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Preface

The November 2004 annual Polanyi Society meeting was a memo-
rableone. Thelastissue of TAD featured papersfrom one of thismeeting's
sessions. Thisissue featuresthe papersfrom the other session. The essays
here by Dale Cannon, David Rutledge and Esther Meek are about Meek’s
2003 book, Longing to Know: The Philosophy of Knowledge for Ordinary
People. Sometwenty yearsbeforethe publication of thisbook, Esther Meek
wrote adissertation, Contact With Reality: An Examination of Realismin
the Work of Michael Polanyi. Marjorie Grene was her mentor. This
dissertation slowly but surely stirred up great interest among Polanyi
scholars. There was an annual meeting session in November 1999 on
“Polanyi’s realism.” Andy Sanders served as guest editor for an issue of
TAD (26:3[1999-200]) that published therevised versionsof papersinthis
discussion. Theissues, however, have not been settled and they comeupin
sharper formin questionsabout knowing Godin Meek’ sLonging to Know.
Both Cannon and Rutledge acknowledge what a careful Polanyi reader
Esther Meek is, but they go on to raise questions about Meek’ s Polanyi and
the problems of pluralism and the nature of post-critical thought. Meek’s
responseto Cannonand Rutledgeiscertainly onethat risestothechallenges
put forth. In sum, these essays carefully parse important issues of Polanyi
interpretation and application.

The November 2005 annual meeting (p. 5) celebratesthe publication
of the new Polanyi biography (Michael Polanyi--Scientist and Philoso-
pher) by Moleski and Scott and also explores the Hungarian roots of
Polanyi’ s philosophy of religion. News and Notes provides details on the
biography as well as other information on deaths, publications and the
digital archives.

Be sureand note--seetheinserted sheet--that the Polanyi Soci ety web
page address is changing as well as my e-mail to which dues will be sent.

Phil Mullins

Tradition and Discovery is indexed selectively in The
Philosopher’s Index and Religion One: Periodicals. Book
reviews are indexed in Index to Book Reviews in Religion.




NEWSAND NOTES

The long-awaited Polanyi biography,
Michael Polanyi: Scientist and Philosopher by Will-
iam Tausig Scott and Martin X. Moleski is now
available from Oxford University Press at http://
WWW.US.oup.com/us/catalog/general/subject/
ReligionTheology/PhilosophyofReligion/
view=usa& ci=019517433X .

Joan Crewdson died in late May at the
nursing homein Oxford where she had beenliving for
the last 2 years. Joan, along with Drusilla Scott and
Robin Hodgkin, both of whom died 2 years ago, was
oneof thepioneersof interestin Polanyi inBritain. All
threeknew himwell, and hel pedtoformtheConvivium
Society in 1974. When the original committee broke
upin 1979, Joan carried on, mostly by herself, editing
and publishing Conviviumuntil 1989, andthen hosted,
at her home in Oxford, the meetings of the new
publications committee until that was dissolved in
1994.The October issue of Appraisal will include
appreciations of Joan Crewdson. If you knew Joan
and wish to provide a comment, send it to Richard

Allen (rt.alen@ntlworld.com).

Three papers, originally written for the
2003 Polanyi Society annual meeting in Atlanta,
recently appeared in an issue of Zygon: Journal of
Religon and Science celebrating thisjournal’s
fortieth year. Bibliographic data and the abstracts
of the essays appear below:

Richard Gelwick, “Michael Polanyi’s
Search for Truth: Michael Polanyi’s Daring Episte-
mology and the Hunger for Teleology,” Zygon (Vol.
40, No. 1 (March 2005): 63-76.
Abstract: Thelinking of Michael Polanyi’ snamewith
a center (now changed to another name) at Baylor
University that espousedintel ligent-designtheory calls
for examination of Polanyi’steleology. This exami-
nation attempts to put Polanyi’s epistemology in the
perspectiveof histotal philosophical work by lookingat

the clarification of teleology in philosophy of biology
and in the framework of three mgor features of
Polanyi’ sthought: openandtruth-oriented, purposive
but open to truth, and transcendent yet intelligible.
The conclusion is that Polanyi would not support
intelligent-designaccordingtothenatureof histheory.

John Apczynski,“ TheDiscovery of Meaning Through
Scientificand ReligiousFormsof Indwelling,” Zygon
(Vol. 40, No. 1 (March 2005): 77-88.

Abstract: Because of similarities between someim-
plications of Michael Polanyi’s theory of personal
knowledge and intelligent design, claims have been
madethat histheory provides support to the project of
intelligent design. This essay contends that, when
Polanyi’ sreflections on ateleological fremework for
contextualizing evolutionary biology are properly un-
derstood as a heuristic vision, his position contrasts
sharply with the empirical claims made on behalf of
intelligent design.

Walter B. Gulick, “Polanyi on Teleology: A Re
sponsetoJohn Apzynski and Richard Gelwick,” Zygon
(Vol. No. 1 (March 2005): 89-96.

Abstract: Michael Polanyi criticized theneo-Darwin-
ian synthesis on two grounds: that accidental heredi-
tary changes bringing adaptive advantanges cannot
account for therise of discontinuous new species, and
that a teleological ordering principle is needed to
explain evolutionary advance. | commend the previ-
ous articles by John Apczynski and Richard Gelwick
and also argue, morestrongly thanthey, that Polanyi’ s
critique of evolutionary theory isflawed. It relieson
an inappropriate notion of progress and untenable
anal ogi esfromthehuman processof scientificdiscov-
ery and the fact that in physical systems minimal
potential energy is most stable. Yet within alife of
commitment to transcendent values humans can di-
rectly experience purpose and meaning, and in devel-
oping thisnotion Polanyi makeshisgreatest contribu-
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Tradition and Discovery Digital Archives

The collection of back issues of Tradition
and Discoverythat isavailableelectronically isgrow-
ing. Y ou can accessthe current and many oldissuesof
TAD on-linefromthePolanyi Society web page (http:/
/www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/). If yougo
to the home page, you will find a link to the digital
archivesthat now includes pdf versionsof TAD issues
from the present back through Volume 18, Number 1
(Fall or 1991). You can download a full issue or a
particular articlefromthetabl e of contents. Presently,
thedigital archivesispassword protected but eventu-
ally the Society should open access to the archives.
Members who wish to use the archives can get the
password by e-mailing Phil Mullins
(mullins@missouriwestern.edu).

Electronic Discussion List

The Polanyi Society supports an electronic
discussion group that explores implications of the
thought of Michael Polanyi. Anyoneinterested can
join. To join yourself, go to the following ad-
dress:  http://groups.yahoo.com/group/
polanyi_list/join .1fyou havedifficulty, send an
e-mail to Doug Masini (masini@etsu.edu) and
someone will seethat you are added to thellist.

Submissions for Publication

Articles, meeting notices and noteslikely 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. Manuscripts
should be double-spaced type with notes at the end;
writers are encouraged to employ simple citations
withinthetext when possible. MLA or APA styleare
preferred. Becausethejournal serves English writers
acrosstheworld, wedo not require anybody's “stan-
dardEnglish.” Abbreviatefrequently citedbook titles,
particularly books by Polanyi (e.g., Personal Knowl-
edge becomes PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are
preferred, although longer manuscripts (20-24 pages)
will be considered. Consistency and clear writing are
expected.

Manuscripts normally will be sent out for
blind review. Authors are expected to provide an
electronic copy asane-mail attachment.

Phil Mullins

Missouri Western State University
St. Joseph, Missouri 64507

Phone: (816)271-4386

Fax (816)271-5680

E-mail: mullins@missouriwestern.edu

Walter Gulick

Montana State University, Billings
Billings, Montana59101

Fax (406)657-2187

Phone: (406) 657-2904

E-mail: WGulick@msubillings.edu



2005 Polanyi Society Annual M eeting

This year’s annual meeting of the Polanyi Society will be held in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania on
November 18 and 19, 2005. Asin past years, our meeting technically will bean“Additional Meeting” heldin
conjunction with the annual meetings of the American Academy of Religion and the Society for Biblical
Literature. For additional informationontheAAR/SBL, goto http://www.aarweb.org/annual meet/default.asp.
Therequest tothe AAR/SBL for spaceispending, but we anticipate again thisyear being granted both aFriday
night session runnning from 9:00-11:00 p.m. and a Saturday morning session running from 9:00-11:30a.m. As
soon asitisavailable, thelocation of the meeting will appear inthenext TAD and will be posted on the Polanyi
Society web site (http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/).

Friday, November 18, 2005

9:00 p.m.—11:00 p.m.
Theme: Discussion of Michael Polanyi: Scientist and Philosopher by William T. Scott and Martin X. Moleski

9:00 Reflectionson the complex processof thebook’ screationwith Martin Mol eski, CanisiusCollege, and
others

9:45  Group discussion: What about the book most stimulated your thought or produced new insightsinto
Polanyi’ s life and thought?

Phil Mullins, Missouri Western State University, opening commentary and moderator

Saturday, November 19, 2005

9:00 a.m.—11:30 a.m.

9:00 Theme: The Hungarian Roots of Michael Polanyi’s Heuristic Philosophy of Religion
Moderator: Paul Lewis, Mercer University

Panelists:

Richard Gelwick, Bangor Theological Seminary

LesMuray, Curry College

Andy Sanders, University of Groningen

11:00 Business Meeting

Walter Gulick, Montana State University-Billings, presiding



“Longing to Know If Our Knowing Really I s Knowing”
Reflections on Esther Meek’s Longing to Know:
The Philosophy of Knowledge for Ordinary People

Dale Cannon

ABSTRACT Key Words: Esther Meek, Michael Polanyi, epistemology, knowing ordinary things, personal
participation in knowing, perceptual integration, knowing God, modernism, post-modernism, post-critical,
authority in knowing, scripture as authority, religious pluralism.

These reflections summarize and critically respond to Esther Meek’ s L onging to Know: The Philosophy of
Knowledge for Ordinary People (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press/Baker Book House, 2003. Pp. 208.
$16.99. ISBN 1-58743-060-6). The book seeks to explain on the basis of the ideas of Michael Polanyi how
ordinary acts of knowing happen to work, how they are indeed instances of genuine knowing, and, in
comparison with them, how knowing God can possibly work and bea live possibility. Meek’ sargument’ smost
vulnerable premiseisits unquestioned acceptance of Scripture asan authoritative guide, which directly raises
the question whether Meek’ s position is fully post-critical in the sense identified by Polanyi, and indirectly
raises the question how Meek is able to handle religious pluralism.

Esther Meek

For those convinced of the ongoing philosophical relevance of Polanyi’ sinsights, anew publication
by theauthor of one of thefirst Ph.D. dissertationson Polanyi (and one of thefew) to be completedinagraduate
department of philosophy, Contact With Reality. An Examination of Realismin the Work of Michael Polanyi,
(Temple University, 1983; synopsized in Tradition and Discovery, XXV1:3, 72-83) is welcomed with high
expectations. In the judgment of some, Meek’s dissertation offers one of the finer accounts of Polanyi’'s
overcoming of the acosmism or worldlessness of modern epistemological reflection through his
reconceptualization of human knowing from mental “correspondence to reality,” to embodied “contact with
reality.” There Meek stresses how knowing for Polanyi is an embodied relational acquaintance with realities
never fully captured by any explicit account, for we recognize something asreal precisely invirtue of what she
dubsthe IFM effect (itsrange of tacitly apprehended | ndeterminate Future Manifestations). Anything written
by Meek relating to Polanyi is conseguently more than likely to be worthy of serious attention.

Audience and Purpose

The rhetoric and argumentation of Longing to Know is not addressed, at least not primarily, to
professional philosophers or even students majoring in philosophy. It does not discuss aternative contem-
porary theoriesin the manner of an introductory philosophical textbook; nor it isit written in the conven-
tional mode of philosophic disputation among contending views. Neither does it present an explication or
defense of Polanyi’ sideas by focusing on Polanyi. Rather doesit focus on reflectively illuminating our
ordinary largely unreflective experiences of knowing, against a background of many years of pondering
and deeply appropriating Polanyi’ s understanding of knowing. The book iswritten, asthe title indicates,
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for the edification of ordinary people (among whom Meek includes herself) who long to comprehend on a
well-reasoned but commonsense, experiential basis (keeping to a minimum abstract theoretical reasoning)
how ordinary acts of knowing happen to work, how they are indeed instances of genuine knowing, and, in
comparison with them, how knowing God can possibly work and be alive possibility.

It'sfair to say that Meek’ s primary purpose in writing the book isto show how it ispossibleto claim
with reasoned confidence that one can know God. But to get there, she must first establish that we do know,
and can claim with confidence that we do know, ordinary things—and to do that in apostmodern context where
the very possibility of knowing anything outside ourselves has been called into question. While she
illuminatingly explores the nature and structure of a huge diversity of ordinary acts of knowing, she returns
repeatedly tofocusin particular on knowing her auto mechanic, Jeff, and onknowing him asreliablefor keeping
her car ingood running shape. Shechoosesthisfocus*to stand for every singleordinary act of human knowing
... because it was ordinary and everyday” (40). From that basis she constructs an extended anal ogy between
thefeaturesof thisordinary, workaday, epistemic act and theepistemic act of knowing God. Aswell, shespends
agood hit of time challenging what many take to be barriers preventing recognition of the analogy —e.g., the
presumption that faith and reason are wholly distinct and the notion that there is some sort of mystical access
to God that is wholly distinct from ordinary knowing. (Actually, she contends that more than an analogy is
involved, for sheassertsthat they are“ fundamentally the samekind of act” [39, my emphasis]. Inany case, she
makesclear that sheisnot asserting an anal ogy between her auto mechanic and God, only betweenthestructures
of the epistemic actsin each case)) Meek comments: “It'sasomewhat amusing proposal, but one that offers
tremendous hope. In fact we do know our auto mechanic. If it can be shown that knowing God involvesthe
kind of knowing that we already do, then, yes, we can (and do) know God” (41).

Taken-for-granted Assumptions

Meek wrote the book while serving as an adjunct professor of philosophy at Covenant Theological
SeminaryinSt. Louis, anditisfair to say (partly onthebasisof her owntestimony) that thebook directly reflects
her personable, compassionate style of teaching within that context. Covenant Theological Seminary
representsafairly conservative Evangelical strand within the Reformed Protestant tradition, atradition strong
both on nurturing communal relationshipsin a safe, trusting environment and on adhering to the authority of
Scripture astherevealed Word of God —and, implicitly | would add, adhering to the authority of the Reformed
tradition’s eye for reading and ear for hearing Scripture (i.e., the Reformed tradition’ sinterpretive sensibility
toward Scripture) as the revealed Word of God.

With regard to the authority of Scripture, she writes, “Historically, to be a Christian is necessarily to
affirm that certain things are true about God, about humans, and about redlity. ... We affirm that the Bible
isGod authoritatively telling ustheway thingsare” (22). “Whenit comestoknowing God, | trust what theBible
says. Infact, | trust it to tell mewhat I'm feeling aswell aswhat it leadsto” (104). “The Bible told me what
to do when | first wanted to be right with God” (104). “1 have learned to trust the Bible to interpret to me my
own experience. The result is that | understand myself more profoundly” (105). Summing up she states,
“Scriptureis God' sauthoritatively guiding usto truth about himself, ourselves, and hisworld” (195). I'll have
more to say about this affirmation of the authority of Scriptural authority in what follows. But it isimportant
to note at this stage that, while Meek does acknowledgethat not all Christiansagree on basic convictions(e.g.,
p. 144f; let alone agreement between Christians and non-Christians), it doesn't lead her to qualify her
affirmation in any way.
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This strong affirmation of Scripture’ sauthority isnot just an interesting feature of the background to
the book, however. It isthe central premise on which Meek’ s argument rests that we can indeed know God.
Nothing is said to identify it asin any way specially vulnerableto critical challenge, nor is much ventured in
its support. The closest thing to support for the affirmation comes, first, implicitly in what might be called a
pragmatic argument over the course of the entire book concerning what resultswhen one entrustsoneself tothe
authoritative guidance of Scripture. (Because Meek doesn't explicitly alludeto this pragmatic argument, | am
hesitant to say sheintendsit assuch.) Thisbasic argument isbriefly summarized on p. 150: “ All thosewho have
struggled to understand who he[God] is by piecing together the pattern of their livesand of thisworld inlight
of Scripture’ s guidance come to acknowledge the existence of a divine person who seriously outranks them.”
(A few examples of such personsare given over the course of thebook.) Andindependently she appealstothe
coherence and consistency of the Scriptura witnhesson p. 163: “1n healthy measure my claims about God hang
onmy trustinthewordsof theBibl e’ swriters, whichthough recorded over millenniaconsistently uniteto affirm
that Jesusis God and that hewill returnto saveand tojudge.” At no point does Meek acknowledge, or venture
totakeup and answer, what seri ous counterarguments have been or might be madeto either of thesearguments.

Personal Authorial Presence

Primarily Meek’ saffirmation (of the divine authority of Scripture) but occasionally also other things
both said and unsaid within the book reflect, and at times take for granted, the cultural milieu of Covenant
Theological Seminary —perhapsmore eventhan Meek may realize. Meek in noway attemptsto hideor obscure
thismilieu — say, by framing her argument in the distancing impersonal rhetoric of a disincarnate “objective”
reflection. Instead, she seeksto have her reader realize (as Polanyi and others have taught us) that thinking and
knowing are always incarnately situated in specific places, times, contexts of personal stories and personal
relationships, and ongoing traditions of speaking and practice, and that thereisno knowing without someactual
incarnate knower who ventures (commitsherself) with universal intent to be personally and vulnerably present
in her knowing in relation to other knowers.

