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Polanyi belongs to a tradition which is neither modernist nor postmodernist, but which affirms speculative
philosophy as an alternative to both and as an important form of public discourse. With his origins in the
philosophical culture of central Europe, he may well emerge as a bridge between continental and Anglo-American
analytic philosophy. He was a moral philosopher in the Aristotelian tradition who anticipated the turn in recent
years away from the modern ethics of rules to the classical ethics of virtue. Within this context he espoused a new
kind of liberalism and a different understanding of liberty.

WhileMichael Polanyi spent the better part of hiscareer immersed in philosophical issues, he seemsto have
reflected very littleand not to have said very much at all about the philosophical enterpriseitself. Thisraisesanumber
of intriguing questions. Apart from his virtuosity in constructing complex and subtle ideas and highly technical
arguments, just what sort of philosopher washe? What was his understanding of philosophy and itsrelation to other
disciplines? How canwe characterize histhought overall, beyond the specific reforms he proposed in epistemol ogy,
in metaphysics, and in the philosophy of the physical and social sciences?

Theintroduction to acollection of essays on Polanyi’ sthought! offers some guidancein these matters. The
editorsof thisvolumecall Personal Knowledge an “ exasperating book” and ponder the reasonswhy such prominent
critics as May Brodbeck and Michael Oakeshott had problems with it. Brodbeck dismissed Polanyi’ s venture into
philosophy with harshwords. Sayingthat “ cobblersshould stick to their lasts,” shecalled thebook a“tender-minded
assault onthelife of reason.” And Oakeshott declared it to be“ disordered, repetitive, digressive and often obsure.”?2

The editors, Langford and Poteat, propose an explanation by calling attention to Polanyi’ s effective use of
amix of stylistic devicesand strategiesincluding dial ectic, aphorisms, and homilies. They characterizethesedevices
as the elements of “an integral rhetoric,”® and of arhetorical style which, when used in conjunction with empirical
psychology, the sociology of knowledge, and political philosophy, becomes aform of confession in the tradition of
St. Augustine. They call the book “areflexive exercise in discovering one’sown beliefs.”#

Langford and Poteat offer aclue here asto where we might place Polanyi in the philosophical culture of the
twentieth century. They seemto suggest that welook at therhetorical traditioninWestern philosophy, fromthe Greek
Sophistsof thefifth and fourth centuries B.C.E., to Nietzsche, Heidegger and Rorty in our owntime, to find answers.
This tradition, as Robert Neville notes, elevates “persuasiveness of argument” to the highest level of intellectual
excellence, but it rejects the claim of philosophers that the purpose of theintellect isto know the truth:
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According to the rhetorical tradition thereis no truth that measures our assertions, only a body of
arguments that shape the world of discourse within which assertions take place. Philosophy’s
deception, accordingtotherhetoricians, isitssuggestionthat thereisatruthtowhichitisloyal when
in fact any philosophy is only a cluster of arguments expressing the interest of the philosopher.®

Thistraditioniscurrently represented, of course, by the end-of-philosophy movement within postmodernism which
sees itself as the alternative to modernist philosophy and its preoccupation with the issues of foundationalism and
epistemol ogy.

But Polanyi’s profound respect for and his commitment to the truth would seem to rule him out as a
postmodernist thinker and to place him somewhere entirely outsideits orbit. And yet he has something of immense
importance to say about epistemology and about the foundations of philosophy, especially to that group of
postmodernists for whom moral truth is only a matter of ideological rhetoric, but who nevertheless find themselves
dliding uncomfortably into moral decay and intellectual anarchy.® From thisstandpoint Polanyi belongsto atradition
whichisneither moderni st nor postmodernist, neither critical nor rhetorical, but atradition soaptly described by Neville
asthehighroad around modernism. Whilethere may be disagreement on specificissues, themembersof thistradition
share the conviction that it is possible to engage in speculative philosophy and that Nietzsche and Heidegger,
deconstructionistsand postmodernists, do not havethefinal word. ThetravelersPolanyi would meet onthisroad are,
among others, Charles Sanders Peirce, William James, John Dewey, and Alfred North Whitehead.”

