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The focus of this essay isto read the nineteenth-century theories of poet and philosopher Samuel Taylor Coleridge
against the twentieth century theories of chemist and philosopher of science Michael Polanyi, and Russian
philologist and critic Mikhail Bakhtin, showing their intellectual similaritiesand contrasts. My purposein this essay
isto redeem Coleridge’ s thought for rhetorical theory by linking him to modern thinkers who are respected within
thefield.

|. Introduction

Descartes, speakingasanaturalist, andinimitation of Archimedes, said, givemematter and motion
and |1 will construct youtheuniverse. Wemust of courseunderstand himtohavemeant: | will render
the construction of theuniverseintelligible. Inthe same sensethetranscendental philosopher says:
grant meanature having two contrary forces, the one of which tendsto expand infinitely, whilethe
other strivestoapprehend or finditself inthisinfinity, and | will causetheworld of intelligenceswith
the whole system of their representationsto rise up before you. Every other science presupposes
intelligence as already existing and complete: the philosopher contemplatesit initsgrowth, and as
it were representsits history to the mind from its birth to its maturity (Biographia Literaria 258).

Inthispassage, Samuel Taylor Coleridge defineshiscentral doctrine, the principle of polarity, asadynamic
and generative interpenetration of opposites. Itisthisdialectical principle of polarity that embodiesthe central link
between Coleridge's thought and the philosophic rhetorical tradition developing from Heraclitus, Socrates, Plato,
Aristotle, and other writerswho areinterested, as Suzanne Langer asserts, in asking fresh questions about the nature
of truth and rejecting natural philosophy and sophistic rhetoric, which had become commonplace (Philosophy in a
New Key 18 hereafter PNK ). Thefocusof thisessay isto read the nineteenth-century theoriesof poet and philosopher
Samuel Taylor Coleridgeagai nst thetwentieth century theoriesof chemi st and phil osopher of scienceMichael Polanyi,
and Russian philologist and critic Mikhail Bakhtin, showing their intellectual similaritiesand contrasts.

My goal inthisessay isto show theparal el swithinthetheoriesof mind andlanguageexpounded by Coleridge,
Polanyi,andBakhtin, all of whomhadanintenseinterestinethics. All thesemenwereteacherswho passionately desired
to change positivistic thinking and the discourse theories that resulted fromit. For all three men, positivism placed
toomuch emphasisontheexternal, material world and on human sense perception asbeingtheonly basisfor knowledge
and precisethought. Redeeming Col eridge, classified asaromantic, for rhetorical theory isanimportant concernsince
postmodernist rhetoricianshavefelt freetodenigrateor ignorehiswork whilethey expound upontheoristslike Polanyi
and Bakhtinfortheir originality.* Althoughthisessay focusesprimarily ontheparallelsintheunderlying useof polarity
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of these three men, one can clearly see how this polar thinking takes different forms within each individual theory.

II. Coleridgeand Polarity

Thedevelopment of dialecticrunsfromthedia oguesin Platothrough afundamental dial ectical epistemol ogy
inAristotleand ultimately through thethought of several modern European philosophers. Thenew key that Coleridge
soundsisto claim for thisdialectical principlethetitleand terminology of “polarity” and to proposeit asthe basisfor
all of life. In The Friend, for instance, Coleridge connects polarity to ancient Greek philosophy:

Every power in nature and in spirit must evolve an opposite as the sole means and condition of its
manifestation: and all oppositionisatendency tore-union. Thisistheuniversal law of polarity or
essential dualism, first promulgated by Heraclitus . . .The principle may be thus expressed. The
identity of thesis and antithesis is the substance of allbeing; their opposition the condition of all
existence or being manifested: and every thing or phenomenon is the exponent of asynthesis as
long as the opposite energies are retained in that synthesis (The Friend |, 94).

Although Coleridge statesemphatically that polarity isaprinciplethat can be comprehended only by theimagination,
he does use the analogy of electrical polesin order to explain it. In using this analogy, Coleridge pointsto several
important features: themagneticfield, whichiscreated by the combination of an opposition and an attraction between
thetwo poles; polar predominance, which allowsthe energy field to predominateat either onepoleor itsopposite; and
tri-unity, which names the unified relationship between the poles and the field between.

Setting Coleridge’ s doctrine of polarity within its European context and asserting its “continual rebirth in
differing epochs’ (fromthe pre-Socratics, through the German romanticsfrom whom Col eridge heavily borrowed, to
Freud) i sthethemeof ThomasM cFarland’ schallenging essay entitled, “ A Complex Dialogue’ (290). M cFarlandbegins
by showing theroots of polarity in Heraclitus, and then alludesto Col eridge’ sacknowledgment of Giordano Bruno's
reassertion of this doctrine in the Renaissance. Bruno writes. “Harmony is not effectuated except where there is
contrariety. The spherical does not repose on the spherical, because they touch each other at apoint; but the concave
restsonthe convex” (in McFarland’s, “A Complex Dialogue” 292 hereafter “CD”). McFarland’ smain point isthat
Coleridge used Bruno’ snotion of the unifying power of opposites, especially Bruno' s statements about the“ minima
and maxima of contraries and opposites,” to demonstrate that when “ extremes meet,” the observer has evidence of
polarity. Coleridge mademany notationsof empirical evidenceto support thisprincipleof polarity, demonstrating his
intense preoccupation with it, a fascination, says McFarland, he shared with Bruno. “Itisaprofound magic,” says
Bruno, “toknow how to draw out thecontrary after having found the point of union” (*CD” 292). Bruno’ simportance
to Coleridgeisthat he re-established this Heraclitian doctrine in the Renaissance.

