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Preface

Thisis aspecial issue of TAD put together by guest editor Dale
Cannon. Several years ago, Dale noticed the work of Blythe Clinchy and
he began to talk about organizing an annual meeting session that brought
Clinchy to the Polanyi Society and focused on the convergence of theideas
developed by Clinchy (and her colleagues) and Michadl Polanyi. In
November 2007, one session of the annual meeting was devoted to this
topic. We posted a couple of interesting Clinchy essays and asked three
membersof the Polanyi Society torespondtotheseandtherewasavigorous
discussion in the session. This issue grew out of this annual meeting
session, although the material here has changed somewhat from what was
originaly part of the session. Blythe Clinchy’s three pieces as well as
Dal€’ sintroduction and the response by Dale, Esther Meek and Zhenhua
Y u fit together like hand and glove. This material should not only be
interesting to Polanyi Society membersbut to anyonewho hasfollowed the
kind of work that Clinchy and her colleagues have been doing.

Thisissueof TAD includesthecall for papersfor both the June 13-
15, 2008 conference at Loyola University, Chicago, celebrating the fiftieth
year of publication of Personal Knowledge (p. 5) and the June 26-28, 2008
Budapest Polanyi conference (pp. 7-8). Note (p. 6) that the Polanyi Society
is again plugging its 2007-2008 membership drive because we need to
raise some funds for the June 2008 Loyola conference. We will be following
up to remind those tardy in paying dues and we again encourage you to
make a generous tax deductible (for US citizens) contribution along with
your 2007-2008 membership dues. The Polanyi Society is an incredibly
efficient low-budget scholarly society and we must make a special appeal
if we are to remain solvent when sponsoring a major conference like that
upcoming in June 2008. Thanks to those who have already paid dues and
made a contribution. Also you will find in this issue the program for the
Polanyi Society annual meeting to be held in San Diego on November 16
and 17, 2007( p. 4) as well as other notes of interest.

Phil Mullins

Tradition and Discovery 1s indexed selectively in The  Philosopher’s
Index and  Religious and Theological Abstracts and is included in the
EBSCO online database of academic and research journals.
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NEWS AND NOTES

Polanyi Society Travel Funds Available

For students and others requiring assistance
to attend the Society’ s annual meetingin San Diego
on November 16 and 17, 2007, limited funding is
available. Sometravel fundswill also beavailablefor
the June 13-15, 2008 Polanyi Society conference at
Loyola University, Chicago. Society members are
urged to call the availability of this assistance to the
attention of those whom they consider worthy candi-
dates. Those interested in applying for this funding,
aswell asthose able to assist in making this funding
available, should contact Walter Mead
(wbmead@insightbb.com) and see the information
on the Polanyi Society web site (http://
www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/).

Additional Meeting of Polanyi
Society on Nov. 15in LaJolla

On Thursday, November 15, between 6 p.m.
and 9 p.m., the San Diego Polanyi Study Group will
host an additional meeting of the Polanyi Society in
LaJolla, Caiforniaat 1150 Torrey Pines Road in the
main conference room. This meeting is in conjunc-
tion with the AAR conference and the annual meet-
ing of the Polanyi Society, which will be meeting in
San Diego on November 16 and 17; all Polanyi
Society members and guests are cordially invited.

Presentationswill be given by Polanyi Soci-
ety Board member Esther Meek (* Covenant Episte-
mology: Blending the Insights of Michael Polanyi,
John MacMurray and Others’), organizational con-
sultant Will Stillwell (reflectingon Michael Polanyi’s
heuristic error as heled investigationsin polymeriza-
tion chemistry in the mid-1940s) and nursing man-

ager Barbara Bonnice with members of the staff of
Sharp Hospita (reflecting on personal knowledge
and the doctor-patient relationship).

La Jolla is 30 minutes from the downtown
convention center: take route 5 north to La Jolla
Village Drive—west to Torrey Pines Road—south to
the dead end on Girard Street—west to Silverado,
north to 1150 Silverado Street. Express bus#30 and
non-express#34 will get you to Silverado and Girard.
JereMoorman will havehiscell phoneonand hecan
givetraveler' said (707-363-3394), and can takeup to
four people back to hotels after the meeting. He is
confident that he can arrange rides for others also.
Jere is willing to make airport pickups for anyone

arriving at 4 p.m. or earlier. Wine and snackswill be
provided.

Electronic Discussion List

The Polanyi Society supports an electronic dis-
cussion group that explores implications of the thought
of Michael Polanyi. Anyone interested can join. To
join yourself, go to the following address: http://
groups.yahoo.com/group/polanyi_list/join. If youhave
difficulty, send an e-mail to Doug Masini
(masini@etsu.edu) and someone will see that you are

added to the list.