But thisdoesn’t answer the puzzle of why hiswork has been so poorly received and in someinstances even
ignored by professional philosophers. Harry Prosch believesthat apartial answer may be found intheway inwhich
Polanyi embracesboththetheoretical andthepractical, the“intellectual” andthe* active” dimensionsof philosophical
problems. Hegavepublicwitnesstothebelief that philosophersmust becriticsnot only of the* intellectual shibboleths”
but also of the “action shibboleths of our time.” Academic philosophy has atendency to be too esoteric and to take
too myopic aview of what it should be doing. Prosch recallsthat

oneof thesephilosophers, G. V. Warnock, once contemptuously expressed to me[that] Polanyi was
not a philosopher at all. He was only a philosophe. The general format within which Polanyi
expressed hisviewswas anathemato by far the greater part of English and American philosophers
of histime. They were unableto take him seriously.®

By calling him a philosophe, Warnock and others seem to want to consign him to the rhetorical traditionin
its latest postmodernist version. But from Prosch’s perspective, Polanyi was something more; he was a physician/
philosopher. He diagnosed what was wrong with the human condition in both thought and action, and prescribed a
courseof treatment. Shifting hismetaphor, Proschin another context describes Polanyi’ sprogram of treatment asthe
exorcism of “the twin devils of the ideal of knowledge as detached objectivity and the ideal of action as moral
perfectionism.”®

It strikes me that in his career as a physician/philosopher (or philosophe), Polanyi presents an interesting
instance of the publicintellectual performingintheroleof asocial, cultural, andreligiouscritic. Hegivesusaglimpse
of what philosophy canbewhenit becomesanintellectual callingwhichispursuedinthepublicarena. Heisanexample
of what Dewey hadin mind when hesaid that “ philosophy recoversitself whenit ceasestobeadevicefor dealingwith
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the problems of philosophersand becomesamethod...for dealing with the problems of men.”%° In contrast with most
professional philosopherswho are highly competent but narrowly focused specialists, Polanyi may be characterized
asapublicintellectual and generalist aswell asacompetent speciaistinscience. And, asapublicintellectual, hetook
serioudly the possibility that hiswork as ascientist carried with it a greater calling to serve the common good.

A moreobvious reason why academic philosophersrefuseto take hiswork seriously might bethat helacked
formal philosophical credentials. Butamoreimportant reasonfor their misgivingsisinhisinfluenceinother disciplines
despite these deficiencies in philosophy, and because of his success asasocial critic and apublic intellectual. The
seriousness with which hiswork continuesto be taken in the socia and behavioral sciences, inthearts, in education,
and in religious thought seems inversely related to its neglect by academic philosophers.

| haveatwo-foldaiminthispaper. Thefirstisto examinesomeof thefeaturesof hisphilosophy whichwould
support my characterization of itintermsof social and cultural criticism, andhencemy characterizationof Polanyi himself
asapublicintellectual. Inthisconnection, | believethat hewasardently committed to phil osophy asanimportant form
of public discourse. My second purpose is to argue that the concept of liberty is one of the essential, organizing
principlesin hiswork and crucial to an understanding of his philosophy as awhole.

Thetask of sorting out these threadsin Polanyi’ s thought, of sorting out his contributions to philosophy in
thetwentieth century and to itsfuture direction, and, finally, of placing himin an appropriate and meaningful context
in relation to other major thinkers of our time, demands our attention. Thereis some evidence that thistask isabout
tobegin. Inaseminal paper on“ The New European Philosophy,”*! Barry Smith arguesthat there presently exists, in
addition to the traditions of analytic and continental philosophy, a distinctive philosophical culture in central and
eastern Europe.

Thecultureof analytic philosophy isdominated by an understanding that itsfunctionisthenarrowly focused
examination of language problems. The clarification and purification of these problems precedes (or even replaces)
thewaysin which traditional philosophers conduct their examination of the large questions of philosophy. Analytic
philosophersview their work asanecessary preliminary stageinwhichlanguage must first be purged of itsimpurities
beforetraditional philosophersand publicintellectualsmay addresstheissuesof tradition and society. Consequently,
it tends to be somewhat esoteric and removed from general public discourse.