M cFarland compliments Coleridge for his* critical acumen™ in copying Schelling’ s philosophy sincein his
writing, “weencounter an apex of thedoctrineof polarity” (“CD” 311). Y et headdsthat even Schelling had no special
“property rights” to thisconcept. Schelling, Hegel, and later writerslike Marx and Freud all dipped into the current
of polar logic, but Coleridge, accordingto McFarland’ scriticism, used Schelling’ sbucket. However, amorebalanced
view isofferedinWhat Coleridge Thought (hereafter WCT) by Owen Barfield, aliterary criticandapracticing lawyer.
“Verbal plagiarism, asalabour-saving breach of thelaw of copyright, isamatter of determinablefact, and thereisnot
much doubt that, as the law now stands, Schelling could have sued Coleridge in respect of one or two pagesin the
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Biographia Literaria” (WCT 6). Indefense, Barfield addsthat Coleridge was not interested in “ originality” interms
of “novelty” but was concerned with truth, and thus he often “ borrowed” from others when histhought merged with
theirs. Infact, criticslikeNigel Leask arguethat Coleridgedoesadmit “the German Provenanceof hisideas,” claiming
that he is only trying “‘to render the [German idedlistic] system intelligible to my countryman’™ (The Palitics of
Imagination in Coleridge's Critical Thought 127).

Theforce of McFarland' sargument isto deny Coleridge ownership of thisterm, and, in responseto acall to
consider the development of Coleridge’ s philosophy “in hisown terms,” McFarland attacks:

Strictly speaking, neither Coleridgenor any other philosopher canbesaid‘ onhisownterms’ tohave
said anything at all. Not only the philosophical language he uses but the formulation of the very
problems he confrontsare given him by hisintellectual culture (“CD” 307).

However, Coleridgenever claimed ownership, just arefocusing or placing polarity inanew key inhisattempt
to discover the unifying principle for “this mass of discrete data.” As Langer asserts. “Most new discoveries are
suddenly seen thingsthat were awaysthere” (PNK 19). Inhisconcluding remarks M cFarland assertsthefailure of
Coleridge’slife-longefforts:

The principle of polarity that aligns these sunderings[reason and understanding, imagination and
fancy, the head and the heart] wastreasured, by him and by his Romantic contemporaries, asapath
to an ultimatewholeness. But for Coleridge, even more strikingly than for his contemporaries, the
actual experienceout of which such treasuringsarose was one of fragmentation and splitting apart,
and those wounds the doctrine of polar reconciliations was never satisfactorily able to heal
(“CD"341).

This description “of fragmentation and splitting apart,” isan apt one, in my view, because it affirms the argument
that Coleridgeismore of amodern theorist than most postmodern criticswould careto admit. Moreover, it enables
hisreadersto seeaparallel between Coleridge’ sseeking aunified theory of art and lifeinthefaceof hisfragmented
experience, and someof our best postmodern scientistswho certainly havean even morefragmented experienceyet
are currently seeking a unified field theory.? In fact, McFarland admits that Coleridge's “incompleteness as a
practicing polar schematist becomesabadgeof honor” incomparisonto Hegel’ smorecompl eted systemor attempts
totamereality by “apriori networks,” which, inturn, gaveway tological positivism (“CD” 339). However, setting
Coleridge within the context of his own thought does not deny the “fragmentation and splitting apart” of his
experience, butitsimply affirmsCol eridge’ sepi stemol ogy and especially hisdefinition of theimagination, whichdoes
have aunifying power inits polar function. Yetthe“gaps’ and “holes’ in Coleridge' swritings, especialy in the
Biographia, clearly identify him asapostmodern (i.e. non-systematic) thinker.

Owen Barfield respondsto the call for aconsideration of Coleridge’ swork “on its own termsand not asa
representative of something el se, whether it be German idealism, English Platonism, panthei stic mysticism, semantic
analysis, or depth psychology” (Barfield 4). In his masterful analysis, What Coleridge Thought, Barfield, unlike
McFarland, shows a coherent pattern in Coleridge's thought and also its applicability to contemporary thought,
including the philosophy of science. McFarland does pay tribute to Barfield' s tenacious confrontation of passages
“ignored or dismissed” by most commentators. Nevertheless, in this same essay, “A Complex Dialogue,” he takes
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Barfield to task for his “New Critical concentration on the passages at hand” while ignoring the larger context of
Coleridge swork and for “this Angel ocentric distrotion of perspective (“CD” 308-309). In other words, Barfield, in
considering Coleridgein hisown terms, failsto write according to McFarland’ s standards.