Accordingly, in a very definite and deliberate sense, Meek as author has chosen to be personally
present to the reader in the book, refusing the characteristically modern temptation to absent her person from
her reflection and knowing by writing “ objectively.” Similarly, she welcomes and encourages her reader to
become similarly present in her/his own reflection and knowing — and to bring along a companion. In the
Foreword she writes, “1 havein writing this book told numerous stories and offered many examples from my
own life. Please match my stories with your own. My heartfelt longing for this book is that it will lend
significanceto your ownlonging for reality and for truth, that it will guide your search, and that it will giveyou
hope” (11). Please note: thiskind of authorial presence isno accidental quirk in the rhetoric of Meek’ s book.
Itisaformthatiscalledfor by thecontent sheseekstoconvey: it“ reduplicates’® that contentin amanner similar
to Polanyi’s own self-avowals in Personal Knowledge. The fact that the how of what she writesis no less
important than the what of what she writesis not just implicit either:

Soif thismodel of knowingisnew to you, then hereiswhat isgoing on asyou read thisbook.

Thewordsin this book and the experiences of your world are like the surface detail s of the

Magic Eye[3-D pictures, that appear to be arandom pattern of tiny colored shapes until the

observer attends from them at a certain distance to afocus beyond the surface, when athree

dimensional sceneemergesinto view]. You are struggling to make sense of your lifeand of

my words. |, also by way of these words, am a coach giving directions, suggesting how to
8



make sense of things, holding forth the hope of what that “ sense” will look like, teaching you
how to see, and giving you opportunitiesto practiceyour skill. If | werewith youin person,
| would also be ableto give you feedback about how you' redoing: “Now you' re getting it!”
Or “No, that’ snot quiteright,” and so on. But whether | am alongsideyouin person or inthe
wordsof thisbook, inorder for youtolearn, | must offer myself and my thoughtsin my words,
and you must struggleto get inside my words, or get my wordsinsideyou and figure out from
the inside what they mean. (56)

If you, the reader, don't feel her caring, encouraging presence as you read, guiding you along, you’ ve missed
something essential:

I’ ve decided that my students learn best and try hardest when they know | love them, when
they don’t fedl threatened. ... A student recently paid me abackwardscompliment: hesaid,
“You'renot safe!” Hemeant that | blend my scholarly and what you might call my motherly
approachin such away that hecan’t tell wheretheboundariesare. Y et that iswhat bindshis
heart to learning. (92)

Intimate Teaching Style

It is also worth noting that the rhetoric of the book both reflects and creates the ambience of aquiet,
safe, supportive, non-disputatious, home-like setting that is cognizant of a wider, unsettling, post-modern
context where diverse world-views clash and discredit each other, criticsflay one another with deconstructive
weapons, and supposed experts on knowledge call into question thevery possibility of knowinganything at all.
But whilethese threatening perspectives are acknowledged and from timeto time are taken up, the contentious
force of their questioning is distant, not present. Herethereistime and room and support enough in which to
discover one's natural equilibrium and bring to mind what common-sensically we know very well but in the
press of intellectual debate we lose touch with.

Meek’ s teaching style as exhibited in the book reminds me of the style of Socratesin Plato’s Meno
wherehegently but skillfully educesfrom anuneducated slaveboy an understanding of how to go about drawing
asguare double the areaof aninitial square. Socrates doesn’t directly give him the answer — et al one expose
him to the skeptical arguments posed earlier in the Meno that are capable of bringing inquiry to a standstill —
but instead encouragingly midwives him step by step to a place where the slave boy can grasp for himself the
answer, how he got there, and that he indeed knowsit. Thisteaching styleisagenuine strength that isall too
rare in the modern university. In important respects it is often a practical necessity to accomplish the
breakthrough Meek isaiming to accomplish in her students. Assuch, | want to compliment and praise her for
it. However, often our greatest strengths have shadow sides to them. Could the nurturing protective care of
Meek’ steaching stylemight also bealiability if, while building their confidencein knowing God, her students
arenever effectively exposed to how rationally vul nerabl e that confidence in knowing God may appear inlight
of the soul searing counterarguments of modernity and postmodernity encountered in their full strength?

Post-Critical or Pre-Critical?

Theissuel raise hereisnot atangential oneto Polanyian concerns. It isaquestion asto whether the
book and itsauthor, despiteits apparent mastery of the selgf—absenti ng ironiesof themodern critical intellectual



ethos, have really fully confronted and fully realized the disturbing and disconcerting impact of the modern
critiquesof faith. Toputitinanutshell, isthebook fully post-critical, or isit in fundamental respectsstill pre-
critical? Hasit really faced the problematic juggernaut of the modern critical tradition? Polanyi identifieswhat
heisdoingin Personal Knowledge as seeking to discover and stake out apost-critical philosophy, onethat does
not attempt to revert to areaffirmation of some pre-modern faith perspective, nor one that would circumvent
the baptism of fire that isthe heart of the modern critical “tradition.” Rather, a post-critical philosophy, as|

understand what Polanyi meant, is onethat has passed through the searing critiques of modernity, continuesto
affirmwhat genuineinsightstherearein those critiques (those of Marx, Nietzche, and Freud among them), and
yet reaffirms with a chastened faith, and draws upon, the original wellsprings of on€e’sintellectual passions.

Further evidence bearing on the possibility that Longing to Know is still in some respects pre-critical
is Meek’s identification of the ideal of certainty for knowledge to qualify as knowledge? as the source of
modernity’ sand post-modernity’ s epistemological problems. Butisthisreally the source of our problemsand
the obstacle to the recovery of confidence in our ordinary acts of knowing? According to Polanyi’s own
analysis, asl understandit, what makesthemoderncritical traditioncritical isnotitsquixotic pursuit of certainty
but its adherence to an attitude of critical suspicion and methodological doubt as the guarantor of respectable
claims to knowledge, especially suspicion and doubt directed toward what is assumed to be the inveterate
tendency of human subjectivity to distort and color findings of objective fact. A rationally certain, wholly
justified explicit proposition would of course passthetest. However, the effective censor hereisnot theideal
of certainty but an a priori biasto critically call into question and force any candidate for belief to provide
convincing impersonal justification that will defeat and overcome the methodological bias of critical doubt.
That iswhat makesthemodern critical intellectual ethoscritical, anti-traditional-- a“ tradition” that would bring
an end to tradition-- based methodological faith as such--and hostile to the tender, inarti cul ate intimations of
truth that M eek contends(andthat | agree) arecentral toknowing. Aswell, that iswhat hasrecently transformed
the modern critical enterpriseinto ahost of post-modern deconstructings of whatever modern ideas have been
assumed to have passed the test of critical scrutiny.

| do not presumeto know Meek’ sown responseto this question (Is her book fully post-critical inthe
sensePolanyi intends?) andwould very muchliketolearnit. | seriously doubt that anyonewho hasreally bought
into (sold his soul to?) the modern critical tradition will be persuaded to the contrary by Meek’s book. But
perhapsitisunfair to supposethat that isoneof itsaims. Itissignificant, however, that no mention whatsoever
is made in Longing to Know of the enormous body of modern critical biblical scholarship that is widely
presumed to have undermined confidence in the divine authority of Scripture, or how one might go about
defending and reaffirming the strong position of biblical authority Meek takes in light of that body of
scholarship. (By ho meansdo | mean to suggest that thelatter isimpossible. Others have sought to do so and/
or arenow seekingto doso. Nomentionismadeof thoseeffortshere, however —not to speak at all of therelative
merits of the casesthey make.) Y et the assumption of the authority of Scripture asthe principal reliable means
of access to knowledge of God is the kingpin on which Meek’ s central argument for how we can know God
hangs. Given that assumption, most everything else flows fairly smoothly and unproblematically. But what
about readers who are not already favorably disposed toward it, or readers who are inclined to be favorably
disposed but who are only too aware of, and who have not yet found an effective counter to, the serious
arguments that have been lodged against it (quite apart from those who arelooking for certainty under the old
modern model of knowledge)?
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A Rich Vein of Examplesand Metaphorsto Mine

The book itself is gracefully written and very readable. Meek has thoroughly absorbed and made
her own Polanyi’ s understanding of knowing — so well that | find it hard to imagine any better introduction
to the basics of what it involves. So often with secondary expositions of Polanyi’s epistemology, Polanyi’s
own examples are employed again and again. Not so with Meek (or hardly ever): her text isfull of an
enormous range of novel, incredibly apt, down to earth, current, vivid examples, many exceptionally
relevant to young people today, and stories of ordinary acts of knowing that would be readily recognizable
to anyone (in our culture at least) — all beautifully illustrating each general point she sets out to make.
Anyone seeking new examples to explain Polanyi’sinsights will find Meek’ s book arich vein to mine.

The many aspects of what it isto know Jeff, Meek’ s auto mechanic, is an extended, vivid example devel-
oped throughout the book in 15 out of its 25 chapters. But other examples range the gamut from figuring
out how to view Magic Eye pictures, finding out what went “bump in the night” (a zucchini fell off a
window sill and turned on the kitchen faucet), breast feeding an infant, learning to see what was never seen
before under the tutelage of avisual artist, understanding Einstein’s theory of relativity, “laying out” for a
frisbee, recognizing a copperhead snake on a path in the woods, stalking muskrats along with Annie
Dillard, Mark McGuire recovering from a batting slump, assessing the risk of surgery, baking bread,
solving cryptograms, figuring out that my car needs a new steering pump, and many more. Situations from
at least 12 movies are discussed, some repeatedly (each timein greater depth). Lots of stories of people
coming to faith and/or losing faith are told. And all of this conveyed with a delightful sense of humor!

Moreover, Meek employs novel metaphors to articulate Polanyian insights in fresh ways. For
example, in reference to her proposed switch in models of knowing, she states, “We're no longer wearing
an epistemological straitjacket; we' re wearing an epistemological leotard” (55). To emphasize theindis-
pensabl e role of the knower’s personal involvement in knowing, she posesthisfigure: “If a statement isa
dot, the act of knowing is avector to and through the dot. It’'slike laying out for a Frisbee” (57). In
bringing out the personal coefficient to all knowing, she writes, “ All stated facts, even 2 +2 = 4, crest an
unstatabl e active human effort much as a skin crusts a cooling cup of hot chocolate. Like so many shining
electrical bulbs, truth claims tap into a current without which they would not be what they are” (58). A
sampling of other fresh metaphors follows:. “It isjust the ‘messiness’ of it [human knowing] that tells us
that we engagethereal. Again | speak misleadingly, when | say “messiness’: only from the point of view
of an impossible and sterileideal of fully articulable and justifiable knowledge it is messy. From within
our everyday experienceit isthe lived and sensed rootedness of our acts of knowing.” (143). “The clues
that make up our integrations, you might say, are liable to get their feelings hurt if you forget them. They
are happy being subsidiary, but you ignore them or take them for granted at your peril” (171). “Knowing
takes commitment to that which is yet to be discovered, akind of pledge of good faith. The lover can see,
is permitted to see. The seeing only ever follows and responds to the wanting, the longing, the personal,
self-giving pledge” (177).

The Overall Structure of Meek’s Argument

Overdl, Meek aimstodisplaceour inherited modernist model of knowledgewithanalternativemodel.
Ontheinherited model, knowledgeislimited to what can be put into words, as“ depersonalized, disembodied
pieces of information [thus already known] explainable only by reference [according to strict logical
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relationships] to other depersonalized pieces of information” (63), and justified — specificaly, rendered
rationally certain beyond any shadow of skeptical doubt. When applied acrossthe board, thismodel, as Meek
points out, not only leaves precious little, if anything, to count as knowledge, including all advances from
unknowing to knowing found in learning and discovery (scientific and otherwise), but it makes havoc in
discrediting vast ranges of ordinary everyday acts of knowing that we rely on as such to make it through our
days. Nor will it serveto legitimateitself asan accurate account of knowledge; there’ sno way that thismodel
can certify itself asthe essence of knowledge, let alonedo sowith certainty. Thussheconcludes, “1f akey kind
of knowing doesn’t fit our model, it’ snot right to discredit the knowing; it’ sright to discredit the model” (63).

Meek setsout the alternative model with care over the course of most of the book, assi sting the reader
to understand and securely grasp each of itsaspectswith thehel p of numerousconcrete examples. My summary
of itinwhat followsisjust that, asummary noting only the highlights, for Meek’ sactual accountismuchricher
than| canbeginto convey here. Fromastatic, depersonalized model with emphasisonfully articul ated, ideally
certain propositions, sheintroduces usto the model of an embodied, active, reaching out of the human person,
never certain but nevertheless confident, to comprehend and engage the real, only certain aspects of whose
knowing activity can be articulated: “Knowing is the responsible human struggle to rely on cluesto focus on
acoherent pattern [“amaking sense of thingsthat openstheworldto us’ (50, 56)] and submit toitsreality” (53
et passim). Inanother context, | haveidentified this shift in models as a shift from understanding knowledge
asexclusively representational to understanding it as primarily acquaintance or relational knowledge, leaving
representational knowledge as derivative from and dependent upon the primary type.®

Meek identifies in this model athree-fold structure, each crucial component of which islost on the
modernist model because of its tacit, never fully articulable aspects: (a) our responsible, more or less skillful
struggl e to make sense of the known (which regularly results, transrationally, in atransformation of our sense
of what we canrationally expect of theworld), (b) the clueson which our knowing subsidiarily relies(i.e., lives
inand through), in our world, in our bodies (especialy asweindwell and extend our reach into theworld), and
in the direction and guidance we receive from others, and (c) the coherent patterns which our responsible
struggle to know reaches out to apprehend, that disclose usin contact with objective realities over against us
(coherent centersor agenciesof ongoing activity —e.g., acopperhead snake onthe path beforeme—that respond
to us, decisively shaping the interpretations we give them, both in terms of their present profundity and their
future possibilities), to which we must submit asreal. Meek’s extended account of how we move from an
integration of mostly inarticul ate cluesto acoherent pattern through which an objective, self-disclosing reality
becomesmanifestisremarkably insightful and payscareful and repeated examination. Shefillsout and renders
more coherent much of what Polanyi leaves unclear or incompletely developed on these same points. While
therealist epistemology shearticulates, withitsstressonthefallible, partial, and perspectival hold we haveon
things, isakin to critical realism, its stress on the confident, evolving contact we have with things, as distinct
from achieving some definitive representation of things, isakinto direct realism. In effect, Meek’ sexposition
shows Polanyi’ s position to be identifiable with neither of these alternatives and in some senseto lie outside
of both of these well-known positions.

Meek’ sdiscussionin chapter 20 of how theinevitability of mistakesin our knowing do not vitiate our
contact withreality isparticularly insightful —indeed, how despite being mistakeninthisor that respect, wecan,
at least in most cases, till legitimately claim to know athing, how mistakes themselves can often be turned to
positive epistemic effect, and how aconsideration of thingsfrom different perspectivesbringsto light how we
can move beyond them. On the former model mistakes were ssmply non-knowledge; on the new model,
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mistakes are things we learn from, shortcomings or partialities in our grasp of the real, and occasionally
serendipitous keys that unlock awhole new understanding of things we thought we knew well. Importantly,
Meek returnstoward the end of thischapter (20) and inthefollowing chapter (21) to affirm the partial truth and
continuing subordinateimportance of the former model’ sinsistence onrigor in our scrutiny of claimsto know,
their justification (especially onceitsfal seideal sof certainty and explicitnesshave been deposed), and thebases
onwhichwearriveat our conclusions.* She goeson to devote a chapter to dealing with doubts and apparently
contrary evidence concerning what we are striving to know, another to our ethical obligationsto what we seek
to know, and still another to the hope that undergirds the model of knowing sheis offering:

Onamodel that required certainty, certainty ended up dying, andlittlehopeseemedtoremain
for knowing anything, let alone knowing God. An extended look at ordinary human
experiencein knowing has hel ped usto see that knowing happened, to see how it works, and
to see how we can reasonably hope by means of it to accessthe real. The misguided quest
for certainty wasin the end the very thing that blinded usto the substantial groundswe have
for confidence in our efforts to engage the world. We cannot be exhaustively certain; nor
would we want to pay itsprice. The alternativeto what isin fact sterile certainty isavery
fertile capacity to engage and evokereality. We need not mournits demisewhen confidence
waitsinthewingsto replaceit. And confidenceisaconcept that accords better, and not only
withtherisky effortsof our ventures. It also accordsbetter with the prospect of their success.
It restores hope. (181)

Following each stage of Meek’ s exposition of the alternative Polanyian model of knowing (specifi-
cally, inthelast sections of chapters 7 through 23) she returnsto and emends her account of knowing Jeff, her
auto mechanic (begunin chapter 4), and, inanal ogy withit, her account of how it isthat we can know God. Her
stressison the ordinariness of such knowing and acontinuity acrossall typesof knowing in opposition of those
who would assert that knowing God entails a different or special kind of knowing.

Somewriters, for example, have stressed that knowing God, as distinct from other kinds of knowing,
involves a peculiar sort of mystical experience, that it relies upon some authoritative word as a source of
knowledge, that it requires acommitment (that can be at times obstinate), and/or that it demands some sort of
faith (an entrustment of ourselves beyond what we can presently justify). Meek’s response to these supposed
distinguishing marksis, first, to explainthat, aslong asordinary experienceisnot limited to anarrow empiricist
conception where everything is supposed to be explicitly specifiable, thereisno need for religious knowing to
appeal to any non-ordinary sort of “mystical” experience (actualy, in accord with her Reformed Protestant
tradition, she seemsdismissiveof any notion of “mystical” experienceassuch). Second, sheexplainshow each
of theother three marks, properly understood, areinvolvedin ordinary non-religiousactsof knowing, including
(following Polanyi’ s account) scientific knowing; they aren’t opposed to rationality (commonsense, ordinary
rationality) but rationality in crucial respects depends on them.