2007 Polanyi Society Annual Meeting Program

Thisyear’ sannual meeting will bein San Diego, CA on November 16 and 17, 2007. Paperswill be
available for downloading on the Polanyi Society web page (http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi)
by late October.The Polanyi Society annual meeting will again thisyear will bean “ Additional Meeting” held
in conjunction with the annual meetings of the AAR and SBL.. For information, go to the AAR/SBL web site:
http://www.aarweb.org/annual meet/default.asp. It is not necessary to register for the AAR/SBL meetingsin
order to attend the Polanyi Society annual meeting.

Friday, November 16, 2007--4:00 pm - 6:00 p.m.
Jere Moorman, Presiding

4:00 William Coulson, Center for Studies of the Person, San Diego
“On Having Misread Polanyi’s Theory of Personal Knowledge”
Respondents:

Dale Cannon, Western Oregon University
Philip Rolnick, St Thomas University

5:15 William Kelleher, La Canada, CA
“Personal Knowledge as Pure Self-Reflection”
Respondents:

Phil Mullins, Western Missouri State University
Diane Y eager, Georgetown University

Saturday, November 17, 2007 9:00 am —11:30 a.m.
Joint Session with North American Paul Tillich Society

9:00 Walter Gulick, MSU-Billings, Presiding
Theme: How Tillich’s Recently Retrieved Paper, “ Participation and Knowledge: Problems of an Ontology
of Cognition,” Engages Polanyi’s Thought

Co-Presenters:
Durwood Foster, Pacific School of Religion
Richard Gelwick, Bangor Theological Seminary

Respondents:
Donald Musser, Stetson University
Robert Russell, Center for Theology and the Natural Sciences, GTU, Berkeley

11:15 Business Mesting:
Walter Mead, Illinois State University, Presiding



“Personal Knowledge at Fifty”
Call for Papers

June 13-15, 2008 the Polanyi Society is sponsoring a conference at Loyola University, Chicago on the
theme “Personal Knowledge At Fifty.”  Personal Knowledge was published in May, 1958 and this conference
will celebrate this event as well as provide an opportunity to reappraise Michael Polanyi’s magnum gpus and
its philosophical agenda in terms of developments in philosophy, science and the globalization of culture.

The conference will be organized like the 1991 and 2001 Polanyi Society conferences at Kent State
University and Loyola University, Chicago. There will be several plenary speakers as well as parallel sessions
in which conference participants present and discuss papers with others interested in the session’s particular
topic. Invitations for plenary speakers are presently pending. This will be a conference that builds in many
opportunities for discussion as well as a trip for those interested to the archival Polanyi Papers at the Regenstein
Library of the Univeristy of Chicago.

Proposals are invited for papers that discuss the themes or impact of Personal Knowledge and the
importance of Polanyi’s philosophical ideas in the contemporary world. Below are a few suggested general
categories within which papers might be grouped; these are intended merely to stimulate reflection. The final
program will organize sessions in terms of rubrics fashioned in light of proposals submitted.

Personal Knowledge, Postcritical Philosophy and Postmodernism

Personal Knowledge As Fiduciary Philosophy and the the History of Philosophy
Personal Knowledge And William Poteat, Marjorie Grene, Wittgenstein, Phenomenology, etc.
Personal Knowledge and Contemporary Discussions of Emergence

Personal Knowledge On Religion

Personal Knowledge And Contemporary Philosophy of Science

Personal Knowledge And Political Philosophy

Personal Knowledge, Moral Inversion and Polanyi’s Criticism of Culture
Personal Knowledge and Polanyi’s Reformulations in Later Writing

Personal Knowledge: Shortcomings

Proposals for panel presentations on topics atre invited.

Proposals will be blindly reviewed by a panel of jurors and should be no longer than 250 words. On the
first page of the proposal, give your proposed paper title (or panel title), your name and your e-mail address.
On the second page, repeat the title and provide an abstract. Mail proposals as e-mail attachments to Phil
Mullins  (mullins@missoutiwestern.edu). Proposals will be reviewed in two or three batches. The initial
deadline is Oct. 15, 2007 with projected response before December 1, 2007. Please forward proposals early
in order to facilitate conference planning.



MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL/FUND DRIVE

On the previous page, thereisacall for papersfor the international Polanyi conference, set for June
10-13, 2008 at LoyolaUniversity, Chicago, which cel ebrates the publication of Personal Knowledge. Likethe
2001 conference also at Loyola, thisevent is sponsored exclusively by the Polanyi Society. That is, the 2008
conferenceis not like the annual meeting held in conjunction with alarger professional society that considers
the Society an affiliate and gives us space at apreferred rate. Nor isthe upcoming Loyolaconferencelike the
1991 conference at Kent State University that was generously subsidized by that university. Unfortunately, it
isnecessary for the Polanyi Society to cover all of the expenses of organizing the 2008 L oyola conference; we
must al so remain sol vent enough to cover other annual operating expenses associ ated with the annual meeting
and the publication of TAD. The Organizing Committee for the 2008 Loyola conference is investigating
strategiesmodestly toimprovethefinancesof the Society. Wewel comeany suggestionsabout possiblefunding
sourcesfor the Loyolaconference. One necessary funding option--getting Society membersto reach into their
pockets to pay annual dues and make contributions--is outlined below.