In his close analysis, Barfield explains the seminal concept of polarity by contrasting logical with polar
opposition. Hesaysthat logical oppositesare contradictory whilepolar oppositesare generative of each other, acting
together to create anew product. “ Polar oppositesexist by virtue of each other aswell asat the expense of each other”
(WCT 36). Itisimportant tocomprehend thisprincipleof productiveoppositionbecauseit underliesall of Coleridge’s
philosophy. Not only ispolarity the principle of life--"unity in multiety,” but it also undergirds Coleridge’ stheories
of art, epistemology, and science. AsBarfield succinctly putsit, “A cosmology, aphilosophy, a psychology, which
allowstoimaginationaprimary aswell asasecondary role, must begin by recognizingtwoforces’ (WCT 29). Although
Coleridge himself does not speak of the relationship of dialectic and rhetoric, his theory of the two forces suggests
that these two discursive activities form a polar relationship so that, even though we can distinguish between them,
we cannot ultimately divide them. Because polarity both namesthe creative power and isthe faculty through which
human consciousness becomes aware of itself in the act of creation, it designates afertile concept that has been used
by post-Col eridgeanthinkerstryingto show dial ectical rel ationshi pswithinthefield of epistemol ogy, thoughthey will
often use different terms.

[11. Polanyi and Complementarity

Onesuchthinker isthechemist and phil osopher of science, Michael Polanyi, whoseterm, “ complementarity,”
parallds,inthefid dof scientificdiscovery, Coleridge’ sprincipleof polarity. Inhisessay “KnowingandBeing,” (hereafter
“KB") Polanyi states:

We can see then two complementary effortsaiming at the elucidation of acomprehensive entity.
Oneproceedsfromrecognition of awhol etowardsanidentification of itsparticulars; theother, from
therecognition of agroupof presumed parti cularstowardsthegrasping of their relationinthewhole.

| havecalledthesetwo effortscomplementary sincethey contributejointly tothesamefinal
achievement, yet it isalso true that each counteracts the other to some extent at every consecutive
step. Every timeweconcentrateour attention ontheparticularsof acomprehensiveentity, our sense
of itscoherent existenceistemporarily weakened; and every timewemoveintheoppositedirection
towards afuller awareness of the whole, the particulars tend to become submerged in the whole
(“*KB"125).

Inthissame passage Polanyi goes onto explainthat the advantage of these dial ectical processesisthat every
dismemberment adds to the overall knowledge even though it weakens the comprehensive features, and each new
integrati on of the partsaddsmoreto theunderstanding thanit damagesunderstanding by blurring their identity. “Thus
an alternation of analysis and integration leads progressively to an ever deeper understanding of a comprehensive
unity” (“KB” 125). Toillustratethisprocess, Polanyi usesan analogy from medicine. A medical student learnsalist
of symptoms for various diseases, but only clinical practice can teach him to integrate the clues and form a correct
diagnosis. If the student simply focuses on the pole of amemorized list of symptomsat the expense of observing and
listeningtothepatient, hewill formawrongdiagnosis; andif hefocusesontheopposite poleof thepatient’ ssymptoms
without aknowledge of symptoms, hewill fail aswell. In Polanyi’sexplanation, proper medical practiceinvolvesa
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synthesis of thetwo poles, yet it would be difficult for the doctor involved to explain exactly how these two opposite
poles came together in his mind while he wasin the act of discovering anillness.

In commenting on Polanyi’ singenioustheory, Richard Gelwick in hisstudy entitled, The Way of Discovery
(hereafter WD), defines Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy asanew paradigm, “anew way of seeing,” or anew set of questions,
to use Langer’ sterminology. About the complementary process of reading, Gelwick writes:

Thereading of atext isanother form of knowing so common that we scarcely noticeitscompl exity.
Polanyi observes here how we perform many feats of integration without being aware that we are
doing them. For example, we get the meaning of asentence or awhol e story without concentrating
upon grammar, syntax, and vocabulary. When we read, we place these things at the service of
our purpose of getting the meaning, and we do not think “subject,” “predicate,” “tense,” and so
on. (WD 60).

As Gelwick points out, the integration of clues, either by the reader when his mind uniteswith the text in reading or
by the doctor when her skill pal pitates our organ so dexterously, isakind of “indwelling,” apouring of ourselvesinto
particularsthat formsacomplementarity of thetwo poles--" unity inmulteity” asCol eridgenamed thispower of human
perception. Polanyi in Personal Knowledge (hereafter PK) defines“indwelling” in relation to tools or probes. We
pour ourselvesoutintothemand assimilatethemaspart of our ownexistence. Weaccept themexistentially by dwelling
inthem (PK 59). Weindwell language aswell.