Thus, inamanner fundamentally similar to how we know ordinary things such asthereliability of an
auto mechanic, knowing God, according to Meek’ saccount, involvesaresponsi ble ongoing struggletorely on
clues, drawnfromthefull rangeof our experienceandthewordsof trustworthy guides(God meetsus, according
to Meek, in the Word, in the world, and in ourselves [195]), to focus on a coherent pattern of overarching
meaning throughwhich thetranscendent reality of God beginsto discloseitself tousand wesubmittoitsreality.
In her own words,
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Coming to know God islikethis. Y ou hear afriend describe what the Bible says about God
and about why you need to know him. It makes surprising and humbling sense of our
experience. It makessenseof your significanceand glory; it makessenseof your brokenness.
It holdsthe prospect of being the very thing you' ve beenlonging for. Y ou decidetotakethe
risk and reach out to Jesus Christ, asking him to forgive your rebellion and trusting him to
saveyou. ... Our study of the Bible, combined with your experiences of our selvesand our
world over time, builds our grasp of who God is. We grow in knowing him aswetry to do
what he saysto do. So it isthat knowing God, like knowing an auto mechanic, involvesa
moving from unknowing to knowing, and at each point of contact fresh decisionstotrust and
follow are called for. (67-68)

Further,

Thepattern of God' swaysand words[to the apprehension of which her effortsat integrating
cluesaredirected] stretchesto the very edges of my life experience and greets me each new
day with fresh installments. The grand drama of redemption recorded in Scripture lends
meaning to my human experience. In light of it | recognize my dignity as a human, the
inherent worth of my effortsin thisworld, and the longing for glory and restoration that my
pain and brokennesscry out for. Plus, integrating to the pattern of the God of Scripturetakes
“coherent center of agency” [Meek’s characterization of realities that disclose themselves
through the patterns of our perceptual integrations] to anew level! (122)

Meek is careful to take account of the genuine struggles that people of faith have in maintaining a
confident senseof thereality of God: desert periodsinwhich God’ spresenceisnot felt, challengesto one’ sfaith
from others, and encounterswith the presence of evil in one’ sown experience and that of others. Her treatment
of these is both genuine and insightful.

The one difference she does introduce between knowing God and knowing an auto mechanic is that
of an obstacle, a“bentness’ (human rebellion against God), in our nature that keeps us from recognizing God
(see, among other places, pp. 94-95). We do not always want what is good, and these desires unavoidably
influence how we dispose ourselvesin integrating the cluesthat shape our knowing and acting. Asaresult, we
see what we want to see, and not necessarily what isthere to be seen. So what we seeis sometimes “bent” or
distorted, unsubmissive to God. Thus our “bentness’ cannot but cloud our knowing. But this “bentness,”
accordingto Meek, iscurable. “But that isthe point of thelife-giving message of the good news of Jesus Christ.
The oneto whom we areresistantly blind is perfectly positioned to cure our blindness’ (165). Hencewe need
toask for hel pfromwiseguidesand divinegracewith theorientation of our hearts. Neverthel ess, this* bentness”
in our nature, she contends, does not contradict the structural similarity between the two kinds of knowing.

The Possibility of Being Religiously Mistaken

Could such a supposed knowing of God as Meek expounds and defends be comprehensively wrong
or wrong in significant respects? Meek responds:
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In healthy measure my claimsabout God hang on my trustinthewordsof the Bible swriters,
which though recorded over millenniaconsistently uniteto affirm that Jesusis God and that
hewill return to save and to judge. Could they have been wrong? It’spossible. Could | be
mistaking their import? Possibly; certainly in some measure. Can | nevertheless seethat |
am involved in an act of knowing with respect to God—an integrative pattern making to
which | submit as it engages mein the world? Profoundly yes. Can | come to understand
better, increase my skill at knowing God? Yes. My knowing will inevitably benefit when
| study the Bible and the world carefully, think through my “inner game,” trying to embody
what my coaches are saying. (163-164)

So Meek doesacknowledgefallibility here. Whileshedoesadmit that her understanding of thereality
of God isresistant to contrary interpretations of events and experiencesthat would discredit Scriptural claims
(asarevirtually any of our non-religiousconvictions, sheiscareful tonote), thisobstinacy of belief, sheclarifies,
is not immune to every conceivable counterattack. She also points out that the Bible doesn’t portray God as
calling his people blindly to obey. For example, she points out how it appeals to the empirical testimony of
God’s mighty acts and the beneficial results from living faithfully in relationship with him. Nor, she says, is
the basisfor her theological understanding simply amatter of trusting the words of the Bible, her parents, and
her teachers, for her own experiencesof having lived asaChristianfor many yearshasledto new and freshways
to apply Scripture to her experience.

| wonder, however, how much Meek has considered in this connection the sort of error that can arise
from self-reinforcing systems of implicit belief, asin the Azande belief in Witchcraft that Polanyi discussesin
Personal Knowledge (to which Meek makes no reference). Polanyi there remarks (PK 294),

| conclude that what earlier philosophers have alluded to by speaking of coherence as the
criterionof truth[onwhich M eek hasplaced so much, though not exclusive, emphasis] isonly
acriterion of stability. It may equally stabilize an erroneous or atrue view of the universe.
Theattribution of truth to any particular stable alternativeisafiduciary act which cannot be
analyzed in non-committal terms. . .. [T]here exists no principle of doubt the operation of
whichwill discover for uswhich of two systemsof implicit belief sistrue—exceptinthesense
that we will admit decisive evidence against the one we do not believe to be true, and not
against the other.

Thiscomment, of course, does not resolvetheissue, but it doesraise the possibility that one can have
acomprehensivereligiousinterpretation of lifeandtheworld thatisentirely coherent asunderstood fromwithin
(i.e., makes sense of experience, even more apparent sense than other religious views as comprehended from
that perspective) and that is, neverthel ess, fundamentally in error — error that, according to Polanyi, cannot be
non-committally and neutrally (in independence from a competing world view) determined as such. Other,
apparently contradictory views will seem to be in error, just as this view will seem to be in error from their
perspective. Thisraisesthethorny problem of religiouspluralism, the problem of theapparent conflict between
competing religious claims, and Meek has offered us preciouslittleinsight asto how to approach dealing with
it.
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The Problem of Religious Pluralism

After carefully working through Meek’ s argument on behalf of knowing God, | am left thinking that
it would be possible to mount an exactly parallel argument — changing only a few words and names and
referencesto sacred scripturebut no essential elementinthestructureof theargument M eek presents—on behal f
of knowing, say, the Dao in Chinese Daoism, the Dharmakaya in Mahayana Buddhism, Allah in Islam, or
Brahman in Vedantic Hinduism —indeed, as no less “ coherent centers of agency” than the God of the Bible.
Perhaps more disturbing, would it not be possible to mount an argument culminating in knowing my ultimate
blessing in the Celestial Heaven according to Mormonism, attaining to complete “clarity” in Scientology, or
realizing mystical identity with the Mother Goddessin Wicca? | can well imagine afollower of one of these
alternativereligionsenthused withwhat appearsto beapossibility of demonstrating that onecan knowwhatever
the ultimatereality isconceived to beinthesereligions. (I ponder these possibilities not simply as an amateur
inthe comparative study of religionsbut asonewho has studied and taught in the discipline of the comparative
study of religions, utilizing amethodol ogy of systematic disciplined empathy, for over 30 years.) What would
stand in the way of mounting any of these arguments? Has Meek presented a basis for ruling out any such
argument assignificantly less plausiblefor those respectivefollowersthan her argument comesacrossasbeing
for Reformed Protestants?

Meek doesat least say this. “It [the Bibl€] tellsmethat this Jesusisthe only way to God, and that the
only way to know Jesus isthrough God' stelling us about him in the Bible, and God the Holy Spirit’s making
meunderstand. What the Bibletells me makes sense of my experiencethat Christianity aloneisdifferent from
all other futileeffortstoreach God” (87). Theseother religionscould, of course, makeasimilar claim, but some
representativesin fact do say that their faith isnot an exclusive way to at-onement with ultimatereality. Meek
goes on to write,

Could the world be not God' s clothes, but God, as some pagan religions hold? This makes
less sense of my experience. If all that isreal is God, then either God is not good, or evil is
good. What is, isgood, and is God. But that makesno sense. . .. It makes more senseto
seeourselvesand our world in broken relationship to God, rather than as God. Of coursethat
means God must be a person, rather than aforce, and persons rightly expect things of you.
Rather than face this painful thought, many people opt for theforce. But the question is not
which is more comfortable, but which makes better sense of my experience. (88)

Without going into point by point detail here, my first thought is that this hardly represents an
empathetic understanding or afair appraisal of any of the sophisticated pantheisms of which | am aware or of
their respective conceptions of morality. Inany case, there are several other religioustraditionswhich hold to
aperson-like conception of theultimatereality akinto Meek’ sunderstanding of the Christian God—e.g., Islam,
VaishnavaHinduism, Sikhism, and Jodo Shinshu Buddhism. 1.e., Christianity ishardly uniquein thisrespect.

One of the points | wish to makeisthat if we are to assess apparently contradictory religious claims
between different religionsfairly andjustly, weneed to do our very best to make sure we have understood them
to the satisfaction of knowledgeable, reflective, mature insiders plus level-headedly and carefully listened to
how such insidersrespond to the critical issuesweraise. (Aswell we need to be aware of how vulnerable our
own tradition, asmay be seen and understood by others, istotheir critical evaluation.) Very often what appears
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to beasignificant difference between onetradition and another isnot the differenceit appearsat first to be (and
may not bethe contradiction it first appeared to be), and what appears to be agreement on digging deeper may
turn out to harbor a significant disagreement.

Let us suppose for the moment that this kind of inter-religious inquiry can be mounted and that
disciplined empathetic understandings can be developed all around —abig “if.” If so, it would mean that we
arenot just left with contradi ctory counterclaims; therewoul d be something of aquasi-neutral ground onwhich
to inquire. (It would not be non-committal, but a ground of mutuality opened up by an overlap of our
commitments.) What can we hope to determine thereby? My surmise, based on considerable effortsmadein
thisdirection by myself and others, isthat alot can be learned about not only commonalities and divergences
far beyond what is evident on the surface but also how capacious, coherent, and profound are the explanations
of thelifeissuesthat the great religioustraditions other than our own offer (lessso for the alternativetraditions
mentioned above). What are we to make of that? | am myself inclined to confess my agnosticism regarding
wherewearelikely toend up. Onsomeissueswewill cometo mutual understanding and agreement. On other
issues we will come hopefully to mutual understanding but disagreement, possibly learning that we aim at
fundamentally distinct but not necessarily contradictory goals. On still other issueswe may cometo no clear
resol ution or nothing closeto agreement asfar aswecandetermine. Meek isinclinedto simply taketheapparent
Scriptural word that Jesusis the only way as settling theissue. | realize that Scripture saysthis, but | am not
so confident that | fully know and understand what it means and how it isto be applied in this context.®

Might it be that the Daoist, the Buddhist, and the Hindu have just as much legitimate claim to know
their ultimatereality asdoesM eek alongwith her fellow Reformed Protestantsonthesort of basi sthat sheclaims
sheknows, especially giventhat thereisno neutral, non-committal basisfor determiningwhichistrueandwhich
isfalse? Doesapositive answer to thisquestion necessarily entail the contradiction that Meek believesit must?
All of thisraisesanew in my mind one of the longstanding issues over Polanyian interpretation: Do religious
realitiesexist (or not) independently of our commitments, or arethey sustainedin being asit were (“validated,”
to use one of Polanyi’'s terms) by our commitments? Clearly Meek wants to say that they do exist
independently, though we cannot refer to them non-committally (just as we cannot refer to any reality non-
committally), and | havebeenandstill aminclinedto agree. However, theissuesthat | amraising hereconstitute
an important set of evidence against this position, or at least on behalf of qualifyingit. There aretwo matters
touched uponin Meek’ soverall argument that directly bear uponthis: theanal ogy with Magic Eye picturesand
her account of the role of authoritative guides for our knowing.

First, Meek makes a great deal of the case of Magic Eye pictures, which first appear as a two-
dimensional field of minute meaningless random colored figures. The directionstell usto look with patience
for ameaningful three-dimensional pattern to appear several inches beyond the surface of the picture. Lo and
behold, at least for those of uswho are not Magic Eye picture challenged, athree-dimensional image, say, of
leaping dolphinsthen appears. The curiousthing to me, which Meek doesn’'t begin to explore, isthe status of
the three-dimensional image: what sort of ontological status does it have? We sometimes call such things
“virtual redlities.” They only exist actually for thosewho actively integratethevisual cluestotheir appearance,
and then only for the moment in which wedo (and, of course, in our memories of having doneso). Inany case,
they don’t exist independently of our integrationintheway that the marble ow! sitting above me on my window
sill does. Yet, quitereliably, they appear again and againin consistent ways aswe return to theintegration that
occasions their appearance, so we can say that their potential knower-dependent virtual existence exists
independently of anyone's present actual integration.
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Now | can imagine that Meek would concede that the religious realities of religious traditions other
than Christianity (as she understandsiit) have at least this sort of virtual reality for their adherents; they know
it at least inthissense. Thetroubleis, | can imagine that those adherents would concede that God for her, the
God she claimsto know, hasat |east thissort of virtual reality too. Andaswell | canreadily imagine both sides
conceding that the others believe that the “virtual reality” that they thereby “know” isn’t just virtual, but that
it exists (or thereality to which it refers exists) independently of their integration. What isit, on the Polanyian
grounds that Meek adduces, that enables us to mark and tell the difference between virtua reality and
independently existing reality? M eek would no doubt appeal to theway thelatter manifestsitself inexhaustibly,
that it comes across as a center of self-initiating and self-disclosing activity towards us, and even that it comes
acrossasbeing cognizant of usevenasweareof it. Butwhat isto prevent adherentsof other traditionsappealing
in pretty much the same way to the same sort of features of the religious realities they claim to know? Some
adherents of which | am aware actually do so. What are we to make of that? Meek doesn’t seem to allow for
that possibility, let alone indicate how she might respond. s she open to genuine inter-religious dialogue on
this matter? On the basis of Longing to Know, it doesn’t seem so.

Second, Meek makes a strong case (chapter 13) for the role of authoritative guides in everyday
commonsense knowing, both by way of traditions of practical knowing (e.g., the practical know how passed
on among auto mechanics) and teachers/mentors who provide us with direct instruction. She points out how
thisisinvolvedinsciencetoo, aswell asin Christianlifeandlearning. Specifically,inChristianlifeandlearning
Sacred Scripture plays an indispensable, crucial role in this respect, especialy in the Reformed Protestant
tradition in which she stands. The Biblefor her istheinstruction book for Christians. Theissuel wishtoraise
pertains to the status of the guiding authoritative word. Isit a pointer to truths that are ultimately accessible
directly and/or independently of the pointer, or is Scriptureitself truth (or at |east an essential part of thetruth)?
as far as human beings are concerned?

Saren Kierkegaard drew adistinction (in his Philosophical Fragments, among other places) between
asocratic teacher and an apostolic teacher (and ultimately, behind the apostle, the God-man, Jesus Christ). A
socratic teacher, like in the story from Plato’s Meno alluded to earlier, is the occasion for the student coming
to understand certain eternal truths, but he (the socratic teacher) isinessential to thetruth itself. Heismerely,
asit were, apointer to thetruth that the student must cometo apprehend for himself. And when the student has
done so, the student stands, at least in respect to that truth, equal to theteacher and theteacher, asit were, drops
out of thepicture. Anapostolicteacher, or theword of anapostolicteacher, tothecontrary, isnot amereoccasion
or pointer for the student; heisessential. The student’srelation to the truth passes through the teacher’ sword
andisonly accessiblethroughthat authoritativeword. Onreceivingthetruthin question, theauthoritativeword
of the teacher doesn’t drop out of the picture.

Meek doesn’t seem ready to recognize such a distinction and conflates the two types of teacher into
the second type (perhaps her interest in minimizing the difference between knowledge of God and knowledge
of other sortsisafactor in this connection).  She writes, for example,

Oncewe havepersonally developed askill, theauthoritativeword nolonger seemsto operate

inagrand void, asit did when we were novices. ... Weno longer have asense of blindly

trusting words we hardly understand. We have achieved our own pattern of world

experiences and thus accessed the real. We now interpret aright for ourselves our bodily

sense. But actually, in our personal successwe have not left the guiding words behind. We
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have only cometo livein thewords, embody them. They are no longer outside us; they are
inside us. (101)

Although she doesn’t quite say it here, | get theimpression from this and what else shewritesin this
chapter that generally Meek holds that we don’t grow in our knowing beyond the words of our authoritative
guides. | think that issimply not true, at least in many cases. Yet | am ready to concede that it would haveto
be true in the case of Meek’s strong affirmation of Scriptural authority.

But if so, how does that not leave usin the situation of the Magic Eye pictures? Being ineradicably
dependent on the depiction of God given in Scripture and having no (or very little) independent access to the
reality of God, what is it that makes God thus depicted more than a virtual reality for us (not just three-
dimensional and more or less static, but active and dynamic and self-disclosing as well, both to us and
simultaneously to otherswho entrust oursel vesto the same Scripture)? | would really liketoknow. InPersonal
Knowledge (pp. 196-199) Polanyi talks about the Christian mystic's effort to “break out” of our normal
conceptual framework in seeking an ecstatic vision of at-onement with God. Thiswould seem to point to a
means of independent accessto thereality of God beyond present representations, including those of Scripture,
while nevertheless relying on the Christian conceptual framework as a pointer to that reality. But Meek’s
denegration of mystical experience seemsto close off thispossibility, at least in her judgment. So, again| ask,
what isit that makes knowing God more than knowing avirtual reality, and that would differentiate knowing
God in aclear and decisive way from knowing the Dharmakaya through reliance upon Buddhist scriptures
(which, by theway, Buddhistsinsist are just pointers) or knowing Brahman through reliance upon the Vedas,
etc.?