Thetraditions of continental philosophy, on the other hand, are more of an open enterprise and morein the
public arena. Smith sees the philosophical traditions of central and eastern Europe as an alternative to these two
cultures. Asathird culture, they hold the potential of mediating thedifferencesbetweenthefirst two. He predictsthat
“the centre of gravity of European philosophy is set to move east,”*? and that a consequence of this shift will bethe
development of new interdisciplinary alliances on the continent

between philosophy and other disciplines, including mathematical logic, linguistics,
psychology....Also the establishment of anew or extended canon of “Continental philosophy,” a
new list of exemplars...(intellectual “masters’)...embracing figures beyond the usual confines of
Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, Habermas, Gadamer, etc. toinclude Poles, Czechs, Hungarians, Slovenes--
new philosophical heroeswho can be seen as part of acontinuing tradition of philosophy stretching
from Bolzano and Brentano to the present day....Thinkers worthy of being mentioned in this
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connectionareAurel Kolnai, Michagl Polanyi, Roman Jakobson, Max Schel er, Stanislow L esniewski,
Takeusz Kotarbinski, and Josef Bochenski.*®

Smithenvisionsthepossibility that thisphilosophical cultureof central Europewill alsohaveatransforminginfluence
on Anglo-American analytic philosophy.

Thelatter has hitherto been seenin Continental Europeasarather narrow affair,
allied of itsvery natureto positivistic, reductionistic and materialistictendencies
and somehow excessively oriented aroundformal logicand natural scienceat the
expenseof concernswith...palitics, lawandculture. If...Brentanoand Twardowski,
Reinach and Polanyi are included as part of asingle tradition along with Frege,
Russell, Wittgenstein and Carnap, then thistradition....isno longer exclusively
oriented around language or logic....Analytic philosophy in thiswider senseis
distinguished not by positivism or reductionism but rather by itsconcern witha
certain sort of clarity, the clarity of argument.

Withthe prospect that these new alliancesand re-alignmentsas envisioned by Smithwill indeed occur, there
arises aneed to examine Polanyi as a prominent figure in the philosophical culture of central Europe because of the
specia way inwhich he presentsabridgeto the continental and the analytic cultures. But moretothe point that Smith
makesintheabovetext, hebringstothe continental and anal ytic culturesadistinct and compelling senseof the* clarity
of argument” and itsprimacy in afree society. This, as| hopeto show inthe next section, isevident in the principles
of fairness and tolerance which he so carefully laid out.

Polanyi called for ageneral epistemol ogical reformasaprescriptionfor theillswhich haveafflicted Western
civilization in the twentieth century. He argued effectively that the totalitarianisms of both left and right have been
excessively passionatemoral responsestothenihilisminherentinmoderncritical philosophy, and heproposedahighly
innovative theory of knowledge as the point of departure in this epistemological reform.

But how did Polanyi infact understand phil osophy asdistinct from other formsof inquiry? Heoffersnoexplicit
answer to this question, but we may find evidencein histheories of tacit knowing and personal knowledge. Inevery
act of personal judgment, there is an unaccountable element which eludes the grasp of reason. We come to know
something “ by comprehending the coherenceof [aset of ] largely unspecifiableparticulars.” > Theseparticularsreside
inour subsidiary or tacit awareness, and by means of indwelling the particulars, we come “to know morethan wecan
tell.”

Polanyi professes that his obligation as a scientist and as a philosopher (his “personal calling” asit were) to search
for and serve the truth is grounded in the unspecifiable particulars of his own subsidiary awareness.

I must admit that | canfulfil my obligationto servethetruth only to the extent of my natural abilities
as developed by my education. No one can transcend his formative milieu very far, and beyond
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this area he must rely on it uncritically. | consider that this matrix of my thought determines my
personal calling. It both offersmemy opportunity for seekingthetruth, andlimitsmy responsibility
for arriving at my own conclusions'® [my emphasis].

William James had a similar insight when he noted that “temperament” largely determines men in their
philosophies, and that we shouldlook inthisdirectionfor theinitial evidenceweseek about thenatureof anindividual’s
philosophy.t” James also said that to understand the latter we must first grasp the “ centre of vision, by an act of the
imagination. ...”® Neither Jamesnor Polanyi areengagingin psychol ogical reductionismhere, for they arenot seeking
to explain away philosophy but to grasp it more fully by means of these unspecifiable particulars.