In discussing this concept in terms of music hewrites: “By dwelling in a harmonious sequence of sounds,
weacknowledgetheir joint meaning asatune: ameaningthey haveinthemselves, existentially” (PK 344). Polanyi’s
complementarity isacomprehending of thewhole by interiorizing or “indwelling” the parts. This paradigm shiftin
Polanyi’ s thought, according to Gelwick, isthat all knowledge revolves around the perceiver and does not separate
logicand psychology (WD 56). Knowledgeisthuspersonal andinvolves” belief” inthepresenceof anexternal reality
withwhichwecanestablishcontact. Polanyi offersthisthesisasafirst premiseof histheory. “1 declaremyself committed
tothebelief inanexternal reality gradually accessibletoknowing, and | regard all trueunderstanding asanintimation
of such areality which, being real, may yet reveal itself to our deepened understanding in an indefinite range of
unexpected manifestations’ (“KB” 133). Ononelevel, we cannot provethe existence of theworld, nature, or reality
through our sensesalone, yet we till believeit exists. In other words, we cannot demonstrate the reality of theworld
apart fromour belief intheworld; belief isfundamental.

Like Coleridge' spolarity, Polanyi’ s complementarity is such acomprehensive concept that he can apply it
to many endeavors. He thus argues that the alternation between the poles of dismemberment and integration is not
only important in acquiring intellectual knowledgebut ishel pful in perfecting skillsaswell. Golfersor tennisplayers
can benefit from an analysis of their strokes because these athel etes realize that they cannot learn askill by learning
the constituent motions separately. In fact, focusing on the individua motions separately tends to parayze
performance, and only when the mind refocuses on the purpose of the activity can the isolated motions be put into
play. Indeed the kinship of knowing and doing is so intimately bound together that the two can be distinguished but
inreal lifenot divided; “ distinguishingwhilenot dividing” principlesof mindisanotionechoed throughout Coleridge’ s
writings. In hisintroduction to Personal Knowledge Polanyi describes this dialectical relationship:



| regard knowingasan activecomprehension of thethingsknown, anactionthat requiresskill. Skillful
knowing and doingisperformed by subordinating aset of particulars, ascluesor tools, totheshaping
of a skillful achievement, whether practical or theoretical. We may then be said to become
“subsidiarily aware” of their particularswithinour “focal awareness’ of the coherent entity that we
achieve. Cluesand toolsare things used as such and not observed in themselves. They are made
to function as extensions of our bodily equipment and thisinvolves a certain change of our own
being. (PKvii).

Having expounded such complementarity, Polanyi continuesto trace this principle in the workings of our
senses, our perceptions, and in our relationships to tools and probes. Our sense organs and internal messages from
our brainwork asaunity with external stimuli in creating sensory impressions, yet theinternal particularsare never
clearly observableinthemselves’ (“KB” 127). Polanyi explainsthat any appearancein natureor in human nature has
what hecalls" aphysiognomy,” relatingitto“thedelicately varied expressionsof thehumanfacewhichwecanlikewise
identify without being abletotell quitehow werecognizethem” (* KB 123). Wecannot bespecificabout theparticulars
that make up the comprehensive unity because “thereisawaysaresidue of particularsleft unspecified; and. . . even
when particulars can be identified, i solation changestheir appearance to some extent” (“KB” 124).

We haveall had the experience of ordering green-and-white striped material from aswatch only to discover
the col ors change when we seethewhol e bolt or placeit in our room next to other colors. Polanyi explainsby saying:
“ Since the colour of any patch of a surface varies with the context in which it is placed, coloured patterns are not
specifiableintermsof their isolated particulars’ (“KB” 124). Removing aconcept or discoursefromitscontextisa
topicthat holdsgreat importancefor Mikhail Bakhtin becausehebelievesthat discourse, likeabeinginnature, changes
and may even die when torn from its natural environment--"aword uttered at that place and in that timewill have a
meaning different than it would have under any other conditions. . .” (The Dialogic Imagination 428 hereafter DI).

In the case of tools or probes as mentioned above, the person becomes the internal stimuli, and the tool
becomesthe extension of the hand or finger. When awriter uses atypewriter or word processor, these tools become
the extension of the mind in transcribing ideas, and the typist integrates the thought with the keys and words on the
screen or onthepage. Another example of thisprocessinvolvesintegrating the partsof our body into aunified whole,
an assumption most humanstakefor granted. However, Polanyi refersto casesof psychotic patientswho have normal
feelingintheir armsandlegs, yet do not consider theselimbsaspart of themsel ves, believingthemto beexternal objects
(PK 58). Thisinterpenetration between“inside” and “outside” bearsastriking resemblanceto Coleridge’ stheory of
the imagination discussed earlier and Bakhtin’s dialectical theory discussed later.

Polanyi conceives of human consciousness as making contact with reality; he claimsthat humans passion-
ately participatein the act of knowing, never more so than in the fields of sciencethat claim objectivity. Heexplains
that knowledgeisnot athing but an activity that isbest described as“ aprocessof knowing.” Knowledgeand research
keep devel oping and buildinginan ever-moving, dynamic process. |nhiscomprehensivestudy of scientificdiscovery,
Personal Knowledge, Polanyi rejects the idea of scientific detachment, which in the exact sciences he believesis
harmlessbecauseitisdisregardedthereby scientists(PK 141-42). Nevertheless, physicistsand chemistswill still speak
asthoughtheir work isobjectiveand factual ascompared to humanistic studies. Polanyi’ sthought showsthesimilarity
of scientific and humanistic studies; it fosters clear lines of communication and more interdisciplinary studies.
Coleridge, too, fostersinterdisciplinary connections, which helinkstogether with his“ comprehensivetheory of life’ -
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-polarity. He recognizesthe participation of the observer in the observed.