A Concluding Note

Despite my many questions and critical reservations, | think Longing to Know is important and
valuable for many reasons, for the reasons | have aready given aswell asfor others| have not given. One of
the most important reasons of al, in my judgment, that | have not mentioned earlier is the confidence and
incentive to reflect and inquire philosophically with Polanyian resources that Longing to Know conveys to
ordinary folkswho already happen torely, or who areready to rely, on Scripturein the way Meek does. From
what | amlearning of thepopular receptionthebook isreceivinginmany andwidening circles, thisissomething
to be celebrated and encouraged. If anything is able to combat the anti-intellectual, close-minded tendencies
of much of right wing Protestantism, insidersreflecting and inquiring philosophically will do so probably more
effectively than anything else.

Endnotes

1 On the concept of ‘reduplication’ and its purpose, see Sgren Kierkegaard's The Concluding
Unscientific Postscript.

2 According to Stephen Toulmin, the root problem of the modern ideaof rationality isnot theideal of
certainty by itself but the ideal of a theoretical, person-and-culture-invariant (context independent) —i.e.,
mathematical — formulation of the explanatory principles underlying what appears. Thisis the specificaly
modern take on (i.e., interpretation of) universality as an essential requirement of knowledge, in addition to
certainty and necessity. Meek alludesto thesethree, but focuses almost exclusively on certainty asthe source

19



problem. Inany case, Toulmin’s point about universality surely isamatter to betaken into account in addition
to the methodol ogical doubt at the heart of the modern critical tradition that | go onto describe. SeeToulmin's
Return to Reason (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001).

3 Dale Cannon, “Construing Polanyi’s Tacit Knowledge as Knowing by Acquaintance Rather than
Knowing by Representation: Some Implications,” Tradition and Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical
29:2 (2002-2003), 26-43. Meek doesnot utilizethisterminology, but | believeit replicatesfairly well the shift
shearticulates. Meek’ s account of the new model of knowing alludes (e.g., in referenceto Einstein’s Theory
of Relativity) to thederivative status of representational knowledgerelativeto acquai ntance knowledge, to use
my terminology, but she does not devel op an explanation of their relationship to any extent. To some extent
thiscanbecomeaprobleminsofar asMeek’ saccount of theintegrative patternsto which our effortsat knowing
aredirected seemsto conflate perceptual patternsimmediately experienced and explanatory structures beyond
immediate experiencethat weformulatein theoretical explanations. Thetwo arenot thesameanditisnot clear
on Meek’s account how they are not the same, though perhaps she could account for the latter in terms of
impersonal “ coherent centers of agency” that are disclosed through specific perceptual patterns. Yet Meek’s
account of a tree understood as conforming to impersonal laws that govern its behavior versus the tree
understood “ as athing made and moved by the utterly faithful words of aninfinite person for hisown delight”
(144) would seem to leave little room for a scientific explanation (or at least not much appreciation for one).

4 Meek does not, however, bring out what truth still lies in the representational understanding of
knowledge that the old model exclusively emphasized.

5 The category of “bentness’ becomes interestingly problematic in reference to persons occupying
perspectives(e.g., religiousworld views) other than our own, whereby wearetempted to attribute the obstinacy
of their belief structurestotheir “ bentness.” Meanwhile, relativeto our lack of empathi c understanding of them
we may be no less “bent” than they are, if not more so.

5| say this partly from having come to realize that there often can be found much that is worthy of
profound appreciation in traditions other than my own — even things | can learn and appropriate without
compromise asa Christian —but partly also from coming to realize how thisvery passage of Scripture, among
others, can easily become a pretext for inhospitality, lack of charity, and an unreadiness for empathy toward
persons and practices that are ssimply unfamiliar and strange. On the other hand, | am not at all in favor of
mindless tolerance and relativism. What is key here is more sensitive discernment, not less.

"Maybewecould say thisabout theultimatereality inits“ manifest aspects’ (what Hindu’ scall saguna
Brahman) while ultimate readlity in its “unmanifest aspects’ (nirguna Brahman) transcendently exists
independently of our merely human apprehension and our capacity to represent it.

8 Thiswould make Scripture arepresentative or representational truth of Revelation, tobetaken at its
divinely authorized word. 1t would represent truth that is directly inaccessible, at least as far as this life is
concerned. Knowledge by acquaintance of such truth would not be possible, only knowledge by acquaintance
of its representation in Scripture.
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“Knowing as Unlocking the World”
A Review Essay on E. L. Meek’s Longing to Know:
The Philosophy of Knowledge for Ordinary People

David W. Rutledge

ABSTRACT Key Words: Polanyi, tragedy and knowledge, Enlightenment, evil, sin, integration, scripture,
knowledge and submission, CS L ewis, deductive reasoning, inclusive, exclusivism.

Thisreview essay begins by describing why one should read Esther Meek’ sLonging to Know: The Philosophy
of Knowledge for Ordinary People (Brazos Press, 2003), then raises questions about the absence of tragedy
in her view of knowledge; how ordinary knowl edge of things differs from knowledge of God; whether one can
“prove’ theMessianicnatureof Jesus; and whether Meek’ sinclusiveepistemol ogy can supportanexclusivistic
soteriology.

Esther Meek’ sLonging to Know isadelightful book for readers who appreciate authors with humor,
competence, chutzpah, and a solicitous concern for them — the reader. Meek has written a helpful guide for
thosewith doubts about the possibility of knowing thetruth —especially those Christianswith doubts about the
possibility of knowing God. Shehasalsowrittenthemost hel pful introductiontothecentral featuresof Michael
Polanyi’ swork since Richard Gelwick’ sThe Way of Discovery, published almost thirty yearsago.! SinceDale
Cannon has written a thorough description of Meek’ s book for this same occasion,? | will select afew issues
onwhich| think further comment isnecessary, without attempting an exhaustive analysisof her argument. Let
me begin with aconfession that | am afan, and tell you why you would profit from reading Longing to Know.

Why Y ou Should Read this Book

Meek’ sdesireto communicate engagingly to alay audienceisunusual in contemporary scholarship,
andwecanbegrateful for her success:®* Shebeginswhere sheintuitsher audienceis, inthemiddlie of aconfusing
mixture of assured feelings and nagging doubts about itsbeliefs, and M eek deftly recountshow our culture has
arrived at thisunfortunatejuncture. Theunderlying problem, sheavers, isour modern obsessionwith certainty:
for abelief to betrue, it must taketheform of astatement that can never be doubted, onethat isabsolutely clear
andexplicitinwhat it asserts(Ch. 3). Such an obsession hasrenderedit all butimpossibleto claimto know moral
convictions, aestheticjudgments, religiousbeliefs, historical assertions, or most of theeveryday claimsthat give
both structure and point to human lives. Believing that people have been misled down the path of absolute
certainty, she showshow an attentionto ordinary knowing will help peopleto know truth, to be confident in that
truth, and by knowingit totransformtheir thinkingandliving. Sheaimstoreassurepeopleintheactsof knowing
they already perform, every day, andto suggest by stagesthat such knowledgeisadoorway tothemost profound
philosophical and religioustruths. By organizing each of her twenty-five short chaptersin asimilar way, and
supplying topics at the end of each chapter for “ Further Thought and Discussion,” she makesit easy for those
not familiar with termslike “epistemology,” “infallibility,” or “post-modernism” to navigate the book.* The
Polanyian definition which unites her chaptersis a shrewd summary of hiscentral concepts: “Knowingisthe
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responsible human struggle to rely on clues to focus on a coherent pattern and submit to itsreality.” Taking
each part of thisrubric inturn, she unpacksits constituent parts and implications, repeating central terms and
phrases until the reader can finally say, “Oh, | seeit!”, and share Meek’ s confidence.

Esther Meek iswonderfully inventivein conveying her ideasin fresh waysthat arefar removed from
the sterility of academicjargon: “We're no longer wearing an epistemological straitjacket; we're wearing an
epistemological leotard” (55) — a metaphor a male scholar might never have imagined. Or, “Our coherent
pattern corresponds to the real as akey doesto adoor, not as a photograph does to its subject.” (141) Or, “I
personally have felt the lovely resolution of reuniting the ivory tower with the world of everyday human
experience, seeing the jewels of the one return to the streets of the other, where they belong” (185). Or,ina
typically provocative sentence: “Wecan profitably comparethe act of knowingto awedding ceremony” (177).
Faithful to her subtitle, she draws her exampl es from gardening, auto mechanics, throwing afrisbee, watching
moviesand listeningtomusic, studying Magic Eye 3-D pictures, breast-feeding, her husband’ sprostate cancer,
making bread, and many others, equally quotidian. And one never hasthe feeling that Meek istalking down
toyou, that this“ordinary” styleisacondescension. She showsthe awareness and patience of an experienced
teacher who has taken the time to actually notice what students are interested in, and how they learn best.
Longing to Know can be read as a kind of sampler of good teaching practice, and everyone interested in
education could benefit from reading its el oquent pages. | will use this book with students, and recommend it
to adult church classes, for whom it seems especially well suited.

Some I ssuesthat I nvite Further Reflection

Though | am afan of the book and urge you to read it, there are afew pagesthat did not feel entirely
right, where | found myself searching for other integrations of the clues Meek offered. By and large, these
guestions arose not with her straightforward explication of Polanyian concepts, which | thought she handled
well, but with conceptsat themarginsof her philosophical analysis, or passageshavingto dowiththeapplication
of these views on knowing to theology. While |l know my present audienceis not interested in focusing solely
on theological issues, some of them may lead us back to important observations about Meek’ s appropriation
of Polanyi. Let mebeginwithwhat she acknowledgesis often astumbling block to confident faithin God, the
problem of evil.

The Tragedy of Knowledge. In his well-known history of modern Christian thought, James
Livingston names optimismand a belief in progress two of the distinguishing marks of the eighteenth century
Enlightenment.®> The “light” of reason promised to shine on all of the old superstitions and ignorances of
humanity, leaving nothing but firm knowledge and happiness. Withthisnew knowledge humanity couldfinally
bani sh the scourgesof disease, prejudice, slavery, and cruelty, leading theworldto alight-filled future of order,
peace, and prosperity. Sincethecontemporary economicand political philosophiesof thewest hadtheir origins
in the Enlightenment, and since the seemingly limitless resources of the new American continent supplied all
the raw materials necessary to put these dreams into practice, it islittle wonder that modern western thought
has remained thoroughly optimistic, right up to recent years.

And yet, one of the minor chordsin the western symphony isareminder that when humans comeinto
knowledge, they lose their innocence, and often enter into tragedy, into suffering. In the Epic of Gilgamesh
(c.1700 bce), Enkidu gains wisdom and the “thoughts of aman” in his heart, and so loses his closeness with
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nature and the creatures who had been his companions.t A few centurieslater, in Genesis 2 and 3, man and
woman follow the advice of “the shrewdest of all thewild beaststhat the Lord God had made,” ate of thefruit,
and their eyes are opened, and they gain knowledge of good and evil.” But the gain in knowledge also brings
about their downfall, from companionship with God to exile and suffering. A few centurieslater, Sophocles
tells how the Chorus of Oedipus the King begs the king not to insist on knowing his past, not to learn who he
really is. But hedemandsto know, and brings judgment crashing down on hishead: “Oedipus, damnedinhis
birth, in his marriage damned,/ Damned in the blood he shed with hisown hand!”8 A few centuries later, the
apostle Paul contrasts*thewisdom of theworld” with*“thefolly of thecross,” declaring that “ God’ sfoolishness
iswiser than human wisdom” (I Cor. 1.25), as human wisdom |leads only to death. And many centurieslater,
the lesson islearned again as Dr. Faustus gives up his soul and eternal happiness for knowledge of the world,
in Goethe' sshadow-filled play. Andfinally, wemight notean occasion from July, 1945, on the desertsof New
Mexico, when humans exploded the first nuclear device and Robert Oppenheimer, the leader of that effort,
recalled at that moment the words of the Bhagavad-Gita: “We have become Death, the destroyer of worlds.”®

Onelesson that could be drawn from this minor theme that windsthrough western thought isthat any
talk of knowledgethat leavesthe”messiness’ of the human knower behind, that forgetsthe“foul rag-and-bone
shop of the heart” when it talks of knowledge, is not true to the deepest levels of our cultural experience.
Enlightenment canonsof reason el evated adi scarnateMind asthearbiter of knowledge, an objectiveRationality
from which all mistake, all error, had been eliminated. By following the scientific method carefully, it was
believed, one could achieve certain knowledge without any shadows, without any pain, anguish, or guilt.
Michael Polanyi showed how wrongheaded and confused the ideal of complete objectivity was, and how
impossibleit isto separate the knower from her knowledge. This understanding Meek capturesin Longing to
Know, and captureswell. | do not find, however, asense of thetragicin her view of knowledge, and | wonder
if here she hasn’t been too faithful to Polanyi, for we don't find it there, either! One of the fascinating things
about Polanyi, given his roots in central European Judaism and the way that Hitler's war against the Jews
affected hisfamily, isthat he sayslittle about how great knowledge does not guarantee morality, or evensimple
decency. | haveread hislettersin the Chicago archivesto relatives trying desperately to escape Germany, as
Michael tried to help them get the necessary papers and contacts to come to England. He certainly lived the
tragedy of the Holocaust in away that most of us cannot imagine. And yet, he was ascientist, and histhought
continued to focus on the possibilities of knowledge with minimal attention to its entanglement in moral
issues.® |f part of the horrors of modern forms of evil istraceable to an obsession with atechnical rationality
divorced from moral roots, must not epistemol ogy reflect on those roots?

In Longing to Know, the closest Meek comes to examining how knowledge might be related to evil
isin achapter called “Getting it Wrong” (ch. 20), and in her closing chapter, “Known by God” (ch. 25). The
primary word she usesto describe ‘ getting knowingwrong’ intheearlier chapter is“ mistake,” and shedoesn’t
raisetheissueto the general philosophical level of asking “Isknowledge alwaysagood thing?” When society
isfaced today with decisions about genetic engineering, about privacy inthedigital age, about devel oping new
biological and chemical weaponsto keep ahead of terrorists, it seemsimportant to meto ask this question, and
know how to work toward an answer. On p. 195, Meek hintsat some of theissues| have mentioned when she
states briefly that “our knowing is warped, especially when it comes to knowing God, because of human
rebellion against God.” And “another reason we make mistakes in any area of knowing is that our character
isbent” (164). | would like further reflection, however, on “mistake,” “error,” “sin,” “guilt,” and “tragedy” in
relationto“knowing.” Weneed to know more about how all our knowing—everyday, scientific, moral, artistic
—might be“warped.” A final example touching my concern is provided in a quote near the end of Longing:
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“Actualy, | think God is involved not just in our knowing him, but in our knowing anything at all — auto
mechanics, copperheads, golf swings, Spanish, and the Pythagorean theorem. \When knowing happensand the
world istruthfully engaged, God has been at work.” (196) If God isthe“lure’ that attracts us, that makes us
long to know, then how do wefit God into our knowledge of Ruwandan genocides, of terrorist beheadings, of
the Holocaust, of the United States dropping nuclear bombs on Japanese cities — the end of along train of
sophisticated knowing? It would seem that either we must discount these things as examples of knowing, or
concludethat ' God hasbeenatwork’ inthem. Meek saysweare* bent,” that sinhasmarredour initial innocence,
but according to scripture, that sin entered the human equation in an act of knowledge. | would like very much
to discusstheseissuesfurther with Dr. Meek, especially given her clear sensitivity to genuine questions about
faith and reason.

Auto Mechanics” On Steroids.” One of the most charming features of Longing to Know ishow the
author repeats, over and over liketherefraintoasong, ‘ Knowing God islikeknowing your auto mechanic’ (74,
61, 78, 45, 112, 123, etc.). We get to know her mechanic Jeff fairly well, and this competent, trustworthy,
likeable person servesasaconvenient stand-infor thebeliever’ sreligiousknowledge of agood and caring God.
Just here, however, the theological underpinnings of Meek’ s epistemology raise questions for me. If we use
personal knowing of the sort that M eek has described in her book asadescription of al actsof human knowing,
then she would seem to have established astrong argument for anatural theology, for ageneral revelation that
makes God accessible to the human mind, when that mind is properly understood and employed. If knowing
is‘theresponsiblestruggletorely oncluestofocusonacoherent pattern and submittoitsreality,” thenknowing
God does become just like knowing my auto mechanic —just on alarger scale. Sheincludesaqualifier now
and then: “...integrating to the pattern of the God of scripture takes [me]...far beyond knowing my auto
mechanic” (122), and “Y es, knowing God is a pattern-making that draws together every aspect of our lives.
Knowing an auto mechanicisapattern that encompassesarangeof far smaller proportions’ (74). Y et shenever
directly addressesthe question of just how thetwo differ. By andlarge, Meek’ sequivalency of thetwo patterns
of knowing is quitedirect, aswhen she continues the last sentence quoted: “But knowing God, when it comes
to embodying astrugglefor acoherent pattern, isno different in kind from knowing your auto mechanic” (74).
Thusit appears that the integration necessary to know God is simply much, much greater, involving far more
clues, than ordinary knowing, but structurally, the acts are identical: “It isimportant to see that the fact that
peoplerely on the Bible as an authoritative guide when it comes to knowing God in no way sets knowing God
apart from any other ordinary act of knowing” (105).