Membership dues for the Polanyi Society are still only an unbelievable $25/academic year. Thefirst
issue of anew TAD volume normally includes a flyer asking for dues payment. In the 2007-2008 academic
year the Society will be more diligent about dues collection and we will remind you about the opportunity to
support the Loyola conference. Y ou may get afirst and second payment notice reminding you that it istime
torenew your membership. Y ouareinvited now to combineyour dues payment with acontribution. If you have
not paid your 2006-2007 dues, you may combine that with your 2007-2008 dues and contribution. In order
to encourage you to “think generously,” please review the chart below that sets forth some “rungs’ on the
contribution ladder. We hope you will reach as high asit is possible for you conveniently to stretch. Unlike
the Public Broadcasting System and National Public Radio drivesin the US, we do not have Polanyi Society
coffee mugs, book bags and other memorabiliato distribute to those who are generous. But for those who do
stretch (at least $50), we can provide a copy of any of the following if you identify your preferences: (1) a
remaindered copy of Andy Sanders’ 1988 book, Michael Polanyi’ sPost-Critical Epistemology: A Reconstruc-
tion of Some Aspects of “ Tacit Knowing” (offered in 2001 but there are about 20 copies|eft); (2) paper copies
of any available old issues of TAD that you want (all those since 1991 are on the web site but the paper copies
have not yet been discarded); (3) an audio CD of Polanyi’s 1962 McEnerney L ectures (now also availablefor
downloading from the web site).

Donation Range Designation Acknowledgment
$20-50 Associate 1 year member ship
$51-$100 Friend 1 year member ship
$101-$500 Benefactor 1 year member ship
$500 Patron 3 year member ship

All donors will be acknowledged in the program of the 2008 Loyola Conference. The Polanyi Society isa
501C3 tax deductible non profit organization; the Society sends (to those who pay US incometax) charitable
donation lettersfor donationsabove $25. Duesand donations can be sent by post, fax or e-mail to Phil Mullins.
Credit cardsdonations arewelcome. Pleaserecall that asimilar noticewasincluded in the July 2007 issue
of TAD. If you have already paid 2007-2008 dues, you do not need to do so again.
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Call forPapers

Reconsidering Polanyi - 2008, June 26-28, Budapest

In such men the traditional forms for holding moral ideals had been shattered and their
moral passions diverted into the only channels which a strictly mechanistic conception of
man and society left open to them. We may describe this as a process of moral inversion. The
morally inverted person has not merely performed a philosophic substitution of material

purposes for moral aims; he is acting with the whole force of his homeless moral passions

within a purely materialistic framework of purposes.

. a free society is one accepting the service of truth and justice, and ... totalitarianism is
the outcome (by inversion) of a skepticism denying intrinsic force to the ideas of truth and

justice...

Michael Polanyi

Polanyi, the philosopher, is mostly known as a theorist of knowledge. His philosophy proceeds from the
analysis of knowing to address many important topics including ontology, social theory, theory of the person
and the practical dimensions of science. His theory of knowledge rests on ethical, social and existential pillars

beside his Gestalt-based theory of cognition.

On the 50" anniversary of the publication of his masterpiece, Personal Knowledge, the aim of the conference
is the reappraisal of this perplexingly rich, highly original and refreshingly unconventional philosophy in the
light of the current intellectual milieu as well as from historical perspectives.

The conference is open to contextual, historical, and analytical approaches including — but not limited to — the

following list of topics:

- Personal knowledge in light of social and historical epistemology
- Tacit knowledge and the new results of cognitive psychology

- Reappraising Polanyi’s The Logic of Liberty

- The cognitive functions of emotions

- Polanyi on the production and management of knowledge

- The postcritical and postmodern perspectives

- Embodiment and tacit knowing

- Polanyi and the concept of emergence

- Polanyi and understanding technology

Confirmed Speakers:

Richard Allen, Chairman and Editor of Appraisal, Nottingham
Bob Brownhill, (formerly:) University of Surrey, UK

Dale Cannon, Western Oregon University, Monmouth

Marta Fehér, University of Technology and Economics, Budapest
Walter Gulick, Montana State University, Billings



Chris Goodman, President of _Appraisal

Karl Hall, Central European University, Budapest

Stefania Jha, Boston University, Boston

Tihamér Margitay, University of Technology and Economics, Budapest

Phil Mullins, Missouri Western State University, General Editor of Tradition & Discovery
Hans-Joerg Rheinberger, Max Planck Institute for the History of Science, Betlin