Polanyi does argue that this detachment claimed by the hard sciences “ exercises a destructive influencein biology,
psychology, and sociology,” and helater adds, “in medicine” aswell (PK 138-9). Hefurther statesthat in the case of
thesehigher sciences, the subject matter isintrinsically moreinteresting becauseliving, but for that reasonthe subjects
don’t lend themselves best to “ accurate observation and systematic study” (PK 139). Nevertheless, many areas of
inquiry till labor under thespell of the L aplacean del usion of objectivity. Polanyi writes: “Theideal of strictly objective
knowledge, paradigmatically formulated by Laplace, continues to sustain a universal tendency to enhance the
observational accuracy and systematic precision of science, at the expense of its bearing on its subject matter” (PK
141). InJacques Lacan’ s postmodern revision of Freud, atopic which | can only mention in this essay, Lacan takes
thisissueintoaccount, showinghow Freud himself participated and, in Polanyi’ sterms, indwelt hispaIients.3 Bakhtin
revisesMarxism along similar lines showing theimpossibility of ascientific treatment of ideology.

In another passage, Polanyi points out that personal knowledge is manifested “in the appreciation of
probability and of order inthe exact sciences,” and weseeit aswell in“theway descriptive sciencesrely on skillsand
connoisseurship” (PK 17). He continues by saying that “ at all these pointsthe act of knowing includes an appraisal;
and this personal coefficient, which shapes al factual knowledge, bridges in doing so the disunction between
subjectivity andobjectivity” (PK 17)--abridgeevocativeof Coleridge’ sprincipleof polarity astri-unity. Heconcludes
in Personal Knowledge that

Sofar asweknow, thetiny fragmentsof theuniverseembodied inmanaretheonly centersof thought
and responsihility in the visible world. If that be so, the appearance of the human mind has been
so far the ultimate stage in the awakening of the world; and all that has gone before, the strivings
of amyriad centresthat have taken therisksof living and believing, seemto haveall been pursuing,
along rival lines, the aim now achieved by us up to thispoint. They areall akinto us. (PK 405).

Thisdiscussion of thecomplementary relationship of mind and reality isreminiscent of Coleridge’ sdiscussion of the
creator-directedness of consciousnessin the Biographia. For Polanyi asfor Coleridge, ideas are no longer Platonic
formsthat are separablefromtheindividual consciousnessthat holdsthoseideas. Russiantheorist Mikhail Bakhtin's
analysis of what he calls the “ dialogic imagination” adds another voice to this dialogue concerning the “ centers of
thought and responsibility in the visible world.”

[11.Bakhtinand Dialogic

If weemploy Aristotle’ sdistinction between dial ectic and rhetoric, dial ectic concernsitsel f withimpersonal
examination, definition, and classification of ideas without regard to persons, while rhetoric concernsitself with the
relationship between speaker and audience, between the practical agreementsand disagreements between people. In
his magnum opus, The Dialogic Imagination (hereafter DI), Bakhtin identifiesthe “layers’ within all discourse:

Indeed, any concretediscourse(utterance) findstheobject at whichit wasdirected already asit were
overlainwith qualifications, opentodispute, charged with val ue, already envel opedinanobscuring
mist--or, on the contrary, by the “light” of alien words that have already been spoken about it. It
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isentangled, shot through with shared thoughts, points of view, alien valuejudgmentsand accents.
Theword, directed toward itsobject, entersadial ogically agitated and tension-filled environment
of alienwords, valuejudgmentsand accents, weavesinand out of complex interrel ationships, merges
with some, recoils from others, intersects with yet athird group: and all this may crucially shape
discourse, may leaveatracein all its semantic layers, may complicateits expression and influence
itsentirestylisticprofile(DI 276-77).

According to Bakhtin' s definition, dial ogic seemsto fuse dialectic and rhetoric becauseits concerniswith
the dynamic relationship of people articulating their ideas in response to one another. Thus he stresses the speech
aspect of language, “ utterance” or the spoken word, so that he can highlight theimmediacy of the type heis seeking.
While dialectic attemptsto discover the truth and rhetoric seeksto persuade people or changetheir minds, Bakhtin's
“dialogic” strivesto articulate and analyze the symphony of voices within ourselves and others.* This perspective
representsthenew key that Bakhtin bringsto dial ectic--itsexplicit reunionwithrhetoricand thefurther union of rhetoric
with poetics.