If | understand Seren Kierkegaard and Karl Barth correctly, this symmetry Meek posits between
ordinary knowings and knowing God is highly suspect for Christian theology. It is precisely the Otherness of
God, the hiddenness of God' s essential nature, the inscrutability of the divine, that they tried to recover from
scripture (Genesis22; Exodus 3, 19, 33; Isaiah 55). Thesetheologiansinsisted that revelationisan uncovering
by God, not adiscovery by human beings; God initiates, whilehumanswait.** If knowing God islike knowing
my auto mechanic simpliciter, thena‘leap of faith’ isunnecessary. Esther isresolutely opposed to separating
religious knowing off into a form of mysticism or intuition (pp. 41-42), and she is obviously aware of the
Barthian, very Protestant way of talking of God' sspecial revelation, so | hope shewill comment further on how
knowing Godisnot likeknowing your auto mechanic! Thisis, | believe, aprofoundissuefor any philosophical
theology, which iswhat Meek teachesin seminary —how far can human knowing take usin an effort to know
God? Sheimplies: all theway.

Clearly part of her answer will includetheroleof scripture, which shereferstointhe quote above, and
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which occupiesaprominent placein her epistemology. Thus| amin effect asking also for ahermeneuticsthat
will explainhow scripture (aswell astheliturgy of worship and theteachingsof the Church) canserveas*” clues’
to God, awaiting integration by the believer, if God must remain mysterious. (It is not enough, of course, to
invoketheincarnation here, for themystery of Christisnot lessthanthe mystery of God, despitehishumanform
—Trinitarianisminsistson this.) Given her emphasis on the compatibility of ordinary knowing with knowing
God, acuriosity of Meek’ streatment of scripturein Longing to Know isitsresolutely pre-critical, or a-critical
(orisit post-critical ?) stance. Shespeaks, for exampl e, of Johnthe Baptist hearing avoicefromheaven at Jesus
baptism, quoting L uketo supply thewordshehears. InLuke sgospel, however, itisJesuswho hearsthewords,
not John (167-168). Shereferstothestory of Jesustalking with disciplesontheroad to Emmaus, and comments:
“And think how it would have felt to realize that the one who had been expounding the Old Testament to you
wastheonewho hadwrittenit!” (111). Herescripturehasbecomeatext outside of history, withall of itsevents
occurring simultaneously, Jesus in the first century and also the author of the Torah. The Prologue of John's
gospd (‘theWord is God') becomesthe hermeneutic key for reading the accounts of Jesus’ life. Whilethisis
wholly orthodox Christian theology, it is unorthodox epistemology, sharpening the question of how knowing
this Jesus, who is simultaneously Lord of the universe and first-century Jewish rabbi, islike knowing her auto
mechanic, who remains resolutely just “ Jeff.”

A more fertile, and more Polanyian, approach to scripture would be to examine the degree to which
historical-critical scholarship in the mid-to-late nineteenth century reflects (unconscioudly, of course) the
epistemological paradigm of critical philosophy. To focus on historical criticism’s attempt to track the
‘historical Jesus' inan effort to overcomethe purely doctrinal reading of the gospel sthat wascommonin earlier
generations, would be revealing. This approach elevates critical reason, privileges the “ objective’ historical
fact above the affirmations of faith, and often makes the scientific perspective on reality definitive for
interpretation (asin Bultmann’ s demythologizing program). To uncover thiscovert Cartesianismin historical
criticismwould establish firmer groundsfor Meek’ spre-critical useof scripture. Though not abiblical scholar,
| believethat thework of Hans Frei, of literary criticsof the Bible, and of canonical criticslike Brevard Childs
all are attempting to get beyond the limitations that have become apparent in historical criticism.”>? Meek's
approach would seem perfectly suited for such atask, and it would relieve some of the uneasiness her basic
biblicism provokesin me.

To return to the question of this section: does reason move on the same level when knowing an auto
mechanic, and when knowing God? Both are persons, in some sense, but isn't the prevalence of symbol,
metaphor, and paradox in religion a sign of a necessary shift that must occur in our thinking? |s this shift
adequately captured by “integration”? On p. 110, she moves directly from her Magic Eye example of finally
seeing dolphinsonaformerly imagel ess page, to the mind-bending experiencetheearliest Christiansmust have
had in recognizing the identity of Jesus. “Can you put yourself in their sandals? It makes my spinetingle to
think of it! Wave after wave of understanding broke over them: It was Jesus! Jesuswasalive! Dead men do
rise again —if they're divine! Jesusisthe Son of God!” And she ends this chapter with: “It confirms that
knowing God fallsright in there with other bona fide specimens of knowing” (112). So iswhat happened to
the disciples structurally just like what happens when we see the Magic Eye dolphins—just “bigger”? | invite
Dr. Meek to say more about differences between Jeff and God, from an epistemological perspective.

On “Proving” Jesus. One of the elements of Meek’ srevisioning of epistemology most problematic
to her modern audience is undoubtedly the insistence that knowing involves submission, that “knowledge is
acknowledgement:” “the human knower’s exercise of profound responsibility involves him in submitting to
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the authoritative reality of the pattern he chose” (147). “It means submitting to being retaught” (146). We
moderns, especialy modern Americans, do not like to submit to anything, as the word immediately conjures
up images of oppressive authority, depriving us of our absolute and total freedom. Meek conveysthe eloquent
Polanyian sense of commitment and calling, which movesusbeyond objectivism’ savoidance of responsibility:
“Thetechnique of our redemptionisto lose ourselvesin the performance of an obligation which we accept, in
spite of its appearing on reflection impossible of achievement. We undertakethetask...becausewe hopeto be
visited by powers for which we cannot account in terms of our specifiable capabilities. Thishopeisaclueto
God...."® Because our knowing puts usin contact with reality, areality that will continueto surpriseusinits
future manifestations, the proper attitude of the knower is one of humility, of patient listening, of willingness
tobeled. Meek’ sfinal chapter meditateson how an act of coming toknow, “whenall issaid and done,” isreally
“an act of coming to be known” (192, italicsin original).

Despite my admiration for the way she expresses this, Meek surprised me by moving quickly from
“...to know God isto submit to him,” to an attempt to guarantee acknowledgement of Jesus’ identity asthe
Christ. Using afamiliar syllogism from C.S. Lewis s Mere Christianity, she repeatsthe claim that “whatever
Jesus was, he simply could not have been agreat moral teacher. For Jesus repeatedly claimed to be God. We
areleft with three possihilities: either heisaliar, or heisalunatic..., or heiswho he claimsto be — supreme
Lord” (150-151). What disturbs me about this passageis not the many hermeneutical problemswith thisway
of reading the New Testament text, nor theshallownessof Lewis argument, but thefact that it seemsvery much
an attempt to prove Jesus’ divinity, an argument for God that seems to me in strong tension with her earlier
insistence that Christian thought should avoid the modernist obsession with establishing truth on afoundation
of rational argument: “Certainty —that fat old carrot that’ s been tantalizing us for centuries—is a misguided
ideal” (34). Shesaysfurther that the old model of knowing” stressesdeductivereasoning, inwhich*youmove
from statements that are called premises to a statement called a conclusion. The conclusion of a deductive
argument follows necessarily from the premises. if the premises are true, the conclusion has to be true also”
(75). Thisold model, becauseit wastouted asthe only form of legitimate knowledge, has misled us, and Meek
is passionatein trying to escape the limits of thismodel to honor the mystery of God. Y et in her use of Lewis
argument about Jesus’ divinity —and perhaps also in her response to the theodicy problem with evidence from
morality (151) — Meek seems to me to fall back into the apologetic game of attempting to “prove’ God
rationally.** Perhaps it is simply difficult for any of us to avoid “nodding off” into critical rationality
occasionaly.

Inclusive Exclusivity? Finaly, | want to comment briefly on an issue that Dale Cannon deals with
more extensively in his paper, Meek’ s attitude to non-Christian ways of knowing God. Asindicated earlier,
| think Longing to Know articulates, in faithfulness to Michael Polanyi, an epistemology that makes sense of
knowing in religion, as in other areas of life. In this sense, her book is inclusive, showing how we can be
confident in all sorts of actsof knowing, from auto mechanicsto God. At the sametime, however, she accepts
theBibletelling her “ that this Jesusisthe only way to God, and that the only way to know Jesusisthrough God' s
tellingusabout himintheBible....What the Bibletellsme makes sense of my experiencethat Christianity alone
isdifferent fromall other futile effortsto reach God” (87). Inother words, her book isexclusivistic, in showing
that only Christian knowings are finally true and complete.

In some passages, M eek drawsavery close relationship between all knowing and God, such that one
concludesthat for her, Godisthefinal goal of knowing, the horizon that infusesall our knowing with meaning
and futuresignificance: “Youand | both, in our words and resoundingly in our action, make statements about
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God. All humansworship...something. [ellipsesintheoriginal] ...Infact, I'd like to suggest, worship isthe
epistemic act of making sense of thewhole of our lives’ (73). The structure of human knowing, which she has
carefully examined and (she implies) is universal in humanity, is not dependent on cultural contexts for its
essential truth, and gives her hope and confidence — it liberates her from the strait-jacket of modernist
philosophy. It asoleadsto arecognition of adivine horizon that isthe most comprehensiveintegration of the
cluesthat life givesus. And yet, she abandons this structure when she turnsto God, and uses scripture as her
basic authority instead. We do nat, at this point, understand the final stage of human knowing by examining
theembodied mindsof sense-makingindividual s, but by reading scriptureinastraightforward, pre-critical way.
What justifies this change?

Theresult of thisparticular scripturally-mediated epistemol ogy isreligiousexclusivism: “Jesusisthe
only way to God.” Thereisno effort to consider other ways of reading scripture—not just other contemporary
approaches, but other waysthat wefindinthehistory of the Christian Church. Theleft-wing of theReformation,
for example — the Anabaptists, Mennonites, and others — became convinced that the Bible was not the ‘ Word
of God,’ but the Christ who livesin the heartsof believersis“theWord of God.” Thisfrees scriptural passages
like “I am the way, the truth, and the life” from their narrow textual locus, so that the Christ who “desires
everyonetobesaved andto cometotheknowledgeof thetruth” (1 Tim. 2.4) isthe Christ who Christiansworship.
Thisallows, of course, for avery different attitude toward peoples of other faiths— all of whom, according to
thedoctrineof creation, arechildren of theoneGod. Thusl| think M eek owesreadersan account of how ageneral
description of knowledge ends by suddenly becoming a particularistic defense of one religion.

A final tribute. The questions | have raised should not obscure the very real delight | have had in
reading this book. | will continue to use it and recommend it because of the soundness of its exposition of a
Polanyian perspective on knowing; because of its almost perfect pedagogical pitch; and because of its
passionate commitment to a confident Christian faith. Thank you, Esther; we all should do sowell. Read her
book!
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to Polanyi’ swork, for though she depends on the features of his philosophy of personal knowledge throughout
the book, she only refersto hiswritingsin the first entry under “Notes.” A reader unacquainted with Polanyi
would find it difficult to follow up her discussionsin his work.

5 James C. Livingston, Modern Christian Thought, vol. 1. The Enlightenment and the Nineteenth
Century, 2" ed., (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1997), pp. 8-9.

5 The Epic of Gilgamesh, trans. N.K. Sandars, rev. ed. (NY: Penguin, 1972), pp. 64-65.

"Genesis2-3,in TANAKH: A New Translation of The Holy Scriptures According to the Traditional
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Hebrew Text (NY: Jewish Publication Society, 1985).

8 Sophocles, The Oedipus Cycle: An English Version, trans. by Dudley Fitts and Robert Fitzgerald
(NY: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1977),

p. 63.

9 From aPBS broadcast on Oppenheimer’ slife, on the explosion of the bomb: “Recalling the scene,
Oppenheimer said: “ A few peoplelaughed, afew people cried, most people were silent. There floated through
my mind aline from the “Bhagavad-Gita” in which Krishnaistrying to persuade the Prince that he should do
his duty: “I am become death: the destroyer of worlds.”” Quoted on http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/bomb/
peopl eevents/pandeAMEX 65.html

10 In Personal Knowledge (University of Chicago Press, 1958), Polanyi gives a subtle and telling
analysisof Marxism’ scombination of moral passionwith ‘ scientific objectivity,” butitisonly thiscombination
which concerns him (pp. 227-235). The problem of knowledge itself as apossible source of acertain kind of
tragedy, or corruption, is not seen. | have aclear memory of Bill Poteat, in a seminar on Polanyi, describing
Polanyi’s lack of asense of thetragic. Poteat saw this as an element of Enlightenment optimism in Polanyi,
due to his thoroughly scientific training.

11 A Catholictheol ogian, John Haught, al sowrites: “ Rational argumentsdiminishthemystery of God,
seeking to bring it under the control of the limited human mind.” God After Darwin: A Theology of Evolution
(Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2000), p. 34.

12 See Hans Frel, The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974),
Brevard S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadel phia: Fortress Press, 1979), and J.
A. Sanders, Torah and Canon (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1972).

13 Michael Polanyi, Personal Knowledge, p. 324.

14 Critics of revealed or innate morality — I’ m thinking here of sociobiologists, for example —would
reply that our “sense of outrage at things not the way they are supposed to be” (151) issimply theresult of our
having beenraised to think intermsof right and wrong. Cultural anthropologists—Jared Diamond, for example
—might also point to the fact that his New Guinean field work subjects do not feel moral outrage at the things
wedo. Thustheattempt to prove God on the basisof amoral senserunsinto the same problemsthat traditional
argumentsfor the existence of God do: the argumentsare constructed in asystem of rationality which will not
allow admittancetothevery featuresthat M eek wantsto emphasi ze (embodiment, rel ationality, unspecifiability,
etc.). See, for example, David Sloan Wilson, Darwin’'s Cathedral: Evolution, Religion, and the Nature of
Society (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002).
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Longing to Know and the Complexities of Knowing God

Esther L. Meek

ABSTRACT Key Words: Longing to Know, Polanyi, Scripture, the authority of Scripture, the modern higher
critical tradition, religious exclusivism, principled pluralism, knowing, epistemology.

Thisresponseto paperson my 2003 book, L ongingto Know, presented at the Polanyi Society’ sNovember 2004
meetings, addressestwo primary concernsabout the book’ sargument: first, that the book’ sar gument depends
on aninappropriately unquestioned commitment to the authority of Scripturethat falls short of the adjustment
required by modern higher critical biblical scholarship; and second, that the book’s argument implies a
religious exclusivism that overlooks the fact that the model of knowing it defends suits competing religious
positions equally well. | arguethat L TK’ s strategy is more sophisticated than has been represented, and that
the commitment to Scripture as an authoritative guide in knowing God, as over against the commitment to
modern higher critical scholarship, may be reasonably justified as a consistent elucidation of the Polanyian
model of knowing. | argue that, indeed, the Polanyian model of knowing may be applied to or by competing
religiousclaims, wheretheclaimthat wemust treat all such claimsashaving equal validity mustitself betreated
asareligiousclaim. In fact, Polanyi’ s argument about competing scientific claims makes more sense of how
we may (yea, must) maintain the rightness of our own position while acknowledging respectfully the
disagreements of others.

| am delighted to havethis opportunity to profit from the response of my Polanyi Society compatriots,
peoplewhom | classboth asfriends and authoritative guides, to my work in Longing to Know: The Philosophy
of Knowledgefor Ordinary People.! Dale Cannon from the beginning has seemed to understand my vision and
aid it with characteristic gracious resourcefulness. And | am happy now to invite David Rutledge and the rest
of you more deeply into the conversation. My hope is that together we may move our Polanyian approach
forward to farther ranges of application and value, and that our discussion at thisjuncture will be part of that.

While many helpful issues have been rai sed by Cannon and Rutledge, | have chosen to focus on what
| believe to be the respondents’ primary concerns regarding LTK. These are, first, the role that the author’s
implicit commitment to the authority of Scriptureplaysin LTK’smainargument, and second, theimplications
of the LTK argument for the author’ sreligious exclusivism. To this| append afew shorter comments. In light
of the professional orientation of this group, not to mention a proper sense of the limits of my own expertise,
| will attempt in my answers to keep close to a Polanyian and philosophical analysis.

Butfirst, | want totell you alittle of what hasdevel oped sincethebook’ spublication, inorder toinvite
your good counsel about next steps | might take.

ACall for Conviviality Regarding the Future of LTK

Cultural healing. Since the publication of LTK, | have grown in conviction concerning the value of
these proposals concerning how knowing works for aiding people in the Western tradition who are often
“blindered” by adefault misimpression concerning knowledge that keeps them from cashing in on their own
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human inclinations and best insights when it comes to knowing. | think this affects every domain of life that
involvesknowing—whichisof courseevery domain. After all, | reason, | got into philosophy becausel believed
that itsinfluence on all of usis pervasive. So it standsto reason that something like afaulty vision of knowing
would haveapervasiveand unfortunateeffect; andit standstoreason that peopleinall their avenuesof knowing/
living need epistemology therapy; and that therefore such an offered corrective holds the prospect for even
something so grand as cultural healing. | do not mean to be presumptuous. But |, with most of you, believewith
passion in the value of what Polanyi was doing.

What | havefound most delightful hasbeen the evolving challengeto try these proposal s out on every
skill group | can get my hands on. My belief is that if you—artist, counselor, teacher, engineer, business
person-will give me an hour to sketch my proposals and to tell me about your line of work, | can start to help
you do what you do better and with greater delight. Case in point: David Finnamore, arecording engineer in
Nashville, became enthralled with LTK, to the point of blogging hisproliferating LTK insights.? Hewritesthat
asaresult of LTK hedoeshisjob better, faster, and has morefun. Or another, aprofessor of psychiatry at Loma
Linda University, Dr. William Roth, wrote that LTK offered the best description of the psychotherapeutic act
that he has found in 35 years of reading psychological literature.* Or dermatological surgeon and artist Dr.
David Clark, currently on leave from University of Missouri Columbiato pursue hisinterest in painting, who
testifies that LTK explains better than anything else what he does when he teaches surgery, and helps him
connect it with hisart. Jere Moorman, on reading LTK, found that it revived his excitement for the prospect
of applying Polanyian insightsto the businessindustry; under his guidance| actually debuted a pilot business
seminar called Epistemol ogy for the Wor kplace, with 50 peoplein attendance. | haveyet to pursuethisexciting
avenue further, but | do have arequest to teach an Epistemology in Business course this summer. | have the
growing rudiments of aseries| am calling“LTK and...” which | hope | may profitably develop at somefuture
point. Any Polanyian knowsand delightsinthewideapplicability of the Polanyian model; what | hopeyou may
help mewithisfurther connectionsand applications, so that together we may extend thehealing cultural impact
of thisvision of knowing.