Otto Sibum, Max Planck Institute for the History of Science, Betlin

Yu Zhenhua, East China Normal University, Shanghai

Conference committee:

Tihamér Margitay (BUTE), chair, Department of Philosophy and History of Science
Marta Fehér, (BUTE) vice-president of the MPLPA, Editor of Polanyiana

Richard Allen, Chairman and Editor of Appraisal

Phil Mullins, Missouri Western State University, General Editor of Tradition & Discovery

Eiva Gibor, (BUTE) President of the Michael Polanyi Liberal Philosophical Association
Benedek Lang, (BUTE), Department of Philosophy and History of Science

Practical details:

- Conference language: English

- Registration fee: 30 EUR

- Deadline for abstract submission: Oct. 15, 2007 via the following link: http://www.polanyi.bme.hu

The number of the participants is limited. Applicants will be informed about the outcome of their applica-
tions no later than the 30™ October, 2007.

- Accommodations for conference participants will be available both on campus at the Budapest Univer-
sity of Technology and Economics and in nearby hotels

1) - on campus accommodation is available in the guesthouse of the University for approximately 55-65
EUR /night including breakfast

2) - Rooms in four-star hotels in 5-15 minutes walking distance from the conference venue:

(a) Danubius Hotel Gellért 80-120 EUR/night including breakfast, use of sauna, pool and histotic steam
bath: http://www.danubiushotels.com/en/budapest-hotels/danubius-hotel-gellert-budapest/hotelrooms

(b) Patk Hotel Flamenco 90-110 EUR/night including breakfast, use of sauna, pool and fitness room:
http://www.danubiushotels.com/en/budapest-hotels/danubius-hotel-flamenco-budapest

For more information visit http:// www.polanyi.bme.hu or write to Benedek Lang: http:/
www.conference@filozofia.ome.hu




A Serendipitous Conver gence:
Blythe Clinchy and Michael Polanyi

DaleCannon

ABSTRACT Key Words: Blythe Clinchy, Michael Polanyi, Women's Ways of Knowing, epistemology,
feminist epistemology, connected knowing, separate knowing, tacit knowing.

This brief essay summarizes the content of the current issue of Tradition and Discovery which is devoted to
a symposium on similarities between and relevance to each other of the work of Blythe Clinchy, one of the
authors of Women’ sWays of Knowing, and thework of Michael Polanyi. The background of Women' sWays
of Knowing is sketched for readers without independent familiarity with it.

Thisissueof Traditionand Discovery isdevoted to an encounter between thework of Michael Polanyi
and the work of Blythe McVicker Clinchy, Professor Emerita of Developmental Psychology at Wellesley
Collegeand aprincipal author/researcher of theinfluential volume, Women’ s Ways of Knowing and its sequel,
Knowledge, Difference and Power. Early versions of the articles contained in this issue were presented at a
special session of the November 2006 meeting of the Polanyi Society in Washington, DC. Discussion at that
symposium waslively, convivial, and full of interesting intimations of new lines of creative thought — fraught
with an indeterminate range of future manifestations, as Polanyi would say, his characteristic criterion of
reality, truth, and profound meaning. 1 think it is not an exaggeration to speak of the encounter as historic,
for here was publicly taking place a confluence of two independent but profoundly convergent streams of
significant contemporary thought, each discovering and beginning to explore the other, each fascinated with
the realization that the other has been mining something of the same rich seam of gold from quite different
passageways, and each enthused with the mutually fructifying possibilities of joining efforts. | predict that
the encounter will have significant consequences for the legacies of both Clinchy and Polanyi. Thisissue of
Tradition and Discovery will enable readers to witness the encounter, appropriate its significance, and carry
on itsimpact, each in her or his own way.

| speak of thework of Blythe Clinchy, but it ismisleading to speak of her work inindependence from
her research colleagues and co-authors responsible for Women's Ways of Knowing (1986, 1997): Mary
Belenky, Nancy Goldberger, and Jill Tarule, and the many authors represented in Knowledge, Difference, and
Power (1996), whose work has been inspired by the former volume. Thefirst book isremarkableinitself as
having been ajoint project of the four authors from conception to finish and being itself an example at its best
of the informal, commonsense ways of knowing grounded in convivial personal relationshipst that they
discovered among women. At an early stage of their work they called it “ pajama-party model scholarship.”
Given this history, it is not strange that Clinchy’s work continues to speak out of, exemplify, and represent
“women’s ways of knowing” as a project, as afield of scholarship, and as a movement.

