
of new insights.

Unfortunately, Polanyi may beresponsiblefor suggesting that thereissomeessentia and thereforenecessary
connection between subsidiary and focal elementsintacit knowing by virtue of hisown favourite anal ogy of theblind
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man'’ sstick inthe palm of the hand. Moreover, he may havefailed to presshome hisvitally important insight into the
nature of apprenticeship and skill-acquisitiontothelevel of our apprenticeshipin learning how to use our own bodies,
languages and theories - especially our bodies. We dwell in our bodiesin such away that, despite their differences
fromthereality which we cometo know through them - i.e., despite the fact that they as subsidiariesbear no intrinsic
relationship to thefocally known world--we acquirethe skillsneeded to perform thetacit integrationsrequired to test
and assess the resonances afforded us by the world as it reflects its nature back to us. By extension, we can use
constructed languages and theories--indeed, entire histories and cultures which we have constructed - to acquire
understanding of that which is not in this same sense constructed (i.e., not part of what man has constructed and is
in this sense “given”), and to which--in aformal sense--those constructions are alien.

Theambiguity of thenotion of givenness, asameansof referringtothe* objectivereality” of theexterna world,
leads to considerable philosophical and theological confusion.® The term can easily amount to an attempt to short-
circuit or circumnavigatethepersonal coefficientinknowing, the personal appraisal by whichwefind ourselveswilling
andabletoaffirmthenatureof reality asanact of total personal conviction. Inother words, whether, to useatheol ogical
example, Jesus Christ is the Incarnate Word or not, |1 can have no access to him as such without an act of personal
assessment leading to such an affirmation.

[W]ecanonly "convince" othersof thetruth of our existence-statementsif we can get themto see
or hear thereality they refer to aswe seeor hear it. It can never beforced upon them. They must be
brought to shareour intuition of theobject given. That doesnot meanthat by describing or explaining
to others our intuition we can induce them to have asimilar experience, for no act of knowledgeis
explainablefromthesideof theknowing subject (i.e., psychologically) but only fromthesideof the
object known, for true knowledge arises in proportion as the subject allows his knowing to be
determined by the nature of the object before him.°

Itisthe essentia role of personal engagement and personal appraisal in all knowing, and the personal participation
in a community of enquiry which makes that appraisal possible, that makes the notions of “givenness’ or “self-
authentication” so inappropriate. The Lordship of Jesusisin the same category as— although on adifferent level of
importance and significance from—any scientific theory, or any everyday assessment such as“thereisawaste-paper
bin in the corner”, or anything else we claim as human beings to know. The seamlessness of the garment of human
knowing that requires elimination of the distinction between fact and value, science and theology, truth and opinion,
objective and subjective, must be carried through even in this most solemn and significant matter.

The main reason for stressing this series of pointsis that claims about the “ self-authenticating” nature of
certain beliefsare counter-productivewhen it comesto the evangelical mission of the Church, for they lead toaframe
of mindinwhichweexpect to be convinced without having to do any work, without, that is, taking account of the need
for, say, the possihility of the Lordship of Jesusto befirst constructed in our mindsin order that those minds might
bedirected to him asasignificant figure. Jesusno morejumpsout of history and into our mindsthan do theoriesabout
W and Z particles. On the contrary, wefirst haveto learn about them, test them, feel the resonances we receive from
them, and then find ourselves ableto reaffirm them through an act of personal judgement. Indeed, thetheol ogical task
is the construction of accounts which will help to construct those possibilities more successfully and so lead more
people to test them, sense their resonance, and hence see the importance of Jesus. Christian evangelical theology is
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not about persuading people that Jesus is Lord, but about establishing an intellectual environment in which those
people will be persuaded to attend to the person of Jesus within the community of faith and so be persuaded by him.
Theologians need to be more sensitive to the fact that the confession “ Jesus Christ is the Incarnate Word” may for
many come at the end of along process of education and exploration, not at the beginning, rather as an appreciation
of the W and Z particles comes at the end rather than the beginning of ajourney into particle physics. We should no
more insist that neophytes start from the “ self-authenticating” Incarnation of the Word than that young physicists
should begin from the most demanding results of theoretical physics.