Bakhtin, likeother Marxist critics, emphasizestheideol ogical cast of all discourse, butfor Bakhtin“ideology,”
accordingto Caryl Emersonin“BakhtinandthePresent Moment“ (hereafter “BPM”), “isnot somethinginflexibleand
propagandistic, something politically unfree. For Bakhtin and his colleagues, it meant simply an ‘idea system’
determined socially, something that means’ (23). Speaking to thisissue, Bakhtin writes:

Theliving utterance, having taken meaning and shapeat aparticular historical momentinasocially
specific environment, cannot fail to brush up against thousands of living dial ogic threads, woven
by socio-ideol ogical consciousnessaround the given object of an utterance; it cannot fail to become
an active participant in socia dialogue. After all, the utterance arises out of this dialogue as a
continuation of itand asarejoinder toit--it doesnot approach theobject fromthesidelines(DI 277).

EventhoughBakhtinisoftenclassifiedasaMarxigt, criticslike Gary Saul M orson point out that bi ographical evidence
would suggest otherwise since most of hislife Bakhtin spent in hiding from the Soviet party and espousing views
antithetical to Marxist theory. In supporting this view, Morson argues that it would be hard for critics “to pinpoint
the time when this neo-Kantian proponent of individuality, open-ended dialogue, and historical unpredictability--
perhapseven of someversion of Russian Orthodoxy--could have accepted aclass-based, materialist, andteleological
accountof life” (“BPM” 203). Infact, theevidence showsthat Bakhtin attacked Marxismand countered all the“isms”
inhisRussiansociety, linking himto both Col eridgeand Polanyi, who vigorously fought agai nst theideol ogiesof their
day. LikePolanyi, Bakhtin distrusted extremerelativism because of itslink to nihilism.

Becauseof Bakhtin' sintenseinterestinhumanfreedom anditsrelationto creativity, heturnedtotherealistic
novel of the nineteenth century, especially the novels of Dostoevsky.® “Bakhtin so loved Dostoevsky,” according
to Morson, “because he saw in him the writer who most palpably and realistically captured the very fedl of human
freedom” (“BPM” 213). Bakhtin admired this Russian artist for his stress on the complexities of consciousness as
opposed to aconsignment of all the complexitiesto “ahypothetical unconscious’ because, for both Dostoevsky and
Bakhtin, consciousness presupposes an emphasis on moral responsibility rather than “in terms of conditions and
diseases’ (“BPM” 213). Giventhisview, Bakhtin’ sconceptionof mindissimilar tothat of Col eridgeand Polanyi because
for all three the human mind is the center for moral activity. For Bakhtin “the unconscious’ that Freud identifies as
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theseat of thedrivesismoreaptly defined asthat portion of consciousnessnot yet articul ated, or thestruggleof various
motives and voices within consciousness. Bakhtin'srereading of Freud has certain similarities to Jacques Lacan’s
psychoanalytic reinterpretation because both are interested in structure and language, but they have some real
differencesaswell--BakhtinisaDosteovskian existentialist and Lacan isalanguage materialist.

In apassage from hisbook praising Dostoevsky’ s methods, Bakhtin specifiesthe aim of dialogic discourse
and the manner in which thiswriter reveals “potential,” the capacity for various outcomes. Dostoevsky, he argues,

brought together ideasand worldviews, whichinreal lifewereabsol utely estranged and deaf to one
another, andforcedthemtoquarrel. Heextended, asit were, thesedistantly separatedideasby means
of adotted lineto the point of their dial ogic intersection. In so doing he anticipated futuredialogic
encountersbetweenideaswhichinhistimewerestill dissociated. Heforesaw new linkagesof ideas,
theemergenceof new voice-ideasin theworldwide dial ogue (Problems of Dosoevsky' sPoetics 91,
hereafter PDP).

Bakhtinclaimsthat Dostoevsky writesanew kind of novel, thepolyphonicnovel, characterized by aplurality of voices
that embody ideas, “a plurality of consciousness, with equal rights and each with its own world” (PDP 6). In the
polyphonicnovel, plot becomessecondary becausethefocusisondiscourseand how it createsthetraditional el ements
of fiction, an anal ytic method that fuses poetic and rhetoric. Thehero becomes*aparticular point of view ontheworld
andonone' ssdf,” (PDP 47) and theauthor becomesthe medium through which other consciousnessesare presented-
-hisvoiceisonly oneamongmany. Caryl Emerson’ sessay “ Outer World and I nner Speech” describesthis” Copernican
revolution” Bakhtin attributed to Dostoevsky. “In Dostoevsky’s novels, the author is no longer the creator around
whom charactersareforced torevolvebut is, soto speak, himself but aplanet among planets’ (35). Thisfreedomwas
for Bakhtin characteristic of al “true novels’ and for the genre of the novel asawhole.

Each character inaDostoevsky novel isthusafree agent whoseideas, “ voice-ideas,” aretested by hisbeing
placedin different situationswith unusual and unexpected conditions, causing him and hisideasto collide with other
peopleandtheirideas(PDP 78-79). Dostoevsky’ scharactersall shareinaspecial characteristiccalled” unfinalizability” -
-that is

their capacity tooutgrow, asitwere, fromwithinandtorender untrueany externalizingandfinalizing
definition of them. Aslong asapersonisalivehelivesby thefact that heisnot yet finalized, that
he has not yet uttered his ultimate word (Bakhtinin Morson 214).