Next books. | also am interested in your guidance concerning next stages beyond LTK for me as an
author, and for this message. One thing that makes LTK such an odd book is the number of things | combine
init: exegesis of the Polanyian epistemic model, attempt to engage ordinary people in philosophy, and work
inwhatiscalled preevangelism.® | canimaginethat you likel sometimeswish that these could be broken apart.
If they were, what would be the next step, devel oping which aspect, how would it be packaged, and to target
what audience? | covet your guidance in answering these questions.

One such book would be asort of Polanyi-meets-the-road book. It would feature my lived explication
of the Polanyian model sansthe explicit and thematic application of themodel to the question of knowing God.
| wonder how to package such abook to makeit apowerful resourcefor philosophy and peopleinmany different
disciplines. | welcome your guidance in this.

One next step | havein mind | want to call Covenant Epistemology. In it | wish to make the case for
taking the interpersonal relationship, intrinsically covenant-shaped as it is, as paradigmatic for all knowing.
Thiswould betodevelopmy Chapter 22in LTK: “ The Ethicsof Knowing.” Obviously | meanittobecompatible
with the biblical theological claim that all that exists does so in covenant relationship with a persona and
interpersonal God, but again, | want to make the case that we will unleash our effectivenessin all instances of
knowing if wecraft each moreal ong thelinesof interpersonal relationship. | want to movetoward claiming that
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interpersonal knowing is actualy life giving and healing, in addition to being the way that we may more
responsibly approximate an accurate understanding of the known. If LTK shows that knowing God is like
knowing your auto mechanic, Covenant Epistemol ogy hopesto show that knowing your auto mechanicislike
knowing God.

| value your insight on these matters. | do sincerely want to further Polanyi’s popularity and the
interests and appeal of this Society along theway. My respondents concur in affirming what | do with Polanyi,
which makes me very happy. Now let’ s think together about where to go from here.

The Problem of Commitment to the Authority of Scripture

Cannon’s concern. Dale Cannon construes LTK' s primary purpose as showing “how it ispossible to
claim with reasoned confidence that one can know God” (p. 7). Inlight of this construal Cannon argues that
“the assumption of the authority of Scripture asthe principal reliable means of accessto knowledge of God is
the kingpin on which Meek’ s central argument for how we can know God hangs’ (p. 11). Cannon notes that
| devotepractically no attentionto therelative meritsof thisclaim, to the* serious counterarguments[that] have
been or might be made” (p. 8) in response to what he terms my “taken for granted assumptions” (p. 7), and to
“the enormous body of modern critical biblical scholarship that is widely presumed to have undermined
confidence in the divine authority of Scripture” (p. 11). He indicates that commitment to the authority of
Scriptureis“specially vulnerableto the critical challenge.” (p. 8). Thus, Cannon believes, the strength of the
LTK isonly that of itskingpin premise, which isaweakly supported premise. He al so hotesthat thisoversight
prevents persons who take modern critical biblical scholarship seriously from profiting from the book.

Cannon further suggeststhat LTK, though displaying “ apparent mastery of the self-absenting ironies
of the modern critical intellectual ethos’ [I do not feel confident that | know what he means by self-absenting
ironies], has perhaps not “really fully confronted and fully realized the disturbing and disconcerting impact of
the modern critiques of faith,” (pp. 9-10) and thus perhaps is not fully post-critical but rather is still “in
fundamental respectsstill pre-critical” (p. 10). If thisistrueof LTK, heargues, then LTK isnot trueto Polanyi’'s
own post-critical vision.

| feel it important to addresstwo things at the outset in response to assumptions| senselie behind my
respondents’ comments. First: the understanding of Scripture as God's authoritative self-revelation that |
wished to exemplify | took to be, not distinctively evangelical, but rather the historic position of the church.
Second: | alsotook Scriptureto haveafundamental underlying coherence. Thismeansthat someof theproblems
| sensethat my respondents’ have with LTK’ suse of Scripture are not problemswe share. | believe that one’s
stance on theintegrity of the biblical text is shaped by the philosophical commitments of the sort | alludetoin
this response, so perhaps what | do say here may help alittle with what | don't.

LTK’sagenda is more specific. To begin with, | believe Cannon’s construal of LTK's purpose fails
to represent the more sophi sticated and specific approach of thebook. Inlight of itsactual purpose, my implicit
commitment to Scripture as an authoritative guide, while it is indeed something that | mean to model and
recommend, does not play the kingpin rolein LTK’s primary argument that Cannon attributes to it.

LTK’stargeted audience. First, LTK explicitly targets people who are interested in believing what
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Scripture hasto say concerning God but who are prevented, as| was, by acertain set of epistemological issues
that | now can help resolve utilizing Polanyi’ sinsights. Thus| do address people most like me, and cherish the
perhaps fragile hope or thoughtless arrogance to believe that in “doing me” well, | can also help others. My
concerninthisbook fromtheoutsetisexplicitly not concernsregarding textual criticism, biblical hermeneutics,
the case for the veracity of Scripture, or even the merits of it as an authoritative divine self-revelation per se,
but only as these profit from aliberating Polanyian reconstrual of knowing.

| chose also to target a younger audience. | have many former students now serving on college and
university campuses, talking daily with 20-somethings. My former students report that the burning questions
are epistemological . But these take the form of: Whom can | trust? Will you be there for me? and How may |
liveauthentically?For theseyounger peopl e, someof thequestionsthat concerned my at their agedon’t concern
them. Into thiscategory, | ventureto suggest, fall sthe need to addressthe questions associated with the modern
critical tradition.®

LTK’s approach. Had the book been a professional philosophical paper, it would have properly
“fenced thethesis,” as| cal it: | would have named explicitly those perhaps even intimately related domains
and applicationswhich | taketofall outsidethiswork’ sthesis. Inlight of my effort both to write popularly and
also to offer a philosophically reputable work, | agreethat in another edition | would do well to offer this sort
of qualification, along with suggestions of possible lines of response and avenues for further study. But LTK
isoneaid inthejourney of coming to know; it naturally leadsto further questionsthat fall outside the domain
of the book, questionsthat readers will have thereby been awakened and liberated to pursue. People with live
guestions about the relative merits of the findings of modern higher criticism with respect to Scripture need to
move beyond LTK to study with the expertsin that field, both the onesin the modern higher critical tradition,
aswell asthework of “ anti-intellectual, close-minded” evangelical scholars.” Careful further work concerning
the veracity of Scripture will have to include aso the philosophically sophisticated work of numerous
evangelicalsin both biblical studiesand philosophy.

LTK’spurpose. LTK, then, isfirst of al concerned to remove a specific epistemological barrier that
unnecessarily prevents people from further considering Christianity. The barrier is a “default mode,” a
metaepi stemol ogy, among ordinary Westerners, that sees knowledge as “ statements and proofs’ from which
knowledge of God is excluded. This metaepistemology has divorced not only faith from reason, and science
fromfaith, but sciencefromart, mind from body, knowing from doing, knowing from both knower and known.
WeintheWesterntradition suffer anangst directly stemming fromthesedisconnects, and appropriately painful,,
aswell as prohibitive not just for considering Christianity but for effective knowing of every kind.

My purposethereforewasto addressthis epistemol ogical barrier withmy Polanyi-informed epistemic
proposals. For methisdoubled as a specific kind of preevangelism, rising to the challenge thrown down to the
ChristianchurchintheWest by thelatemissiol ogist L esslieNewbigin. Newbigin argued that peopleintheWest
were not able even to hear the message of the good news of Jesus Christ unlessfirst their ears were unstopped
through aradical epistemic preevangelism. Herein hisown work Newbigin appropriated Polanyi’ scritique of
doubt (with additional and explicit application to the hidden modernist assumptions underlying higher critical
biblical scholarship, by the way), Polanyi’ s epistemic proposals, and hisrealism.2 But the point isthat LTK's
goal is preevangelism, not evangelism: with the success of this epistemological and also minimal (in the
philosophical sense) effort, the deed in view is done. So the primary argument and mission in LTK is
preliminary, and it is philosophical.
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Thestructureof LTK’ sargument. In my primary argument for aPolanyian understanding of knowing
as superior to and dismissive of the prevailing Western default mode, | appeal repeatedly and by copious
examplesto everybody’ s epistemic experiencein every areaof life. My respondents seemto agreethat thishas
been effectively managed.

Tothisargument LTK appendsthepersi stent personal application of themodel to knowing Jeff theauto
mechanic and to knowing God. With regard to both, and in contrast to my elucidation of the model itself, the
author consistently speaksin the first-person. Thisis important to note. Concerning both Jeff and God, | am
offering a description of the relevant features of my own epistemic acts to make the simple point that they
conform to the LTK model of knowing. This | take to be profoundly consistent with my preliminary and
philosophical agenda. In applying the LTK model to knowing God, | illustrate its application in my life. |
describe theway | rely on Scripture as an authoritative guide in the act of coming to know God. | employ the
illustration of how | use Scripture as a guide as much to confirm the LTK model as to employs the model to
elucidate the lived experience of knowing God.

The role of examples of personal use of Scripture as an authoritative guide. Cannon generates alist
of quotesfrom LTK in description of my “taken-for-granted assumptions’ (p. 7). Virtualy every quote he has
lifted from a context in which each was deeply embedded both in a personal application and with thoughtful
intentionality compared to akey epistemic element of the LTK model. | believe Cannon would acknowledge
that in context each appeal to this Scriptural authoritative guideisas situated and embodied and for thisreason
epistemically legitimate and thoughtful as my trusting my car to Jeff. But the disembodied list can’t help but
suggest that the author exhibits an irresponsible devotion to this out-of-vogue authority. And it also suggests
aless philosophically sophisticated, and more carelessly managed argument for knowing God than | believe
isto befoundin LTK.

Someof my rational efor thisapproachto Scripturein LTK. But now, why do | employ thisfirst-person
description of my use of Scripture, as opposed to aformal defense? First of all, it is to make the case of the
similarity to my trust in my auto mechanic, or in any other ordinary acts of knowing in which we aways
encounter, at some level, implicit trust in some authoritative guide. On the one hand, people often feel that
relying on abook totell you about anintangible God is defective and suspect epistemol ogically, falling outside
the default ideal of knowledge as authority-free, adequately supported, empirically based statements. In this
respect | wanted to raise the perception of Scripture to the level of “ordinary.”

In another respect, | wanted to lower the perception of Scripturetothelevel of “ordinary.” | hopedto
address, inthe alignment of trusting Scripture as an authoritative guide with my reliance on testimony in other
cases, the sometimes extreme skepticism which assumes the Bible is speaking only “mythologically” or
“theologically” (i.e., nottruly or historically) until proven otherwise. Thisskeptical approach doesnot comport
with the vast span of ordinary acts of knowing. In most of our ordinary affairs, wetrust guidesimplicitly with
nowhere near the scrutiny and suspicion that many peoplefeel obligated to maintain uniquely and inequitably
regarding Scripture. To be sure, when one is considering embracing Christianity, the stakes are much higher,
therisksand rewards are out of thisworld. Scriptureitself indicatesthat the centrality of the human heart, bent
as it now is toward rebellion against God, inclines us to find ways to avoid submission to God. But my
epistemological point remains: knowing God is an instance of ordinary human knowing.
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Secondly, | did so to show how we do indeed employ and have to employ the matrix of authoritative
guides frominside the matrix.® However we may have responsibly or irresponsibly arrived at our reliance on
such authority, however risky may have been our decision to trust it, in order to utilize that authority we have
totrust ourselvestoit wholeheartedly. | think the modern era’ s philosophical suggestion that wearetrueto our
epistemic obligations if we rely on our claims only in measure proportional to the strength of our evidential
support for themis, from an ordinary life point of view, naive. How my husband could have followed thiswith
respect to his prostate surgery | have no idea. How do you have a 50% prostate cancer surgery? Lifeisfull of
situations in which you cannot hedge your bets.

Thirdly, within a coherent Scriptural vision, consistency requires making epistemological sense
of-and obeying even you can’t make epistemol ogical sense of-Scripture’ sclaim concerning itsown authority.
God and not I, Scriptureand not |, saysand hastheright to say that God setsthe standard, that Scripturetestifies
to and has the authority to testify to its own authority.

Fourthly, theselast assertions, viewed from the outside, can’t be expected to make the sensethat they
do only from the inside. Following Polanyi, | think we could helpfully delineate a focal and a subsidiary
approach to the authority or veracity of Scripture or any other authoritative guide. The whole point of the
Polanyian approach isto call attention to and entitle usto the subsidiary inside approach, and to show why the
focal onedoesn’t fit aptly with human experience, except in thetemporary mode of destructive analysis. | was
seeking to do justice to and model this Polanyian approach in LTK.

Fifth, the Polanyian understanding of knowing as the lived trajectory of wholehearted, risky,
unqualified confidence in God's promise actually opens the Bible-reader’s eyes to note things the Bible
indicates about knowing God, to which the prevailing epistemic model has blinded us. To give you just one
example: | finally feel | appreciate how thegift of eternal lifewith God isinany way proportionateto my belief.
I’mnot talking about my meriting eternal life; I’ mtalking about finally seeingwhy itisn't soludicrousthat “just
believing” is something God would want to honor. For the act of believing istherisky, responsible orientation
and integrative struggle of our whole lives toward the partialy hidden focus of Scripture’s God, the sketchy
pattern wethen submit to asatoken of reality. Fruitful resonancessuch asthis, when wejuxtaposethe Polanyian
model alongside the Scriptural text, confirm the Polanyian model.

LTK’s apparent blindness to the implications of modern biblical scholarship. This leads me to
consider Cannon’ sfurther commentsabout modern critical biblical scholarship being widely presumedto have
undermined confidenceinthedivineauthority of Scripture, and hisconcernthat LTK may after all bepre- rather
than post-critical. Cannon asks: “Has [LTK] really faced the problematic juggernaut of the modern critical
tradition?” He describes Polanyi’s post-critical initiative as “one that does not attempt to revert to a
reaffirmation of some pre-modern faith perspective, nor one that would circumvent the baptism of firethat is
the heart of the modern critical ‘tradition.’” Rather, a post-critical philosophy, as | understand what Polanyi
meant, is one that has passed through the searing critiques of modernity, continues to affirm what genuine
insightsthere are in those critiques (those of Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud among them) and yet reaffirms, with
a chastened faith, and draws upon the original wellsprings of one'sintellectual passions’ (p. 10).

Cannon and the critical tradition in biblical scholarship. | confess | am mystified by Cannon’s
reverencefor themodern critical tradition in biblical scholarship while at the sametime apparently applauding
Polanyi’s devastating critique of the modern critical tradition. In his very next paragraph, while raising a
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guestionabout my fixatingonwhat | call theideal of certainty (acaseof literary metonymy, | may say—nothing
more), Cannon says, “ According to Polanyi’ sown analysis, as| understand it, what makesthe modern critical
tradition critical isnot its quixotic pursuit of certainty but its adherence to an attitude of critical suspicion and
methodological doubt as the guarantor of respectable claimsto knowledge...an a priori biasto critically call
into question and force any candidate for belief to provide convincing impersonal justification that will defeat
and overcome the methodological bias of critical doubt.” He implies rightly that Polanyi saw the need to
challenge, and successfully challenged thehidden, controlling, constrictive presumptionsof themoderncritical
tradition. If so, how wastheauthor of LTK or anyoneel setoimaginethat thissuccessof Polanyi’ sdid not pertain
tothemoderncritical traditioninitsapplication to biblical studies? Theburden of proof lieswith showing why
biblical scholarship or, indeed, al things religious, should be excepted from the blessings of the Polanyian
critique.

IsLTK pre-critical ? Regarding the question of LTK being post- and pre-critical: Would we not agree
that the Polanyian effort “toward a post-critical epistemology” consists in this challenge of the fundamental
philosophical presumptionsin the context of which alonetheapparently devastating critical scholarly products
of the Enlightenment survive? If so, how is it appropriate to cast Polanyi own work as “emerging from the
searing critiques of modernity with a chastened faith”? Why “chastened” ? Why not rather “restored”? And if
restored, why do we have to see them as searing critiques which we pass through in order to be responsible
scholars?

As far as being pre- or post-critical, then: | have been suggesting, first, that Cannon must himself
choose whether he wants to be critical or Polanyian with respect to biblical scholarship. Second, | deny that
Polanyi’ spost-critical stancein general hasany of the chastened or seared about it with respect tothe prevailing
epistemol ogical paradigm. “ Chastened” and “ seared” are of course pictorial. Cannon’ suse of them leavesit to
me to express their concrete meaning. In the context of hiswork | believe they indicate having conceded the
legitimacy of theenlightenment rationalist assumptionsthat have exercised such astranglehold on our knowing
in every domain.X If so, Polanyi does the exact opposite of acting chastened.’* A postmodern position might
deservedly be called chastened, but not a postcritical onein the Polanyian sense. In fact, Polanyi seemsto fit
Cannon'’ s description of “reverting to a reaffirmation of some pre-modern faith perspective” in calling us to
Augustine's Credo ut intelligam, and is in this respect pre-critical himself. None of us Polanyians take his
approach as anything other than liberating restoration to ourselves and to the world.*?