Attempts to erase fact/value/opinion distinctions tend to founder on the pal pable successes of empirical
science because empirical scienceis viewed from a perspective governed by the correspondence theory of truth, the
notion of aready-madeworld (givenness), and thebelief that experimentsdiscloseraw, sel f-authenticatingfactswhich
verify theories. Each of these componentsisuntenable, and it isone of the great achievements of modern philosophy
that we can now seethisto be so: nothing like the correspondence theory of truth istenabl e because thereis nowhere
tostand by whichtoassesstheadequacy of a“ correspondence” ; nothing likeaready-made(given) world canbeknown
because everything we know isknown through the constructed contingent mediaof language, theory, history, culture;
nothing like raw self-authenticating facts are disclosed by experiments because data only become facts when
interpreted in the light of theories which authenticate them.

Torealizethisistobeenabledtoseeempirical scienceasjust onemorevery particul ar aspect of thelifeprocess
by which we*“ sound out” the adequacy of our theories by searching for resonance. Nelson Goodman calls something
likethis“fit".

Briefly, then, truth of statements and rightness of descriptions, representations, exemplifications,

expressions- of design, drawing, diction, rhythm - isprimarily amatter of fit: fittowhat isreferred
to in one way or another, or to other renderings, or to modes and manners of organization. The
differences between fitting aversion to aworld, aworld to aversion, and a version together or to
other versions fade when the role of versions in making the worlds they fit is recognized. And
knowing or understanding is seen asranging beyond the acquiring of true beliefstothediscovering
and devising of fit of all sorts.!

Goodman erasesthefact/val ue/opinion distinction a most exactly asPolanyi does, by perceivingthat “fittingaversion
toaworld” and “fitting theworldto aversion” and “fitting versionstogether” and “fitting versionsto other versions’
become indistinguishable once we understand that the versions we construct and the world in which we live are
indistinguishable in any final and absolute sense not because there is no world beyond our versions, but because it
isaworld that cannot but be known through versions or remain forever unknown. Thisisto grasp one horn of Kant's
fundamental dilemma over things-in-themselves and things-for-us by denying, in effect, that the notion of a“thing-
in-itself” iscoherent inthe absence of aversion. Thereis, | et it be stressed, aworld beyond our versions, but it cannot
beconceivedto consist of “things” inany intelligible sense of theword.’2 Onemight just aswell rest content with “the
unknowable”, or Rom Harré sdelightful “glub.” 3

Thefollowingway of expressing essentially the same point may serveto fend off someof theoppositionthat
this notion of the “unknowable beyond” usually occasions:
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To be arealist in some version-free sense one needs to suppose that

it is possible to describe something
asitis
when it is not being described;

or that
it is possible to know something
asitis
when it is not being known.

Inasmuch asit makes senseto talk about the unconceptualized world, we must mean theworld asit isknown by God,
and thereforetheworld asit can never be known by humanity. Inthe Incarnation we haveto deal with God becoming
man inaway that involves him coming to know theworld through the constructed contingent mediaby which all men
know it. The need to conceive of God in some sense emptying himself of knowledge in becoming man as kenotic
Christol ogiesrequiredisappearsonthisreading - inthisversion - for God comesto know theworld ashe had formerly
not known it. Everything Jesuslearns as man - from conceptionto the grave - helearnsin the sasmeway that each man
and woman must learn it, through the media of constructed culture, history, language and theory, the imperfect
instruments with and through which we must struggle to live our lives. This eradicates any sense of docetism in
Christology while preserving in the fullest sense the vere deus and vere homo of Jesus. It makes abundant sense of
that otherwise puzzling allusion in Athanasius' to the Word taking abody so that he could feel pain and know death,
since pain and death are themselves the stuff not of the world as an unconceptualized mass of glub, but of the world
aslived and experienced by God' s creatures.