Beginning with a tacit, largely inchoate recognition that the informal procedures to which women
appeared to resort spontaneously in coming to know and understand things somehow differed from the
standard academic model of critical scholarship, the four authors of Women’s Ways of Knowing constructed
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an extensive qualitative research program to give an empirical basis for and a theoretical conception of just
what it wasthat they had respectively intuited. Representatives of the standard model often characterized and
caricatured it as expressions of uncritical subjectivity or subjectivism, but these four authors suspected there
was something different going on. Their disciplinary background was primarily developmenta psychology
of the sort found in Jean Piaget, which involves significant overlap between psychology and philosophy,
particularly Kantian philosophy. That tradition of research does not psychol ogize normsand criteriaof critical
judgment but seeksto tracetheir emergencein human devel opment. Theoretically and methodol ogically, each
had been strongly influenced by thework of Carol Gilligan (especially InaDifferent Voice, 1982), whosework
especialy in thefield of moral development brought to realization how Lawrence Kohlberg' swork on moral
development (The Philosophy of Moral Development, 1981, and The Psychology of Moral Development,
1984) had left out of account the devel opmental experience of women and, in particular, thegrounding of moral
judgment among women, particularly, in relationships of personal caring. So also, each of these authors was
strongly influenced by the work of (in some cases being graduate students under) William Perry at Harvard.
Perry undertook a widely influential longitudinal study of the epistemological maturation of Harvard
undergraduates (Forms of Intellectual and Ethical Development in the College Years, 1970). Similar to the
weaknesses of Kohlberg’ swork, Perry’ swork generalizesfrom the devel opmental experience of undergradu-
ate males (at Harvard, no less) in coming to learn, assimilate, and put into practice the dominant academic
model of critical scholarship. Thefour authors of Women’ s Ways of Knowing appreciated the value and power
of Perry’swork, but became convinced that something else was going on in their observations of women in
terms of women’ sreluctance simply to comply with the dominant model or paradigm of procedural knowing;
another way of going about knowing was at work, no less reflectively critical (utilizing criteria-governed
judgment), which the dominant model could not accommodate and for which the researchers had been given
no prior theoretical conception. They cameto call thisway “ connected knowing” in contrast to the “ separate
knowing” that is characteristic of the dominant paradigm, underscoring how it involved relationships of
caring, intimacy, and empathy. In any case, following the precedent set by Perry’s theory of stages of
intellectual/epistemol ogical development, Women' s Ways of Knowing, sets out a progressive series of stages
of women'’sintellectual/ epistemological development to accommodate their empirical data: (1) silence, (2)
received knowledge (listening to the voices of others), (3) subjective knowledge (theinner voice and the quest
for self), (4) procedural knowledge (the voice of reason, and separate and connected knowing), and (5)
constructed knowledge (integrating the voices).

| should say here that the four authors were not contending that women uniquely exhibit connected
knowing, that men are uniquely drawn to separate knowing, that women never resort to separate knowing, or
that men never resort to connected knowing. Rather, it became more and more obvious to them, at least in
their research, that, as they develop intellectually, women tended spontaneously to resort to connected
knowing, all the way through to the highest levels of cognitive achievement. The empirical data on women
forced this recognition, whereas those, like Perry, who were primarily studying males had not noticed or had
not taken into account what these researchers were coming to call connected knowing. Itisnot that connected
knowing was not present; it wasthat it had somehow escaped notice and perhaps been overlooked because that
research waslooking for something el se—namely, the emergence of traits characterizing the dominant model
of knowing.

For readers familiar with Polanyi’s work, it should be obvious — even without going further into
explaining “connected knowing” — that something deeply resonant with Polanyi’s understanding of tacit
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knowing asindwelling in contrast with the objectivist paradigm of knowing isat work here. And thisintuition
of apparent resonance has proved true the more fully it has been explored.

| first discovered Blythe Clinchy’s work about 7 years ago when | was looking for a possible
supplement in feminist epistemology for a course in epistemology that | was then planning to teach. Upon
reading her essay in Knowledge, Difference, and Power, “ Connected and Separate Knowing: A Marriage of
Two Minds,” | wasimmediately struck with its deep resonance with many themesin Polanyi’ swritings. Not
long afterwards | suggested to the Polanyi Society |eadership that, in theinterest of broadening awareness of
and interest in Polanyi’ swork, we ought to invite someone involved in feminist epistemol ogy such as Blythe
Clinchy to meet with us and begin to explore possible convergences and complementarities. | also got in
contact with her to inquire whether she knew of Polanyi’s work and, if not, to suggest that she might find a
deep commonality there. | have been happily surprised at her growing enthusiasm for Polanyi and for finding
Polanyi articulating many of her own deep convictions.

Wewere happy to find Blythe interested and ultimately willing to make a presentation at the Polanyi
Society and receiveresponses by three active memberswho knew Polanyi’ swork well. Asl haveaready said,
this issue of Tradition and Discovery is one principal result of that encounter.