Bakhtin believes that dialogism in both the realistic novel and in life allows people, events, and society a sense of
“genuinebecoming.” Heclaimsthat aprecedencefor thiskind of discourseexistsintheancient seriocomical literature
of the Socratic dial ogue and the M eni ppean satire, both sharing features of carnivalistic folklore, mixing the high and
low, the serious and comic, prose and poetry. In creating histheory, Bakhtin looks back to the Socratic dialoguesand
Plato’ suseof dialectic, which seekstruththrough thefreeplay of several voices(PDP 112-114). Moreover, Bakhtin's
emphasison the dialectical counterpoint of voicesand ideas places histheory in the tradition of philosophic rhetoric
but formulatedinanew key becauseherejected Hegel’ sdial ectical methodinwhichthethesis, antithesis, and synthesis
couldall, accordingtoBakhtin, occur withinasingleconsciousnessand be* monologic,” meaningitlacksthedial ectical
principle. For Bakhtin, debateisessential inthe samewaysthat it wasfor Plato and Aristotle, thefirst practitioners
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of philosophic rhetoric.

Inanarticleentitled” Dialogicsasan Art of DiscourseinLiterary Criticism* (hereafter“DA”), Don Bial ostosky
claimsthat according to Bakhtin,

Dostoevsky isaparagon of dialogic practice because he takes the widest purview for dialogue he
imagines, becausehehearsthemutual bearingsof ideasthat do not yet hear oneanother, and because
he pressesthe characterswho embody thoseideasto further articul ationthat altersthe conversation
fromwhich hehasdrawnthem (“DA” 789).

Peopl e possess the dial ogic imagination when they strive to hear and to recognize the mutual bearingsin the diverse
voicesof othersandto answer thesevoicesfromtheir own point of view. Similar tothetheoretical positionsof Coleridge
and Polanyi, Bakhtin’ sprinciplewill allow for adistinction of oppositesbut not aseparation. For example, dialogism
does not conceive persons as separated from the ideas they voice or ideas from the specific texts or contexts of their
discourse. Moreover, Bakhtin'semphasis on the present moment isin direct contrast to the Soviet practice, one now
enshrined in the American academy, of judging the past by the present political and moral standards. George Orwell
calledthispractice” Doublethink” and“ Doublespeak” in hisanti-utopian novel Nineteen Eighty-Four. Bakhtin’ sview
wasthat “ everything that bel ongstothepresent diesalongwiththepresent” (inMorson 220-221), aview that mitigates
against the prideful notion that the current judgments are the wisest possible ones sincethey are“ politically correct.”

In Bakhtin's view, the best prototype for this discourse is the symposium, because it “represents a series
of voices differentiating themselves from one another and open to new voices’ (in Bialostosky 790). Moreover, the
dia ogicmodel notonly fusesdial ecticor theseswithrhetoricor persons, but al soit mergeswritten and spokendiscourse
withreading, becausethedialogic reader isin constant dialogue with what sheisreading. When thisreader becomes
awriter, sheisagainindialoguewith herself and withtheother voicessheiscreating or citing. Coleridgehimself uses
suchasymposiumof “voices’ inhisBiographia, but that isthesubject of adifferent study.® Indeed, Kathleen Wheeler
seems to be underlining this same polyphonic quality in Coleridge’ s prose when she states. “What the Biographia
revealsisalevel of self-consciousness about its own devices, its readership’s habits, its effect upon its readership,
and the narrative undermining of authority. . .” (93). Thissymposium of voicesthat Wheel er describes presupposes
adialectical relationship between knowledge and language, apolarity defined by Bakhtin' sdial ogicimagination and
onethat is embedded in the writings of both Coleridge and Polanyi.

V. Somelmplicationsfor Composition

Even considering the differences between Coleridge’ s polarity, Polanyi’s complementarity, and Bakhtin's
dia ogism, their thought connectswell with thecurrent paradigm shift totheprocessmodel in composition theory with
itsfocusoninventionandtherecursivenatureof writingrather thanonthefinal product. All of thesethinkersemphasize
the creator-directedness of consciousness, though each with a different perspective. Textuality for these theorists
means morethan simply knowing how to punctuate a sentence or understanding subject/verb agreement. Thusinthe
true spirit of romanticism and post-romanticism, every writer hasthe power to become acreator. Composition, cast
inthisnew key, isthusredefined asanart, not simply askill. Moreover, wemust reinvent thetrivium, reinstating rhetoric,
grammar, and dial ecticasthecoreof our curriculumwherebothart and skill arestressed. Perhapsin Coleridgeanterms,
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art and skill arein apolar relationship within rhetoric, with the art pole having polar predominance. Connecting this
model of rhetoricwith Bakhtin'sdialogicview, | suggest that art isthe centripetal pole, expanding outward, and skill
the centrifugal pole, seeking form and structure.