Hilary Putnam, writing about Goodman’ sWaysof Wor ldmaking,*> hasexpressed thehopethat Goodmanwill
expand upon thebriefest of accountsof how wearetojudge between versionswhich hegivesonthe penultimate page:

Whether apictureisrightly designed or astatement correctly describesistested by examination and
reexamination of the picture or statement and what it refersto in one way or another, by trying its
fit in varied applications and with other patterns and statements. One thinks again of Constable’s
intriguing remark ... that painting is ascience of which pictures are the experiments.

Thisseemsto metoinvolve afundamental betrayal of the position Goodman adopts throughout the rest of the book,
for we seem to beinvited to engage in exactly the kind of comparisons between versions and realities (in what |ooks
suspiciously like aversion-free way) that Goodman is el sewhere at such painsto say cannot be performed. Putham
seems to share this anxiety:

Goodman would, no doubt, reply that any superiority of our versions over other versions must be
judgedand claimed fromwithinour collectionsof versions: thereisnoneutral placetostand. | heartily
agree. But what | hope Goodman will say something about inthefutureiswhat makesour versions
superior by our lights, not by some inconceivable neutral standard.’”

Resonancerealism attemptsto respond to thisrequest by offering another and better account of the process of testing,
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which goesbeyond Goodman'’ s“fit” couchedintermssuggesting an oscill ation between statement/pictureand worl d/
object. It seizesRorty’ sironic conversational “resolution” of the dilemmaof modern philosophy, and saysthat Rorty
does not know what talking is about. The conversations which Rorty and his fellow ironists engage upon are being
tested against the real world because testing is performed through conversation, theory and experimentation, not by
comparing conversation, theory and experiment with something el se (which notoriously leadsto aninfiniteregress).
It acceptsthat wecannot “ climb out of our minds” 8 and theref orethat we cannot perform comparisonsof thekind such
verificationswouldrequire. Rorty thinksheand hisfellow ironistsaremerely conversing, albeit edifyingly; but nobody
can do this, since the adequacy even of mere conversation a propos nothing in particular is still being assessed by
those conversationalistsin relation to its existential adequacy as part of alife process, i.e., asan activity in which an
existent being chooses to engage,® not only through the resonances evoked in and by hisfellow conversationalists,
but in life resonances as awhole.

How does resonance realism work? It may seem to smuggle in comparisons by the back door in order to
distinguish between versions, asif it were saying, “thisversion isbetter than that because it compares better with the
real world”. Thisisthetrap Nelson Goodman fallsinto, andto which | haveaready referred. Resonance realism most
emphatically does not involve comparisons in this sense, but does involve comparisons between resonances, i.e.,
resonancerealismregardsthesinglecriterion by whichatheory istobejudged aswhether it producesbetter resonances
than other theories. What are* better” resonances? Smply thosethat reverberatemostin our lives, that involve echoes
in the beyond that match echoes in ourselves. These “selves’ are not, of course, “individuals’, but persons who
embody cultures and historiesin unique, contingent ways. A scientist senses the resonances of his theories not just
because he has performed an experiment that givesthe results he expected, but because heisamember of ascientific
culture that weaves that experiment, the theory it embodies and tests, and the professional and personal hopes and
convictionsthat the scientist shares, into aweb of beliefsthat shapeshisentire being.? In just the sameway, wejudge
the appropriateness of our everyday (and technical) language by employing the acquired skill of attuning ourselves
to the resonances our usage evokesfrom the extended web of beliefs, meaningsand usagesthat constitutealinguistic
community. We test out our words by uttering them and receiving aresponse from other users, by allowing them to
resonate in our own memories, and by setting them within ahistorical tradition which has already established in our
community aset of unspecifiable criteriaby which adegquacy of speechisto be assessed?. Intheological and religious
usagethosesamegeneral criteriaaresupplemented by what werefertoas* thespiritual” that enlargesthedimensionality
of the space within which our beliefs can resonate and to which we can resonate. Without those beliefs as articul ated
in the constructed theological and religious teachings of a tradition we experience a devastating reduction in the
availablevolumeand quality of thereverberationswhich are absolutely necessary in the establishment and definition
of our being®, for contrary to so many of the suppositions that colour and limit humanity by diminishing the scope
of hisrationality, itisnotinself-containment, passivereceptivity, and closure, butin discovering theconceptual spaces
towhich we canresonate and in resonating be amplified and fulfilled that the attainment of true beingisachieved. L et
me summarizethisin Dan Hardy’ swords:

[P]ersonal confirmation occursthrough thediscerning of significant form, not the other way round:
the direction is outward.... Polanyi’ s emphasis on the movement of thought away from ourselves
makesit clear that thereisan inescapable ordering in the interrel ation between the discernment of
significant form and the discovery of our significance, and that the latter is achieved through the
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former.®

Thediscernment of significant formisonly possible, however, if weallow ourselvesto beinducedtoreaize
acomplementary aspect of that form. Wemust first receive, then construct by searching for patterns (inwhichweare
aided by our imagination) and then be conformed to and by the patterns which we discern. Resonance realism
incorporates rigorous internal coherence, rejection of relativism, and the role of constructive conversation and
contingency, into asubstantial insistenceon thesinglereality of theexternal world that we make and find through the
versions we employ to explore it®. In effect, resonance realism takes philosophy and theol ogy beyond the tensions
and conflicts between realism, foundationalism, transcendentalism and post-modernism without embracing those
elements in post-modern thought (exemplified in this essay by Richard Rorty’s work) that involve a fundamental
renunciation of recourseto and respect for theexternal world asan everlasting source of regeneration.” Thesingleness
of thisreality?® manifestsitself through our versionsby resonating to them to differing extents and thereby suggesting
that there are other directionsin which greater resonances might be found. The world does not indicate of itself what
those direction are, but the fact that there are differences of resonance suggests to us that those directions are there,
and our imaginations enable usto seek them out. A good “nose”, and in some cases the courage needed to back-track
and begin the ascent again, will lead some of usto explore better (i.e., moreresonant) avenues of enquiry sooner than
others. Acquisition of that noseis one of the main objectives of apprenticeship and education, but in the end it will
be the richness of our imagination and not the self-limiting rigour of our logic that will govern how rich aworld we
discover, and therefore how rich aworld weinhabit, for unlesswefirst construct the dreamswe shall never be ableto
ask the questions that will find the most resonant echoes in the depths of reality.
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Book Review

Eric Mount, Jr., Professional Ethicsin Context: Institu-
tions, Images and Empathy. Louisville: Westminster/
JohnKnox Press, 1990. Pp. 176. $14.95. ISBN: 0-664-25143-
9.

Thetitle of the first chapter, “ Seeing is Behav-
ing,” succinctly expresses the thesis of thisbook. That
thesis grows out of Mount’ sreflections on amoral argu-
ment with an acquai ntance, an experiencethat taught him
that “how we saw things accounted more for our differ-
encesthanthemoral principleswemight evokeinaddress-
ing an ethical issue” (14). If seeingiscentral tomorality,
it then becomes important to examine the factors which
shapehow wesee. Mount realizesthat waysof seeingand
perceiving arealwaysembeddedinand reproduced by the
institutions and communities to which one belongs, and
which themselves often become objects of loyalty and
faith (123). Thus he sets out to explore the institutional
contexts which provide both the “ settings and the lenses
forvision” (17) withtheintent of critically examiningwhat
shapes the outlooks of the professions and thereby en-
larging our moral sensitivities.