What, then, isthe“formativemilieu” or the“matrix” of Polanyi’ sthought? Paul Ignotus presentsuswithan
account richininsight in hisessay on“The Hungary of Michael Polanyi.”*® He arguesthat liberalism wasthe ruling
ideain Hungary during the period 1867 t0 1918. It wasaliberalism born out of adefiance of Hapsburg absolutism. In
themilieu of Polanyi’ syouth, onecouldfindacommitmentto* parliamentarism, religioustol erance, ageneral contempt
for prohibitions and restrictions, the will to industrialize...and to rely on education rather than authority.” 2

But, on the other hand, while it appeared to cherish these radical ideals, the Hungary of the Ausgleich was
in fact a conservative country which gave only lip serviceto liberalism. Despite this contradiction, Ignotus findsit
to be “acountry of fascinating progress,” for “it created cities and factories, model universities, leading engineers,
doctors, psycho-analysts, poets and composers.”

Theseantinomiesappear to havel eft apermanent mark on Polanyi’ sphil osophi cal temperament. Throughout
hislife hewasaradical in the search for truth, but he was the most moderate of radicals. He had the reputation of a
man with the courage, as Ignotus putsit, to dissent from the dissenters. His commitment to the search for truth “led
himtothere-discovery of basi ctenetswhichnoliberal movement or liberal profession candisregardwithout destroying
its own foundations.” Ignotus concludes:

| cannot help feeling that the intellectual environment of hisyouth has profoundly influenced his
development. Fromit heinheritedthelimitlessliberality of hismind, thesimultaneity of personal and
technical interests, and the ability to co-ordinate them in behaviour aswell asin philosophy. What
made himdiffer most fromthosearound himwashisreverence. Hethinksthat theintellectual youth
of Hungary and of some other countries, when ‘revising' its dogmas of revolutionary origin, is
meeting him onthegroundsof re-discovered ethical traditions. Whether or not thisappliesinevery
respect totheyoungmenof our time, it doesapply toMichagl Polanyi himself. Theinherentradicalism
andthescientific sensibility of hisintellect have madehim upto date, and thegrain of conservatism
init, his attachment to the perennial, enables him to be ahead of histime.?

Polanyi published hisfirst philosophical treatise, Science, Faith and Society, in 1946. Init, he sketched out
the general themes and ideas which he subsequently developed in other works. The qualities of his philosophical
temperament. ascharacterized by Ignotus, areevidentinthissemina work. Hisexamination of thequestion of thenature
of science led him to the conclusion that

to accord validity to science--or to any other of the great domains of the mind--isto expressafaith
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which canbeupheldwithinacommunity. Werealizeherethe connexion between Science, Faithand
Society adumbrated in these essays.?

There exists what Polanyi called the republic of science made up of acommunity of inquirerswho share a
common belief intheexistence of areality whose hidden truthsare capabl e of being discovered. Intrinsictothisbelief
isaloveof thetruth. But morethanthis, it isthrough professing an obligation to aparticular set of scientific principles
and idealswhich reside in aparticular tradition of science that an individual becomes a member of this republic and
possesses the freedom to conduct experimental investigations. And so it iswith all other modes of inquiry beyond
thescientific: freedom isacquired through membership in acommunity, amembership which entailsan obligation to
aparticular set of valuesand traditions. “Just asanindividual cannot be obliged in general, so also he cannot befree
in general.”®

Itisinthe context of thisargument that wefind not only his concept of freedom initsinchoate form, but we
alsofindacompelling account of theintrinsi c connection betweenfreedom andtraditioninafreesociety. Thisaccount
issignificant intheway in which it reveal s something fundamental to Polanyi’ s philosophical temperament asit was
shaped by themilieuwhichlgnotusdescribes. Polanyi tellsusthat the premiseswhich must guideindividual conscience
inafreesociety aretobefoundintheart of freediscourse. Freediscourseispossibleonly whenit existswithinatradition
of civic liberties. Thisart and this tradition are nourished and protected by the institutions of democracy.

Heidentifiestwofundamental principlesunderlyingfree, opendiscourseinademocratic society: fairnessand
tolerance. Theformer isdefined as objectivity, by which he meansthe separation of factsfrom opinionsand opinions
fromemotionsinour arguments, and the presentation of al threeinthisdescending order. Fairnessreducesour position
toaminimumand |eavesusvulnerableto our adversary, but thisiswhat it necessarily requiresof us. Theaother principle,
tolerance, is “the capacity to listen to an unfair and hostile statement by an opponent in order to discover his sound
points as well as the reason for his errors.”%

The principlesof fairness and tolerance stand on ametaphysical principlewhichisthe cornerstone of afree,
democraticsociety: abelief intheexistenceof truth, aloveof truth, anobligationtoseek it, and abelief inthepossibility
of actually achievingit. Thesebeliefsand thisobligation are not bloodlessabstractions; they are principlesembodied
intheconcretepracticeof theart of freepublic discourse. Thisart“isacommunal art, practised accordingtoatradition
which passes from generation to generation.” %

Belief in the existence of truth isfundamental not only to Polanyi’ s understanding of afree society, but to
hisunderstanding of philosophy aswell. Asacallingtoaparticular way of life, philosophy isfundamentally discursive
in the Socratic sense because of the discursive nature of human knowing itself.