To provide respondents and other persons attending the Polanyi Society meeting background in
Blythe Clinchy’ swork, two of her articleswere posted on the Polanyi website. One had already been published
in Knowledge, Difference, and Power, the one I’ ve already mentioned: “ Connected and Separate Knowing:
A Marriage of Two Minds.” The other had not yet been published and, as things have turned out, is being for
thefirst timepublishedinthisissueof Traditionand Discovery: “ Beyond Subjectivism.” Of thetwo, theformer
essay isthemost fully el aborated in atheoretical way, explaining the nature of connected knowing and separate
knowing, providing extensive anecdotal examples of each drawn from her research, and contending that they
both belong, though she admits her hesitations about how well she has managed to “marry” them. For any
reader who wishesto understand these mattersat adeeper level, | particularly recommend thisessay. (Readers
will find that thethreerespondentsrely heavily onthat essay for afuller theoretical understanding of connected
knowing.)

“Beyond Subjectivism,” the article immediately following this introduction, communicates clearly
how Clinchy movesback and forth from consideration of empirical data—not numbersbut anecdotal responses
to interviews — to theoretical reflections. Here she argues that the ways of knowing to which undergraduate
females spontaneously resort, while quite personal and personally involving, move beyond expressions of
subjectivity to a serious, critical (i.e., criterion based), cognitive grappling with subject matter, first to
understand it on its own terms, within its own context. While they do not conform to the dominant academic
model of critical thinking —namely, “ separate knowing” —they are misconceived if classified as expressions
of subjectivism, i.e., uncritical expressions of subjective opinion, of which no one is more justified than
another. On the contrary, Clinchy contends that they are wholly appropriate and Iegitirpate procedures,
“connected” procedures, of critical knowing (knowing governed by criteria, if only implicit), complementary
to and supplementing whatever procedures of “ separate knowing” might be applied.

Subsequent to “Beyond Subjectivism” there follows three responses, one by myself, one by Esther
Meek, and one by Zhenhua Yu, each of whose work is familiar to regular readers of this journal.
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In my response, “How Clinchy’s Two Minds Might Become One Flesh,” I choose to approach the
encounter between Blythe Clinchy’s work and that of Polanyi from two directions, each oriented by a
specific question. First, I briefly venture an appreciation and interpretation of her work from a Polanyian
perspective as I understand it. Behind it is my interest in the question, what relevance might Polanyi’s
thought have to the project of Women’s Ways of Knowing and to Blythe’s work in particular?  What,
specifically, could a careful reading and appropriation of Polanyi’s post-critical philosophy contribute to
furthering this project and this work? In particular, I suggest that any simple mapping of the distinction
between connected and separate knowing onto Polanyi’s categories would be misleading, but that
Polanyi’s post-critical, wholistic understanding of human knowing in its tacit and explicit dimensions
affords a way of preserving the insights of Women's Ways of Knowing and integrating them into a
coherent comprehensive philosophical epistemology — indeed, that Clinchy’s theoretical probings have
been seeking just such an understanding. Second, I briefly venture an interpretation of Polanyi’s work
from the perspective opened up by Clinchy’s two essays, “Connected and Separate Knowing” and “Be-
yond Subjectivism.” Behind this venture is my interest in the question, what relevance have the project of
Women’s Ways of Knowng and Clinchy’s work in particular to understanding Polanyi’s ideas? What,
specifically, may her work have to contribute to Polanyi studies? Several lines of possible contributions
are sketched. Among them I note that Clinchy’s work throws fresh light on the relevance of Polanyi’s
understanding of human knowing to the full panoply of human relational knowing and to the transforma-
tions of the knowing self involved therein.

Esther Meek’s response, “Cultivating Connected Knowing in the Classroom,” similatly articu-
lates an analysis and appreciation of the conception of connected knowing in relation to separate knowing
from a deep grounding in Polanyi’s epistemology. While connected knowing parallels Polanyi’s tacit
integrative knowing, separate knowing, Meek contends, corresponds to Polanyi’s account of destructive
analysis. Both Clinchy and Polanyi together work to overcome the conceptual dichotomies that are
“products of an overweening objectivist ideal.” Meek goes on at length to lay out a number of concrete
suggestions regarding what teaching connected knowing looks like and what teaching in a connected way
looks like, both matters of vital concern to Clinchy. In this connection Meek ventures a critical perspec-
tive on the conceptualization of “subjectivism” by Clinchy and her colleagues as not a fundamental, more
or less context independent stage in the intellectual development of students, female or male, but as the
product of the cultural dominance of, and reaction to, an objectivist, scientistic theory of knowledge (what
she calls the Zeitgeiss). At the least, this poses an interesting issue to explore further.