Among the institutional settings (broadly con-
strued) that Mount discusses are business corporations,
institutions of higher education, hospitals, government
agencies and the professions.  He examines the meta-
phors, images and models used to create and sustain
corporate self-understanding (Chapter Four) and traces
them back tothestoriesand mythsinwhichthey arerooted
(Chapter Five). Accordingtothisschema, storiesarethe
most fundamental layer. They provide sensesof identity
and orientation which in turn drive the development of
metaphorswhich generate modelsfor construing reality.

Integratedinto hisanalysisaretwo constructive
approachestoissuesraised by theseinvestigations. First,
Mount argues that institutions are best construed
covenantally. Although this understanding has espe-
cially clear affinitieswith Judaismand Christianity, Mount
arguesthat suchaviewisnot theexclusiveproperty of any
religion. Rather, itisgroundedinthetacit moral commit-
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mentsone makesin joining afirm or aprofession (58-59)
andisconfirmedintheexperiencesof certain paradigmatic
organizationswhich stand out asexemplary (66-69). What
isgained by this construal of institutions, Mount argues,
isthe ability to hold institutions and professions respon-
sible for how well they uphold and support the common
good which they were intended to serve.

Mount’ ssecond proposal hasto do with how we
assess and evaluate competing perspectives or visions.
Heisnot content simply to report on the content of one’s
vision; hewantsto put it under scrutiny. Acknowledging
that there is no neutral perspective from which to make
these assessments, Mount suggests that a critical per-
spectivecanbeachieved, first of all, by registeringincon-
venient “facts’” whichrefuseto behaveasexpected by pre-
existing attitudesand paradigms(126). Suchaperspective
isalsomarked by humility, integrity, awillingnesstotake
responsibility for actions, arealismabout human potential
forevil, asenseof relationshipwithothers, faith, inclusive-
nessand hope (126-129; cf. 155).

Mountisawarethat thesecriteriaarethemselves
indebted to the Christian tradition, but defends them
becausethey arenot uncritically adopted. Rather, they are
themselvesput intodial oguewiththestoriesand perspec-
tivesof others(129), aprocesswhichrequiresthedifficult
but not impossible undertaking of empathetically “ stand-
inginothers’ shoes’ (134-150). Thepoint of thisexercise
isnot to become those other peopl e, but “to reoccupy our
own shoes as different people” who “own our traditions
inanewway” (150). Suchanopendialogue, Mount thinks,
may provide away of discovering common ground in a
fragmentedworld.

Both constructive proposalsaretimely (hisdis-
cussion of empathy is alone worth the price of the book)
and offer amuch needed point of view at atimecharacter-
ized both by the fact of socia fragmentation and the
suspicion that differences foreclose the possibility of
communication and debate. Mount’s position suggests
that one can affirm both particularity and the common



good. Put differently, Mount refusesto choose between
the two.

His proposals are not without their tensions,
however. Both seem overly optimistic, given Mount’s
own discussion. In spite of his perceptive treatment of
Bellaheta’ sfindingsonindividualisminAmericanlife he
seems unaware of how difficult that attitude makesit to
sustain any sense of common good. Following Bellah
(perhaps too closely, in fact), he thinks that churches
provide such communities and wants to suggest that
institutions of higher learning are likewise capable of
fostering such commitment (119-120). While the point
should not be pressed too far, it does seem that Mount
does not take seriously enough the degree to which
individualist ideologies have already permeated these
institutions and thereby render them incapable of doing
what he wants them to do.

Withregardtohisdiscussionsof commonground,
Mount likewise seems to be very optimistic about the
possibilitiesfor discoveringcommonground based onthe
factsthat we share acommon planet and acommon fate.
Such optimism seems a bit out of place, given his own
acknowledgment of thedifficultiesingettingintoanother’s
shoes and his cautions about the need to maintain a
realistic perspectiveonthepossibilitiesof humanevil. He
seems to assume that conversation will always lead to
agreement and ignores the possibility that conversation
may not proceed smoothly, or even if it does, that it may
only clarify very real and deep differences.