SinceinColeridgeanterms, creativity iscentral to human consciousness, any theory of compositioninformed
by thethought of thesethreethinkerswill, asrhetorician Ann Berthoff putsit, “ reclaimtheimagination.”” InTheMaking
of Meaning, (hereafter MM), she argues that

whatweneed, | think, istoreclaimImaginationasanamefor theactivemind, themindinactionmaking
meaning. . . . By coming to see how writing thus continues the work of the active mind, we
candiscover that weknow moreabout composi ng thanwemight havethought wedid. Wecancome,
as Coleridge put it, to know our knowledge (MM 1).

Theprocessmodel aready placesconsciousnessinthecenter of writing, but | agreewith Berthoff that weshouldreclaim
Coleridgean and post-Col eridgean theories of the imagination as the center of the writing process because teachers
of writing do needto becomephil osopherswhoareinterestedinactively pursing knowledgeand desireasshesuggests.
Whentheimaginationiscentral torhetorical theory, thenteachersmay reunitecreativewritingwith discursivewriting,
letting students experiment with various voices and modes. Teachers can point up the recursive nature of discourse,
using Polanyi’ stheory of theintegration of clues. Students, even those struggling with writing, use complex patterns
of grammar and syntax without any conscious awareness of their level of difficulty. AsRichard Gelwick pointsout,
when they decodetext, they are using equally difficult grammatical rulesthat they often cannot name (WD 60).

Insum, | proposethat scholarsredeem Col eridge’ sthought for contemporary reflectionand exploretheways
Coleridge's dialectic thought serves as a precursor to the thought of later writers like Michael Polanyi and Mikail
Bakhtin. Theideas of these three briefly discussed in this essay form alink toward anew consideration of textuality
that supportsthe processmodel of composition. Thesethree offer adialectical and philosophic counterpart to process
compositiontheory, an element lacking, according to contemporary rhetoricians. Y etitisimportant to understand, as
Polanyi so aptly states, that all theory, like knowledge, has tacit components, is felt, and is passionately believed.
Coleridgepassionately believedthat polarity expressed thedeepest principl esof theimagination and of language, and
Polanyi and Bakhtinechoelementsof polarity whenthey analyzethewayswritersindwell their languageandlanguage,
inturn, indwellsthewriter. Understanding thesetheories can hel p teachers communi cate the polar nature of language
itself--we create words but words a so create us.

Endnotes

! Postmodernists like Ross Winterowd have actually said openly at conferences that Coleridge and the
romanticrhetoric hespawned hasbeen detrimental tothefield. JamesBerlininhisbook Rhetoricand Reality describes
expressionist rhetoric, but he never alludesto Coleridge. Into The Field: Stes of Composition Studies, a collection
of essaysedited by Anne RugglesGerecitesall threewriters, but Polanyi and Bakhtin are noted for their theory while
Coleridgeis mentioned in connection to his poem “KublaKhan,” written in an opium sleep.

2| amreferring hereto the British scientist, Stephen Hawking, whose book A Brief History of Timeoutlines
hisand others’ search for aunified field theory.
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3Inreinterpreting Freud' s analysis of Anna, Lacan shows that although Freud was aware of Anna s desire
and transference to himself, he was not fully aware of his own desire and transference to Anna. In The Four
Fundamental Concepts of Psycho-Analysis, Lacan writes: “an analyst may say that the whole theory of transference
ismerely adefense of the analyst.”

4In speaking of asymphony of voices, oneisreminded of the* symphony” Coleridge usesin hisBiographia.
Somecriticsseethis* dialogicimagination” asamark of hisgeniuswhile others, like Norman Fruman in Zymandias
and the Reconstruction of Opposites’ are maddened by it.

5 Polanyi, too, had adeep interest in Dostoevsky’ swork. Hewritesin hisessay “ The Two Cultures’: “The
lineof modernwriting descending from Dostoevsky undertook toexpl orethelimitsof nihilism, insearch of anauthentic
residue of moral reality. While this quest has sometimes led to meaningless despair, the movement has, asawhole,
hardened the moral tone of our century and cleared the ground for re-laying the foundations of morality” (Knowing
and Being 44).

n commenting on Bakhtin’ swriting styleaswell as histheory, Caryl Emerson notesin her introduction to
The Problemsof Dostoevsky’ s Poeticstheway inwhich Bakhtin comminglesvoices. “Inonesentence hewill present
direct speech, indirect speech, quasi-direct speech, his own voice interwoven with the voices and arguments of his
opponents and fellow travelers. Bakhtin’s own term for thisis ‘voice interference’ ” (xxxvi). | would suggest that
Coleridge sBiographia hassimilar “voiceinterferences,” anditisthisdiaogic stylethat criticslike Fruman find so
objectionable. Infact, DaleBauer’ sFeminist Dial ogicsarguesthat dial ogicscan bereread asafemal estyl eof discourse.

7 Although Coleridge, Polanyi, and Bakhtin all haveasimilar notion of the humanimagination (“multiety in
unity”), Lacan cannot beincluded in these general statements about the imagination because what Coleridge would

nametheimaginationwithitsactiveand creative powers, Lacanwould most likely label aslanguage, and L acanrejects
any unity within the human subject.
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