Polanyi had nointerestinethical theory and never wroteaformal treatiseon ethics. Hecametotheconclusion
that the ethical theoriesdevel oped in modern critical philosophy wereresponsiblefor the moral perfectionismwhich
wasone of the causes” of theexcessive moral fanaticismsand moral inversions® of our time. Whether it beHobbes's
principle of self-preservation, Locke's social contract, Kant's categorical imperative, or Mill’s greatest happiness
principle, themodern quest for moral perfectionwhichisto beachieved through asupremeand universally applicable

22



moral principle, hasprovedfutile. Weseetheresultsinthenihilism towhich fascism and communismresponded with
adevastatingly violent moral passion.

Y et whilehedismissed thisfutilequest for moral perfection, Polanyi waspre-eminently amoral philosopher.
Asascientist, philosopher, and publicintellectual, herealized that themoral dimensionisapervasiveandinescapable
fact of our human experience. Inthisregard, heanticipatedtherecent revol utioninmoral philosophy?which abandons
the pursuit of an abstract ideal of moral perfection in an ethics of principlein favor of aconcrete ethics of virtue and
itsimplicationsfor thedevel opment of moral character. Themajor differencebetweenthetwoisthat thelatter demands
of usacontinuous moral growth without the expectation of reaching moral perfection, whiletheformer requiresonly
aminimal adherenceto asupreme and universally applicable principlein order to achieve perfection.®

Theethicsof virtuehasitshistorical rootsin Aristotle, in hisideathat asmoral agentsweareobligedto pursue
excellence by devel oping the qualities of our moral character. Indoing this, we are morelikely to acquire happiness,
or what he calls eudaimonia, as a by-product. Eudaimonia is not the happiness which we normally associate with
the gratification of desire. Rather, it isthe condition of living in harmony with oneself, with one's daimon or ideal
personhood.®!

Polanyi’ smoral philosophy standswithinthisAristoteliantradition of eudaimonistic ethics. Inreecting the
perfectionism of modern critical theory, he reminds us that moral excellence in the Aristotelian sense and moral
perfection in the modern sense are not at all the samething. Moral perfection isacommitment to reaching an ideal
specifically expressed in aparticular principle such asthe greatest happiness principle or the categorical imperative.

Moral excellence, on the other hand, involvesacommitment to adevel opmental way of lifewhich embraces
several dimensions of growth, not only the ethical. In the eudaimonism of Aristotle, one’sideal self (one’'s moral
character) isacomplex and richly woven tapestry. It entails pursuitsfound in several facetsof life, intheartsand in
science, inreligion, philosophy, palitics, etc. A commitment to moral perfectionisacommitment to achimera, but a
commitment to moral excellenceisacommitment to aconcrete goal or set of goals made possible by our empathy or
dwelling in the unspecifiable particulars of our subsidiary awareness (i.e., our daimon, the sum of our better
potentialities) for the purpose of focusing on a specifiably reachable goal .

Thisimpliciteudaimonismin Polanyi’ smoral philosophy hel psusbetter tounderstand thecentral importance
of liberty anditsprimacy inhumanlife. Polanyi sharedwith Aristotlethebelief that ethicsand politicsareinseparable,
that the former is a branch of the latter, and that both are involved in the promotion of eudaimonia. The purpose of
ethicsistoguidetheindividual inthedirection of thegood lifewhilethe purpose of politicsisto movethepolistoward
the good society. In other words, ethicsisthe study of how to livewell asan individual, and paliticsisthe study of
howtolivewell asapolisor, asJohn Dewey would putit, how to createthe great community. Just asAristotle’ sethics
aresocial and hispoliticsethical, soitisfor Polanyi. But unlike Aristotle, Polanyi seesquiteclearly that thelinchpin
betweenthetwoisliberty. Thegoodlifeiswithinthereach of theindividual only if heor sheisfreetoaspiretoit, and
thisaspiration is possible only within a society which has atradition of civic liberty.