Compar e the approach of reformed epi stemol ogy. Indeed we may note the affinities of the Polanyian
approachtothat if those philosophersof Dutch Reformed traditionwhowiththeir continual, “ Why supposethat
we must...?" questioned the unquestioned tenability of a modernist metaepistemology, and in so doing
inaugurated not only reformed epistemology and reaccredited religious belief with rationality, but freed the
entire epistemol ogical enterprise to fresh pursuits.®

On the assumption that reformed epistemol ogy has shown persuasively that you and | are within our
epistemicrightsand thusrational in believingin God, my colleague Robert Frazier argues, we may al so be seen
to berational in believing that such a God might reveal himself in word and deed, as humans do, and do soin
such away asto ensurethat his hearers understand him correctly, ashumans do aswell. In fact, when we ook
at what Scripturesaysabout itself and about itsstatusasGod' sself-revel ation, thisisjust what wefind described
and enjoined for our belief.** If thereisrational room for astraightforward coherent understanding of the text,
why should our stanceregarding it beguilty intheabsenceof rigorousproof, rather thaninnocent until proven guilty?
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While my professional training and expertise in regard to modern higher critical biblical scholarship
isindeed minimal, | do have agraphic recollection of avisit to Covenant Seminary of German biblical scholar
Eta Linnemann, whose early work as a Bultmannian critic, my colleagues reported, had contributed to critical
consensuswithrespectto Scripture.® Now inthislater period of her life, shewaslecturing inthe Statesto retract
her earlier claims. A small, rotund woman with the look of aHausfrau, she stood on astool in order to see over
the podium, and read her lecturein halting English. At one point, memorably, shetook her Bibleand put it over
her head, and her wrinkled face broke with thewidest of grins.® Even from within the complex hermeneutical
matrix one may, indeed one must, choose one anchor of normativity over another.

LTK and the Problem of Religious Pluralism

IsLTK inclusivist or exclusivist? | turn now to consider the second main criticism of LTK. Cannhon
guestionswhether my epistemic proposal sintheir applicationtoknowing God allow for thepossibility that they
might be comprehensively wrong or wrong in significant respects, the kind of error that can arise, as with
Polanyi’s Azande example, from self-reinforcing systems of belief (PK 294). Herightly notesthat LTK offers
littleinsight concerning how to approach dealing with “the thorny problem of religious pluralism, the problem
of the apparent conflict between competing religiousclaims’ (p. 15). What ismore, he believesthat someone
in another faith tradition such as Buddhism or Wicca could mount an exactly parallel argument for knowing
the god in their tradition (p. 16). Do not other faith traditions have as much of aclaim to know as | defend on
behalf of Christians? And how might | say yesto thiswithout this* necessarily entailing the contradiction that
Meek believes it must [I ‘m not sure of the referent of this contradiction--] 2(p. 17). And if | maintain an
exclusivist position, how may | do so without giving offense, and without undervaluing the tremendous
resources and insights to be had in other religions? (p. 17).

LTK describesall acts of knowing, including defective ones. Although | did not fedl it was germane
to LTK’ stargeted purpose and audience to discussreligious pluralismin depth, infact | do agreethat the LTK
model identifies features common to all acts of human knowing. | have persisted in talking about acts of
knowing rather than about knowledge precisely because every act of knowing seemsto get part of it right and
part of it wrong. If the act hasthe Polanyian features, | think it isappropriateto termit an act of knowing, even
if itispartially mistaken. (Thus, Nash’ sdelusionsin A Beautiful Mind count asdefectiveactsof knowing.) This
means that | take people engaged in other religions as thereby engaged in acts of knowing. | concur with
Polanyi’s statement, quoted by Cannon, that “the attribution of truth to any particular stable alternativeis a
fiduciary act which cannot be analyzed in non-commital terms...[T]here exists no principle of doubt the
operation of whichwill discover for uswhich of two systemsof implicit beliefsistrue—except inthe sensethat
wewill admit decisive evidence against the one we do not believe to betrue, and not against the other.” (p. 15;
PK, 294).

The fiduciary nature of principled pluralism. We must realize that in this discussion, however, we
speak of not two but three conflicting sorts of religious positions, stable alternativesthat cannot beanalyzedin
non-commital terms but which highlight the fiduciary nature of all attributions of truth, not just in religious
meatters. Thealternativesarethat Position A iscorrect and Position B ismistaken; that Position B iscorrect and
Position A is mistaken; the third is the position that the rectitude of one position over another is undecidable
and that therefore both A and B are equally valid.
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| would call thisthird position principled pluralism. | am not sure whether Cannon meansto espouse
it or not. | do not believe that principled pluralism is uniquely or substantively entailed by the Polanyian
approach. Although it carries about itself an air of neutrality and fairness, principled pluralism aso could be
systematically inerror, can betenaciously held, and whenit comesto attribution of truthisinfact not analyzable
in non-commital terms. But Polanyi’ s positive and repeated and post-critical (and pre-critical; also biblical)
claim isthat the holding of the truth of apositionisafiduciary act. He doesn’t say that it can’'t be decided. He
saysit can't be decided noncommittally.

Therisky responsibility of the epistemic act. One of Polanyi’ sforemost post-critical (and pre-critical;
alsobiblical) claimsisthe profound rolethat human responsibility andrisk play inall actsof knowing. Attempts
tohidefrom ourselvesthereality of our responsibility asafactor in our knowing arebothignobleand delusional.
Y et, Polanyi believes, moreoftenthan notintheWestern epistemol ogical traditionanideal of total “ objectivity”
and personal uninvolvement is something we have sought, perhaps in a continued effort to get ourselves as
knowers off this uncomfortable hook.

TheLTK model impliesthat both an Azande witch doctor, aBible-believer, and aprincipled religious
pluralist are engaged in acts of knowing. But having acknowledged thefiduciary nature of attributions of truth,
let us not now pretend to avoid the fiduciary act, and let us go about our faithful holding of truth claimswith
humility and respect. In Cannon’ slanguage, all of us have an equally legitimate claim to know, in the sense of
being personally responsible for these fundamentally fiduciary acts. But in the spirit of Polanyi, may we not
shrink from the “Here | stand: | cannot do otherwise” of the fiduciary act in religion even aswewould not in
scientific discovery.

In scientific discovery, Polanyi makes the case that people holding conflicting positions can be
expectedtodefendtheir positionsintheheat of intellectual , persuasive passion. Thisisjust adescription of what
happens, and what we may expect to happen, and for Polanyi points to the fundamentally fiduciary character
of scientific claims. | do not see him anywhere say that in the name of sympathy and tolerance a scientist must
surrender his/her passionate claim with universal intent unlessit is a position of principled pluralism. If this
would be out of court in science, why must we supposeit to be different in religion? Why indeed? The burden
of proof lieswith those who must account for this proposed inequity.

Scripture confirms de facto pluralism, not principled pluralism. | may thus describe the LTK model
as implying that people in al religious and philosophical and worldview positions are involved in acts of
knowing. What ismore, the Bibleindicatesthat this plurality of religionsisexactly what | may expect to find.
| learned from Calvin to see that humans are incurably religious and that one may expect to find an array of
mutually conflicting religious positions.t”

If, as Dale suggests, a person of another religion successfully applied the Polanyian model to his/her
own act of knowing®, would this not weaken my case for the value of its application to knowing the God of
the Bible? Would it require that |, to be consistent, adopt a principled pluralism with respect to other faith
commitments? | think not. But if not, why does the aura of impropriety linger above religious exclusivism?

APolanyian account of exclusivism' saura of impropriety.l believewe may account for it, onceagain,
utilizing Polanyi’ sdistinction between focal and subsidiary. We may embody acommitted position of any sort,
including religious, or we may climb outside of it and engage in focal scrutiny of it. But the animal looked at
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from the outside ain’t the same animal lived from the inside. There's a reason why the temporary status of
destructiveanalysisfeel suncomfortableand even contradictory. First, wearescrutinizing focally what ismeant
to belived from inside. Second, by inference from earlier paragraphs here, if we truly think that this outside
analysisisassumption-free, weare not being honest with ourselves. On the other hand, to embody subsidiarily
arisky commitment to the truth of one’s claim can feel uncomfortable, perhaps because we in the Western
tradition havefor solongattempted to deny therisky epistemicresponsibility that powersall our claimstoknow.

| embody thewordsof Scripturein my longing to know God. Scripture says JesusaloneisLord. From
the inside, how could | imagine calling a being God who was not Lord, who did not call the shots both
epistemically and salvifically? 1t would make no senseto deny to him such authority, especially when heclaims
it. 1 donot needtoappeal only toJesus’ claimsabout himself, or that of themembersof theearly Church. | smply
note the first of the Ten Commandments: No other gods.

Mission and witness. But also, fromtheinside, | believe | know God’ s heart. Scripture says also that
he chose me sovereignly and unconditionally, and that if he hadn’t, | would be lost. His exclusivity liberates
andtransformsme. Fromwithintherichmatrix of my fiduciary act, | may identify and participatein hismission.
Hismission is so much more than sympathy expressed in efforts to find common ground between conflicting
religious systems, but Christ-like, proactive, unconditional love, that might include answering, not the abstract
guestions spawned by anon-existent neutral ground, but thelive, authentic, and desperately heartfelt questions
towhich only alived and passionate response may be seento befitting.’ | am called to witness. “Mission” and
“witness’ are words that only make sense within and out of the lived trajectory of afiduciary act.

| firmly believethat it isfar more respectful to a person of another faith tradition to acknowledge that
he or she believes as he or she does because he or she thinksit istrue, and that he or she believes that what |
believe isfase. | have a problem with the disrespect of trying to tell someone that what they believeis only
privately true or as equally “valid” as my own position.

Diamond mining. | also learned from Calvin (and many others in the Calvinian tradition) that the
Lordship of Christ even in this broken between-time before all things are restored, meansthat | can expect to
find truth (inevitably tangled up with error) everywhere, because not one inch of the world falls outside his
domain.?’ Thisdoctrine of “common grace” fuels confidence and delight, not to mention respect and care, in
my work in comparative philosophy, asit wouldfor studiesin comparativereligion. Surrendering thisfiduciary
biblical commitment would make me worse at showing respect for people who differ from me, not better. It
requireshumility of me. Sodoestheradical contingency of my owninsight: accordingto Scripture—apart from
God’' s opening anyone' s eyes, human rebellious disobedience to him completely prevents us from knowing
him-something | hardly mentionin LTK.2

I'msorry. For all that, | concur that disrespect for persons of other traditions seems grievously to
accompany religious exclusivism. | also freely admit both my own failure to represent another’s position
accurately, as noted by Cannon, and my need to learn from him and others how to improve this. | also admit
the bent in my heart that prompts the evil intending of such amisrepresentation (which would be morethan a
principled pluralist might concede concerning religious exclusivism, oddly enough.) However, | believe all
mark-missing of this sort, apart from the telltale oddness of “outside” and “inside” stances, has nothing
inherently to do with religious exclusivism, and more to do with selfishness and bad manners, and with the
inability to distinguish between disagreement and disrespect.
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In summary then: to deny the equally fundamentally fiduciary nature of aprincipled pluralismisboth
mistaken and contrary to Polanyi’ sbest lights; to deny or withhold commitment because of the fundamentally
fiduciary natureof areligiousexclusivism such asisconsistent with thereading of the biblical text asacoherent
canonical whole is epistemically unwarranted, naive, and contrary to Polanyi’ s best lights. Better to bear the
reproach of a milieu in which such a commitment is unpopular and often ridiculed, than to believe it
philosophically reputable, religiously acceptable, or, inthe end, culturally healing, to attempt to do otherwise.

Fiduciary realism. But as afinal word: The author of LTK has come to be noted for elucidating and
championing Polanyi’srealism. It is possible so to focus on the fiduciary aspect of all epistemic acts that we
losesight of their realistintent. A Polanyianrealignment of our sights, | believe, shiftsthefiduciary tosubsidiary
status, where we experience it as the situated, embodied, lived, risky, passionate, trgjectory toward the focal,
partially hidden, partially disclosed, ever beckoning objectivereality. That wearenot infact deluding ourselves
in thisis confirmed by key indicators of our successful contact with reality: we experience a wide range of
indeterminate future manifestations (just had to get that in here somewhere!). If Polanyi’ srealist contribution
isto use such tantalizing phrases to describe the work of science, perhaps mine may be considered the none-
too-creative noting of the aptness of this description for the act of coming to know the objectively real God
described in Scripture.

The Tragedy of Knowing

David Rutledge asks meto elaborate concerning the tragedy of knowing and the rel ationship between
knowledgein evil. He arguesthat the Enlightenment was optimistic about knowledge, but that thereisaminor
chord recurring in human history: knowledge involves|osing innocence and leads to tragic consegquences. He
wonders, | believe, whether LTK does enough justiceto thistragedy. He al so thinks Polanyi doesn’t do enough
justiceto it either.

Tobeginwith, | think that knowing isagood thing. Itisour nature. It' swhat we were madeto do, and
wewere madeto findjoy in doingit. | do not apologizefor the exuberance of LTK. To suggest that knowledge
only comeswith loss of innocenceisto get the original story wrong: knowledge, the best knowledge, ishad in
innocence. Humanswere madeto know, and to know joyfully and healingly in theworld. The abuse should not
discredit the intended use.

Itistruethat | did not talk very muchin LTK about sin or about what theol ogianscall the noetic effects
of sin. This was a conscious choice in light of my intended audience. | think Polanyi’s model of knowing
beautifully accounts for the normative dimension of knowing which renders human knowing so vulnerableto
human rebellion.

Knowing for Polanyi isfundamentally aresponsible human act of commitment. | mean that knowing
isresponsibleintwoways. Theknower isalwaysresponsiblefor theact; heor shemay or may not alwaysbehave
responsibly intheact. Themoral dimension of knowingisever present—weare alwaysresponsiblefor theact.
Infact, | meanto say that without the moral dimension, the act would not be constituted assuch, for all knowing
involvesafiduciary act. Thusour responsibility or irresponsibility, our wisdom and foolishness, our expertise
and our ignorance, our rebelliousness or our submission, radically shape our knowing. It can make us better or
worse at knowing. Accordingly, our act of knowing will be better or worse for the object we intend to know.
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Wein the Western tradition have come to deceive oursel ves with respect to this moral foundation of
all knowing. We have separated knowing from its moral root, and exalted it to supremacy, unbesmirched (so
wethought) by associationwiththingsmoral. For along timewedid not seetheirony of themoralism of modern
philosophy’ s claim that knowledgeisand should beamoral. To the extent that we recogni ze our mistake now,
it seems to us that epistemic sins committed on such a moral amoral pretext were (and are) that much more
horrible for their irony. No matter how in denial we may be of the foundational role of the moral in knowing,
the foundational role of the moral in knowing remains operative.

The epistemic act as described by Michael Polanyi is viable precisely because it reincorporates
personhood and responsible moral choice as driving factorsin knowing.

In his discussion of knowledge and evil, | wonder whether Rutledge has confused evil knowing and
knowing evil. Itispossibleresponsibly to know evil things such as death campsand genocides. Such instances
of knowing would not themselves beintrinsically evil. On the other hand, if it wasirresponsibly motivated or
carried out, the act of knowing would indeed be defective. whether the claim in question concerned Mother
Theresa or Auschwitz.

Epistemologists, it would seem, are involved with responsibility in knowing at yet another level. To
build and promote an epistemic model that authentically represents the fundamental role of morality and
stewardship in knowing—that is our responsibility. May we be found faithful.

Mystical Experience and the Hiddenness of God

Cannon believesthat | denigrate mystical experience. | apologize for misleading anyone concerning
this. | do react to the word “mystical” to the extent that it smacks of an inappropriate epistemic bifurcation of
knowledge and other modes of apprehension. The problem is not the practice; the problem isthe bifurcation.
Having rejected the bifurcation, the testimony of mystics is something | read avidly, expecting and being
confirmed in my expectation that they sometimes have more aptly described the epistemic act than have those
caught in an alien rationalism. (I see thisin the work of Simone WEeil, to name just one). | then expect to find
similar featuresin even the most mundane and the most scientific effortsto know. Since Dal e has done much
to encourage my attention to such writers, | am anxious to clarify this point.

Routledge expresses concern that | do not do justice to God's mystery—this seems connected
somehow to what Dale thought about LTK and mystical experience. | feel that asaresult of my appropriation
of the Polanyian understanding of knowing and of reality, | am more attuned to God’ s mystery, not less. | want
tosay that thereisway moremystery about all ordinary actsof knowing than we havebeen acculturatedtothink.
| hardly know Jeff, my auto mechanic. Theintegrative vector of our epistemic acts, ironically, movesusfrom
unknowns to unknowns: It begins with clues that we can only partially name, to which we must relate in
inarticulably freshways; it movestoward afocusthat isyet undiscovered and oncediscoveredisonly partially
known, ever capabl eof surprising uswithindeterminatefuturemanifestations. Whenweknow God, welay hold
of the hem of hisgarment, and we can expect to bein for awild ride. Thereisplenty of room for mystery here,
precisely because heisreal.
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Soon after my uprooting and move to Western Pennsylvania afew months ago, | was asked to lead
devotions at the faculty retreat. My colleague suggested that | do it on knowing God. My immediate reaction
wasto think | don’t know God—despite having written abook about it. | was at astagein the transition where
| knew precious little—not my phone number, nor my dentist, my colleagues' names, or even which way was
north. | marveled at the interconnectedness of knowledge of God and knowledge of self with which Calvin
begins his Institutes. But | also realized that it is possible to trust someone, even to sense his presence, in an
enveloping fog that obscures much of his character in addition to his plans. We may know that God is good,
for exampl e, without knowing much of what that good looks like. My text was the description of Abrahamin
Hebrews 11. Abraham went out, not knowing where he was going, because he considered him faithful who had
promised.