Overdl, Mount drawsfrom animpressive array
of insight and information. He combines theological
reflection (primarily fromthetraditiondevel opingout of H.
Richard Niebuhr’ swork, with someliberation theologies
thrown in for good measure) with work from the social
sciences(most notably Robert Bellah and associ ates, Erik
Erikson, LawrenceK ohlbergand Carol Gilligan), phil oso-
phy, popular literature and personal experiences. Al-
though hedoesnot explicitly draw fromMichael Polanyi’s
work, those familiar with it will be able to see affinities
between Mount’s views and Polanyi’s discussions of

conviviality and commitment. As usual, however, the
down-side of such breadth isthat significant differences
between thinkers are obscured and perspectives are too
easily harmonized.

This remains an important and useful book,
though, because it extends the emphases of virtue ethics
to mattersof institutional and professional ethics. It also
provides an accessible and engaging secondary entry
into many of the most pressing debates in epistemol ogy
and ethicstoday. It will not satisfy the decisionists and
casuistsamongitsreaders, but that isto beexpected since
they seethingsso much differently thandoesMount. The
book doesl eavethereader somewhat sympathetictotheir
complaint, however, because Mount does not demon-
strate the payoff of his approach by offering a well-
developed exampl e of professional ethicsdonethisway.
Atbest, heofferssometantalizing hints. Insum, thebook
should serve as a good companion and counterpoint to
more quandary-oriented books. The book should also
prove useful to undergraduates who will find thewriting
styleand illustrations accessible and illuminative.

Paul Lewis

Saint Olaf College
Northfield, MN
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Electronic Discussion Group

The Polanyi Society supports an electronic
discussion group exploring implications of the thought
of Michael Polanyi. For those with accessto the
INTERNET, send amessageto “owner-
polanyi @sbu.edu” to join the list or to request further
information. Communications about the el ectronic
discussion group may also be directed to John V.
Apczynski, Department of Theology, St. Bonaventure
University, St. Bonaventure, NY 14778-0012 PHONE:
(716) 375-2298 FAX: (716) 375-2389.

Submissionsfor Publication

Articles, meeting notices and notes likely to be of interest to persons interested in the thought of Michael
Polanyi are welcomed. Review suggestions and book reviews should be sent to Walter Gulick (see addresses|listed
below). Manuscripts, notices and notes should be sent to Phil Mullins. All materialsfrom U.K. contributors should
first besent to John Puddefoot. Manuscriptsshould bedoubl espaced typewith notesat theend; writersareencouraged
to employ simplecitationswithin the text when possible. Use MLA or APA style. Abbreviatefrequently cited book
titles, particularly books by Polanyi (e.g., Personal Knowledge becomes PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are
preferred, although longer manuscripts (20-24 pages) will be considered.

Manuscripts should include the author’ s name on a separate page since submissions normally will be sent
out for blind review. In addition to the typescript of amanuscript to be reviewed, authors are expected to provide an
electroniccopy (oneither a5.25" or 3.5" disk) of accepted articles; itishel pful if original submissionsareaccompanied
by adisk. ASCII text aswell asmost popular IBM word processorsareacceptable; MACtext canusually betranslated
to ASCII. Besurethat disksincludeall rel evant informationwhich may hel p convertingfilesto Word Perfect or ASCI|.
Persons with questions or problems associated with producing an electronic copy of manuscripts should phone or
writePhil Mullins(816-271-4386). Insofar aspossible, TAD iswillingtowork with authorswho havespecia problems
producing el ectronic materials.

Phil Mullins John Puddefoot

Missouri Western State College Benson House, Willowbrook, Eton
St. Joseph, Missouri 64507 Windsor, Berks. SL46HL

Fax (816)271-4574 Fax 44753671482

e-mail:(mullins@acad.mwsc.edu)

Walter Gulick

Eastern Montana College
Billings, Montana59101
Fax (406) 657-2037
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