Therearetwo mistakenwaysof understanding freedom, and both aredistractionsfromitstruemeaning. One
isan understanding of freedom astheabsenceof external restraint; Polanyi callsthisan“individualistic, self-assertive
conception.” Theother, itsopposite, isaconception of freedom asthe“liberation from personal ends by submission
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toimpersonal obligations.” %2 Both conceptionslack amoral content. Freedom doesnot resideintheatomicindividual
who has alicense to do as he pleases with an indifference to any standard which would impose boundaries on his
behavior. Onecanbefreeonlyif oneisfaithful tothemoral truthsinscribedinone’ sheart. Andthesetruthsareinscribed
by the traditional commitments of afree society to such spiritual ideals as truth, justice and beauty.

The essence of liberty doesnot liein adiscrete, unencumbered individual who isfreeto do as he pleases so
longasherefrainsfromlimiting or encroaching onthefreedom of others. Thiswouldresultinamoral minimalismwhich
would bring usto the brink of moral anarchy, chaos, and eventually to nihilism. Such an understanding of freedom
rests upon asharp distinction between private and public morality, and it diminishesthe prospect of agenuine human
community. “Privateindividualism,” Polanyi writes, “isnoimportant pillar of publicliberty. A freesociety isnotan
Open Society, but onefully dedicated to adistinctive set of beliefs.”** A genuinely free society cannot be“ open” on
matters of truth and falsehood. It cannot be neutral with respect to justice and injustice, to honesty and fraud, to
compassion and cruelty, to knowledge and ignorance, or to self-discipline and slovenliness. These are not matters
for the private individual to decide in the solitude of his own heart, independently of the commonly held beliefs of
society.

There must be boundaries for freedom to exist, and these boundaries must be defined by political authority
and moral consensus. But just as political authority cannot be equated with aformal set of lawsor alegal system, so
also the essential meaning of freedom cannot be confined to aformal definition. “Only within afree society canfree
institutions preserve freedom.” A tradition of freedom isthe sine qua non of actual freedom.

When thistradition is assimilated into the interior landscape of individual citizens, it rendersthem free. It
“dwells within the peoples of free countries.” It doesn’t exist

inthe explicit content of...constitutional rules, but in the tacit practice of interpreting theserules.
It is on the unspecifiable art of conducting free activities that the preservation of freedom must
rely....All formulationsof liberal principlesmust derivetheir meaningfromaprior knowledge, diffused
inarticulately among the citizens of free countries. *[my emphasis]

Thesurvival of freeinstitutions cannot be guaranteed by the existence of acode of law alone. It can only be assured
by the continuous practice of interpreting thiscode and by theart of living afreelifeinlight of thisinterpretation. And
much of thislieswithin thetacit dimension of our lives.

Traditional practices®® by which freedom isdefined and limited, far from being an adversary and athreat to
liberty, are avital source of itsrenewal and growth. They make possible the process of continuous social and moral
improvement in afree society. These practices stand in opposition to the idea that we are capable of reaching moral
perfection. Thereisan“ever-not-quite,” asWilliam Jameswould havesaid, to all our moral struggles, andthisallows
usto abandon such an absurd quest.® Our moral alegiance must beto what Polanyi calls“amanifestly imperfect, if
notimmoral society; andwe...find, paradoxically, that our duty liesintheserviceof ideal swhichweneverthel essknow
we cannot possibly achieve.”®

Sowe havean obligation, in afree society, to learn what the limits of our freedom are. For inlearning these
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limits, we become capable of transcending them and of moving “in the direction of continually richer and fuller
meanings’ and thus expanding “limitlessly the firmament of values under which we dwell.”?

Inthefinal analysis, itwasoneof Polanyi’ srichinsightsthat thelimitationsof animperfect world makepossible
thelimitlessexpansion of thehorizonsof humanlife. Wefindthegeniusof hisphilosophy notonly inhisreformulation
of theproblemsof modern epi stemol ogy by reinstating thefiduciary character inhumanknowl edgetoitsrightful place.
Hisgeniusand originality asathinker revealsitself in the way in which he connected the complexities and subtleties

of personal knowledgewith awiderangeof themoral, socia and political problemswhichweinthetwentieth century
have faced.
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