The Safety of the Kitchen Table

My nurturing approach to philosophy is another aspect of my work in which Dale has personally
encouraged me. Itisquitetruethat at thisage| havegiven up all pretenseto be something other than what | am.
| havefound it hopelessto try, and much smarter to play to my strength. So, yes—I| am aphilosopher mom. But
| believewemust beal ert to and reject an inappropriate assumption that the nurturing saf ety of thekitchentable
implies either mindlessness or professional timidity or philosophical naivete. Both philosophically and
pedagogically, and in defense of my gender and home commitments, | object to that hidden alignment.

| am preparedto argueinthisveinthat wewill bebetter at all of our knowing for the subsidiary anchor
of “being at home,”—earthy, embodied, kitchen-table home—a concept of personal presenceinwhich, by the
way, | think peoplein Eastern religious traditions may be our guides. | have gained much from Dal€' s putting
meintouchwith Parker Palmer and otherswho arguefor areciprocity of persons, at once profoundly embodied
and profoundly epistemic, as essential to education and knowing. | live this out with as much intentionality as
| know how to becauseit is Polanyian, itishiblical, itisrehumanizing, it is effective, and it epistemologically
superior.

For that matter, how could you possibly argue that any twentysomeone? in these days of globalized
communication isor could be protected from either modernism or postmodernism, or diverse worldviews? If
my philosophical kitchen table offersaport in the storm, it ishardly in danger of being outmoded by a glutted
market.

But | am happy to report that, in connectionwith my work | seemore peopl e going out thekitchen door
into further philosophy and scholarly study and engagement of ideas than | do people coming in the door in
search of amindless saf e harbor—in fact, there’ snobody in thislatter category. Thereisnobody hiding under
my kitchen table. Recently | enjoyed areunionwith astudent whom | taught in 2000, now apastor in Charlotte.
He said: “You ruined my life! And I’'m so glad you did!"#

Endnotes

! Brazos, 2003. Hereafter LTK.
2ltkmore.bl ogspot.com.
3 Personal correspondence.
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4 Clark expressed thisin my presence to a couple other M.D.s.

5 Preevangelism referstoissuesthat need to be addressed with ahearer before the good news of Jesus
Christ can be communicated to that hearer. | talk about LTK as preevangelism alittle later in this piece.

8 Thus, with referenceto my later discussion of LTK’s pre- or post-critical positioning, LTK may be
more post-critical than pre-critical or critical.

7 Cannon suggests this prevailing perception without disputing it. (p. 14) However, | note that there
aremany evangelicalswho have moredegreesafter their namethan | do. Two hundred or so of them aremeeting
concurrently in the Institute of Biblical Research; this past week five or six hundred of them gathered in the
meetings of the Evangelical Theological Society and the Evangelical Philosophical Society. LTK, by theway,
| am told, will have been quoted from extensively by philosophy professor and widely published author J.P.
Moreland in one of ETS's plenary sessions. While he may be evangelical, and while | may not be fully
sympathetic with his apol ogetic approach, one can hardly call Moreland anti-intellectual. Perhapsitiswewho
need to reconsider the relative philosophical merits of an evangelical stance.

8 Proper Confidence: Faith, Doubt and Certainty in Christian Discipleship. Grand Rapids, MI: Wm.
B. Eerdmans, 1995.

9| have tried to flesh out our reliance on authoritative guides in “Learning to See: The Role of
Authoritative Guides in Knowing,” TAD (forthcoming).

10 Cannon a so references critiques such as Nietzsche' sand Freud’ s. On the one hand, these critiques
challenge the assumptions of modern critical scholarship as Polanyi’s does. On the other hand, Polanyi’'s
approach, | believe, offersahel pful and superior alternativeto these reductivist and self-undermining attempts.

1 Actualy, | believethat Polanyi himself set aprecedent for thisapparent inconsistency by exercising
it himself. | believe that when he himself turnsto religion he deserts his own insights; in the realm of religion,
he has less of the robust confidence of restoration and more of the seared chastening about him. But in this|
would maintain that this stems not from the system but from a failure to apply it consistently.

2 1n this respect, | would like to suggest that the more important term in Polanyi’ stitle is not post-
critical but rather personal.

131 haveinmindthework of NicholasWolterstorff and Alvin Plantinga, and their formative collection
of essays, Faith and Rationality: Reason and Belief in God. (Notre Dame, IN: University Press, 1983). It is
important to note, as Wolterstorff does, that Dutch Calvinism offered a“ postmodernism™ of itsown from long
before the Enlightenment hegemony. As Vern Poythress, theologian at Westminster Seminary says, we have
ahermeneutic of suspicion moreradical than any (personal correspondence). What ismore, it wascommitment
to Scripture that prompted scholarly superiority in epistemology. A biblically shaped viewpoint prompted the
insight into the fundamentally pretheoretical and religious commitments driving the enlightenment ideal—
Plantingaquotes Dutch theol ogian Herman Bavinck in devel oping hisresponse (p. 64f) [seea so Wolterstorff's
recent recounting of the story in “Reformed Epistemology,” in D.Z. Phillips and Timothy Tessin, eds.
Philosophy of Religioninthe 21st Century; Claremont Studiesin the Philosophy of Religion (Palgrave, 2001),
p. 48.].

14 Informal conversation.

% These were the comments of New Testament scholars Robert Y arbrough and Hans Bayer, who had
done their work in Germany.

16 Eta Linnemann, Historical Criticism Of The Bible: Methodology Or |deology? Robert
W. Yarbrough, trans. (1990).

17 John Calvin, Institutes of Christian Religion, Ford Lewis Battles, trans. (Library of Christian
Classics Ed.) Philadel phia: Westminster Press, 1960, Book I, Chap. 3.
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18 They may not actually be able to do this, for philosophical reasons. my epistemology may suit the
biblical worldview in such away asto prevent it being desirably transferred to another one.

¥V ern Poythress, Ph.D. Professor of Systematic Theology, Westminster Seminary, Philadelphia, in
personal communication.

2 | nstitutes, though the latter phrase is Abraham Kuyper's, possibly his Stone Lectures, 1900.

2 Why did | choose not to name the role of the Holy Spirit in the epistemic act? Because | think the
Spirit superintendstheremoval of epistemol ogical impedimentsor any other sort of impediment. Thekey thing
about the book would not be my mentioning him so much asoccasioning hiswork. Had | appealed tothecritical
role of the Holy Spirit in knowing, | would not have written the book. But this extreme in reasoning seems
counter to Scripture also. God uses even unwilling candidates to further his purposes.

2My target audience. Thetermisthetitle of abook written by one of my students, Doug Serven, who
now serves as a campus minister at Oklahoma University. (www.twentysomeone.org)

2| amgrateful tomy husband, Jim, for faithful counsel and editorial scrutiny of thispiece. Also, thank
you to John Frame, Hans Bayer, V ern Poythress, Byron Curtis, Dru Johnson, and Bob Frazier for lending time
and expert counsel in conversation with me on these matters.
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on Polanyi’ s thought. He may be contacted at <cannodw@wou.edu>.
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Polanyi Society M ember ship

Tradition and Discovery is distributed to members of the Polanyi Society. A password accessed
electronic (pdf) version of the current and many past issuesisavailable on the Polanyi Society web site (http:/
/www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/). This periodical supercedes a newsletter and earlier mini-journal
published (with some gaps) by the Polanyi Society since the mid seventies. The Polanyi Society has members
in thirteen different countries athough most live in North America and the United Kingdom. The Society
includes those formerly affiliated with the Polanyi group centered in the United Kingdom which published
Convivium: TheUnited KingdomReview of Post-critical Thought. Therearenormally threeissuesof TAD each
year.

Annua membershipinthe Polanyi Society is$25 ($10 for students). The membership cyclefollows
the academic year; subscriptions are due November 1 to Phil Mullins, Missouri Western State University, St.
Joseph, MO 64507 (fax: 816-271-5680, e-mail: mullins@missouriwestern.edu). Please make checkspayable
to the Polanyi Society. Dues can be paid by credit card by providing the card holder's name asit appears on
the card, the card number and expiration date. Changesof addressand inquiries should be sent to Phil Mullins.
New members should provide the following subscription information: complete mailing address, telephone
(work and home), e-mail address and/or fax number. Institutional members should identify a department to
contact for billing. The Polanyi Society attempts to maintain a data base identifying personsinterested in or
working with Polanyi's philosophical writing. New memberscan contribute to this effort by writing a short
description of their particular interests in Polanyi's work and any publications and /or theses/dissertations
related to Polanyi'sthought. Please provide complete bibliographic information. Those renewing membership
areinvited to include information on recent work.

WWW Polanyi Resources

ThePolanyi Society hasaWorld WideWeb siteat http://www.missouriwester n.edu/orgs/polanyi/. In
additiontoinfor mation about Polanyi Society member ship and mesetings, thesitecontainsthefollowing:
(1) thehistory of Polanyi Society publications,includingalisting of issuesby dateand volumewith atable
of contentsfor recent issues of Tradition and Discovery; (2) a comprehensivelisting of Tradition and
Discoveryauthors, reviewsandreviewer s, (3) digital ar chivescontainingmany past issuseof Traditionand
Discovery; (4)information onlocatingear ly publicationsnot inthear chive; (5) infor mation on Appraisal
and Polanyiana, twosister jour nalswith special inter estin Polanyi'sthought; (6) the” GuidetothePapers
of Michae Polanyi” which providesan orientationtoar chival material housedintheDepar tment of Special
Collectionsof theUniver sity of ChicagoLibrary; (7) photogr aphsof Polanyi; (8) fiveessaysby Polanyi.
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REVIEWS

Paul Avis, God and the Creative Imagination: Meta-
phor, Symbol and Myth in Religion and Theology.
Londonand New Y ork: Routledge, 1999. Pp. ix+197.
ISBN 0-415-21503-X. $34.95, paper.

During atime when the divide between left and
right, liberal and conservative, tolerant and dogmatic
ison theincrease, refreshing is abook that advances
theviamedia, or middleway, asamethodfor theol ogi-
cal reflection. Paul Avisrelieson avariety of sources
from philosophy of science, especialy the thought of
Michael Polanyi, the Romantic poets and thinkers,
anthropology, and literary theory to develop histhesis
that “the greatest truths can only be expressed in
imaginative form—through images (metaphor, sym-
bol and myth)” (8). In short, Avis draws an analogy
between the incarnational and sacramental character
of Christianity and personal knowledge. The material
world, held imaginatively, is a gateway to Christian
revelation.

Against the contemporary suspicion of figura-
tive and imagistic thinking, Avis recognizes that the
elements of mythinthe Bibleand Christian belief are
not only compatible but essential to a full-blooded,
orthodox faith. Without thebal ance of mythicrealism,
Christian theology straysinto the inadequate thought
of liberalism or conservatism. It isthrough myth that
the deepest human experiences are reflected, and that
the most personal is rendered universal.

Myths are informative but not definitive,
descriptivebut not veridical. Thisisacriti-
cally realist concept of myth; it entailsthat
in our experience of the world (expressed
partly in myths) we are in touch with real -
ity; but it acknowledgesthat as subjectswe
play apart in constructing  our percep-
tion of reality and that, therefore, percep-
tions have to be checked, the deliverances

of experience require to be scrutinized by
all available means, interpreted, evaluated
andcriticizedinthelight of all our relevant
knowledge (130).

The Spanish writer José Ortegay Gasset (1883-
1955) described faith asthe unquestioning acceptance
of something to which the conscious mind often can-
not assent. It isthrough imaginative apprehensions of
truth that faith is derived, but is it subjected to, even
challenged by, cognitive thought. Faith arises out of a
continual cycle of doubt and belief, where our most
cherished beliefs are shattered and refashioned over
and over again by the conscious mind, before being
onceagain put torest asfaith, but never for long. Faith
and itscousin, belief, result from a creative act of the
will, dwaysbeing put tothetest, eachtimerunningthe
risk of loss.

Another Spanish writer, Miguel de Unamuno
(1864-1936) wrote “la fé no es creer 1o que no vimos,
sino crear lo que no vemos’, faith is not believing
what we did not witness, but creating what we do not
see. Playingwiththeverbscreer (tobelieve) and crear
(to create), Unamuno succinctly summarizes the dy-
namic role the imagination plays in faith develop-
ment. In his book, Avis goes one step further, and |
believe, would adapt Unamuno’ swordsto state: faith
is believing what we witnessed, but does so by creat-
ing what we do not see out of thefodder of what wedo
see. TouseAvis, fact isinterpreted in the context of
meaning, indeed fact and interpretation are fused by
our symbolizing capacity andimaginativegrasp of the
truth.

...there is a vitd difference between a
literal statement and a true statement...
[Wehavelearned from] St. Augustinethat
God isapoet and from William Blake that
Godisanartist too. What doyou havetodo
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to get onthewavelength of apoet or artist?
Y ou attune your spirit to beauty, you listen
intently totheimagination, youreachout to
form, you turn towards the radiance of the
inspired word, you open your being to the
aesthetic vision (157).

Faith and revelation, according to Avis, result
from the creative interaction between imaginative
vision, true-life experience, and the disciplineof criti-
cal thought. But it istheimagination that isthe matrix
of faith, and unless we are alive to the symbolic
language of revelation (myth), wewill (and too often
do) misunderstand its language. Instead of adopting
an objective, rationalist approach to faith, or one that
discards critical thought for subjective, unscientific
ideals, Avis cals usto walk athird and wholly fidu-
ciary path, themiddleway: mundane, worldly, created
realities are the vehicles and means of the divine
presence and purpose when apprehended through the
imagination.

Christian truth is both immanent in the
world and transcendent of theworld... The
world is bound to God in ontological de-
pendence, yet preserved at an epistemic
distance that gives scope for human free-
dom, created contingency, and divine in-
volvement in revelation and redemption

9).

Barbara Baumgarten
bdbaum@centurytel .net

Philip Clayton, Mind & Emergence: From Quantum
toConsciousness. New Y ork: Oxford University Press,
2004. Pp. viii +236. IBSN: 0-19-927252-2. $65, £35
hardcover.

| must admit my heart sank when | read the
title. Not another book on how Quantum Mechanics
can explainthemystery of consciousness! Thesecond

half of the title however is misleading. It is in fact
46

superfluous. Clayton has written a book, or more
accurately an extended essay infivechapters, onmind
and emergence. To be more specific, heisadvocating
an ontology that endorses the reality of minds. His
proseislucid and convincing. But then again | agree
withthe position that heis seeking to defend. Clayton
assertsthatitiswidely believedthat thereareonly two
ways of comprehending mental events. physicalism,
which assertsthat all mental propertiescan bereduced
to physical properties, and dualism, inwhichamindis
anon-physical entity. Clayton assertsthat emergence
undermines this dichotomy. It undermines both the
sufficiency of physicsand the attempt to cut mind off
from nature. Within an emergence account, reality is
made up of the same sort of stuff, but it has various
distinct levels, structured by part-whole relations,
each level of which generatesnew properties. Clayton
admitsthisisnot anew idea. The claim that reality is
hierarchical is as old as Western philosophy, but for
most of the last hundred years reductive physicalism
has become the dominant account, and advocates of
emergence have largely been ignored. In areductive
physicalist account we may believe that our thoughts
haveacausal impactintheworld, butinreality all the
real causality takes place at the physical level —i.e,,
all causation is ‘upward’. This undermines human

agency.

In the account that Clayton seeks to defend,
mental properties are dependent on physical proper-
ties, but our thoughts can exert a‘ downward’ causa-
tion upon theworld. How can such atheory be said to
bein accordancewiththefindingsof modern science?
Itispointed out that scientistshaveincreasingly realised
that in the devel opment of complex physical systems,
phenomena emerge that cannot be derived from laws
of physics. Living organisms are systems that create
and maintain order via energy inputs from their envi-
ronment. Eventually living systemsemergedthat were
capable of acting in accordance with conscious pur-
poses. A strong supervenience theory of mindisade
facto epiphenomenal account in which mind has no
effect in the world. In a strong emergence account
persons are intentional and teleological — i.e., the
universegeneratesconsciousheingsthat possessmental



attributes, which can become motivated by rational
and mora considerations. Classical philosophers
speculated whether there could also be, beyond the
level of mind, alevel of spirit. When kings ruled the
Earth, God was conceived asthe King of Kings. Inan
age of deterministic physics, God was known as the
Divine Watchmaker. Clayton suggests that our age
tendsto conceive God asahigher level principle. But
if God does not exert any influence until organisms
manifest mental causality, thisisinconsistent with the
assumption that it was God who created the universe
within which that causality emerged.

These are big questions, and while this book
isonetheclearest discussionsof these questionsinthe
current literature, you cannot help feeling that their
significanceis left somewhat in the air. Personally, |
found this book both exciting and disappointing. It is
exciting because | believe his central claimiscorrect.
It is disappointing because heis unlikely to persuade
anybody who does not already share hisassumptions.
| feel that thiscould have been abrilliant book, indeed
aclassic, butitismerely very good. It would havebeen
better if it would have been either shorter, for example
three extended lectures, or much longer, supplying
much more detailed accounts of both the intellectual
background and contemporary work in science. Hav-
ing said that, if you areinterested in what Polanyi has
tosay about emergence, itisamust read. Likesomuch
of Polanyi, hisscandalousclaimthat reality islayered
and emergent verges on orthodoxy in many circles
these days, and Clayton acknowledges the contribu-
tion that Polanyi makes to this debate. | am going to
put Mind & Emergence on my favourite books shelf,
but more because it supplies uswith an elegant intro-
duction to a contemporary hot button issue — when,
you may ask, were the questions it addresses not hot
buttonissues! —than becauseit launchesadevastating
attack upon enemy territory. Clayton leavestoo many
questions unanswered and addresses too few of the
objections. It serveshowever asasignpost showing us
away out of the bleak landscape of reductionism. The
philosophical importance of such signposts cannot be
underestimated.

C. P. Goodman
cpgoodman@lineone.net
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