>

Zhenhua Yu’s response, “Feminist Epistemology in Polanyian Perspective,” in a simple yet
elegant way brings out the striking parallels that may be found between Clinchy’s understanding of
human knowing and Polanyi’s understanding of human knowing, specifically under three themes: the
contrast between detachment and attachment, the contrast between critical and uncritical, and the pros-
pects for what he calls a “thick epistemology”—an insightful metaphoric allusion to Clifford Geertz’s
proposal that field anthropologists undertake “thick descriptions” of the cultures they study—that takes

into account tacit as well as explicit dimensions. More than a marriage of two minds, Yu contends that

Polanyi rethinks the relationship between tacit and explicit knowing, bringing out the tacit dimension of
explicit knowing (and the primacy of the former) and the dynamics of tacit and explicit knowing —
countering the propositionally oriented epistemological tradition. In connection with the second theme,
Yu makes a controversial proposal to Polanyi scholars that Polanyi’s category of “a-critical” be aban-
doned.
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Following the three responses is Blythe Clinchy’s reworking of her presentation to the Polanyi
Society, “Pursued by Polanyi” (which there also followed the three responses), which again illustrates how
grounded her thinking isin empathetic relationshipswith her interviewees. Thisdiffersfrom much of the sort
of thing that appearsin the pages of Tradition and Discovery for that very reason, but is awelcome anchoring
in concrete experience of what tends often to be pretty abstract theory. It tellsadelightful story of Clinchy’s
personal discovery and appropriation of Polanyi’ sinsights, demonstrating again how powerfully relevant they
areto therecovery of oneself asteacher, scholar, and intellectual in apost-critical intellectual ethos—yet with
different nuances than readers may be familiar as she relates them to sorting through research issues in
developmental psychology, applies them to the struggles of undergraduate students to assimilate course
content, and usesthemtoilluminate creativeintellectual work morebroadly. Y ou canfollow how sheattempts
to correlate her conceptions of connected and separate knowing with Polanyi’ s conceptions of tacit knowing,
explicit knowing, and personal knowing, and discoversthat thereisno simplecorrelation. But thenon-fitleads
not to frustration but amultiplication of insightsinto both the former and the | atter, rendering her conceptions
of connected and separate knowing much more complex, fruitfully complex, than they were before. Worth
remarking isapossiblecriticism of Polanyi raised by Clinchy with regard to her own treatment of commitment,
which itself has been developed through her progressive understanding of Polanyi’s conception of commit-
ment, but, as in a good dialectic, this difference leads her to further insight. Polanyi’s discussion of
commitment in Personal Knowledge at times makesit seem like all personal knowing involves some sort of
unreserved commitment, particularly in its result, whereas she finds example after example of personal
indwelling that is tentative, hesitant, and exploratory in its quest for understanding. That doesn’t mean that
there is no irreversible self-involvement at work, but it does mean that there are varieties of commitment,
possibly several dimensions of commitment, and more insightsinto the evolution of commitment, in personal
knowing that deserve acknowledgement. A second criticism Clinchy raisesis of Polanyi’s own conception of
“what issubjective asopposed towhat ispersonal” : she seestheformer as morefraught with positive potential
to devel op while Polanyi seemstoregard it asmerely negative. Another interesting question sheraisespertains
to the relative absence in Polanyi of an explicit discussion of love in connection with knowing, despite his
strong reliance upon Augustine’s theory of knowledge and his emphasis on passionate involvement in the
knowing quest. Overal, | am left after reading “Pursued by Polanyi” with a rekindled love for connected
teaching, as Clinchy puts it.

Concluding the symposium, the last word is given to Blythe by way of a response to the re-
sponses.

Endnotes

! What they describe of their work reminds me much of Drusilla Scott’s account of Polanyi’s
philosophy in Ewveryman Revived: The Common Sense of Michael Polanyi.

2] have to acknowledge that Clinchy is uncomfortable with my post-critical use of “critical” here. |

think she would prefer use of “reflective,” or some alternative word or phrase that would imply deliberation,
effort, and skill.
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Beyond Subjectivism

BlytheMcVicker Clinchy

ABSTRACT Key Words: subjectivism, connected knowing, separate knowing, Women's Ways of
Knowing, objectivity, critical epistemology, epistemology and gender

In this essay on epistemological development in college students, | argue that “ subjectivism’ (a.k.a.
“multiplism;” often identified in female undergraduates) should be understood and treated not as a
manifestation of a primitive, irrational notion of knowing that must be exterminated and replaced by themore
impersonal, detached, objective procedures embodied in scientific method and critical thinking. Rather, it
should beregarded asa point of departure for moving into morerefl ective modes of thought when approached
via, and encouraged into, the mor e per sonal, empathic procedure made known in Women’ sWays of Knowing
as*“ connected knowing.” Along theway, | develop further the difference between “ connected knowing” and
“ separate knowing” (the latter being the dominant academic paradigm of knowing), bringing out how
connected knowing is an important and at times indi spensable complement to separate knowing in achieving
an objectivity integrated with subjectivity.

In the course of a study of epistemological development at the highly selective, academically
demanding libera arts college for women where | taught for many years, | interviewed Kim,! an African
American student in the midst of her first year. “Itissaid that the earth goes around the sun,” Kim said. “I
don't have any proof. It's written in books — sure. But the person who wrote it in books could have been
misinformed.” | asked the fifteen seniors in my seminar on Psychological Development in Adulthood to
comment on Kim’s statement. Some responded with a condescending smile, asif listening to the cute sayings
of ayoung child, and several expressed astonishment that anyone admitted to this college could hold such
preposterousviews. | said to the students, “ Pretend you are Kim’ s physicsteacher. How might you deal with
her?’ All they could suggest (short of beaming her up into space) wasthat the professor reiterate and perhaps
elaborate the astronomers’ arguments in support of heliocentric theory.

Inanother interview, Sue, afirst termwhitesenior, asserted that, if aprofessor tellsher abook isgreat,
and she can’t connect with it, then she’ sgoing to say it’ sabad book: “If | think it sucks, it sucks. Eventhough
I’m not an expert, it'smy feelings.” The seminar students were more sympathetic to Sue's position: “I know
how shefeels,” they said. “Sowhat if youwereher Englishteacher?’ | asked. “What wouldyou do?’ “Well,”
they said, “maybe he[sic] could talk about why the criticsthink it’ sagood book, what it is about the book that
makes it good.”

In terms of the epistemol ogical positions my colleagues and | defined in Women' s Ways of Knowing
(WMK), Kim and Sue appear to operate as “subjectivists.” Subjectivists rely on the authority of first hand
experience; they areimmuneto the pronouncements of “so-called experts.” The seminar members, taking the
role of professor, seemed to respond from the position we called “ separate knowing.” They took an adversarial
position, countering the students' concrete experiential viewswith arguments based on impersonal reason and
supported by scientific and scholarly research. | believemy studentswereright in thinking thisistheway most
of us professors would respond. But | suspect they were wrong if they thought it would work.

15 Tradition & Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, 34:1



Data collected by a number of investigatorsin avariety of settings indicates that subjectivism (also
referred to as“ multiplism”) is pervasive among undergraduates.?  Although | had been teaching undergradu-
atesfor years, it was not until | began to interview them that | realized how common subjectivism was. Carol
Gilligan once quoted an interviewee as asking, “Do you want to know what | think? Or what | really think?’
Inthe relatively safe environment of the interview, studentstry to tell uswhat they really think; in class, they
havelearned to produce“ acceptablelies’ inthe poet Adrienne Rich’ schilling phrase (Rich, 1979, 239). Anna,
afirst year student, said to her interviewer,

In my math course I'm having a hard time coming to grips with what these people think
infinity is, and for the duration of the course I’ ll go along with their right answer, and when
it'sover I'll go back tomy idea. ... Maybe someday I'll seethelight and their right will
be right for me, but for now | have my own particular right, and I'll just stick to it.

Annahad learned, as many do, to keep her academically inappropriate epistemol ogical assumptions
inthecloset and out of theclassroom. Onceuponatime, | colluded inthisenterprise, stamping out subjectivism
whenever it reared itsugly head. Likethe membersof my seminar, responding to Kim and to Sue, | regarded
this approach as a primitive way of knowing that should be exterminated, to be replaced by the more
impersonal, detached, objective procedures embodied in scientific method and critical thinking. Inthe course
of my research, however, | experienced a conversion. | still believe that subjectivists are not really thinking,
and | still want to help them develop less reactive, more open-minded, thoughtful ways of knowing. But | no
longer believe that the critical, impersonal procedures we academics have learned to cherish and to practice
and to propagate are the only ways of really thinking.

In WMWK we described an approach we claimed was equally powerful, apersonal, empathic approach,
relying on narrative rather than argument as the preferred mode of discourse. We called it “connected
knowing,” in contrast to the more impersonal “ separate knowing,” and we argued that educators should seek
to cultivate both modes, instead of concentrating almost exclusively on separate knowing. Intheyearssince
the publication of WWK, we have learned more about the waysin which separate and connected knowing play
outin practice,® especialy in higher education. Asaresult of theseinvestigations, | have cometo believe that
connected knowing providesasmoother, more courteousroute than separate knowing for guiding subjectivists
into more reflective modes of thought. In order to acquire the procedures of separate knowing, subjectivists
must abandon many of their epistemological predilections, whereas in connected knowing these same
predilections can be preserved and developed. That is the argument | wish to make — or the story | wish to
tell —in this essay.

Connected Knowing and Subjectivism: The Development of a Distinction

As | have recounted elsewhere, connected knowing was originally a serendipitous finding. Claire
Zimmerman and | came upon it while searching for evidence of critical thinking, and at first we didn’t know
what we'd found. Towards the beginning of alongitudinal study of epistemological development conducted
at Wellesley, one of our interviewees made a spontaneous comment illustrating the adversarial aspect of the
procedurewewould now call separate knowing: “ Assoon assomeonetellsmehispoint of view, | immediately
start arguing in my head the opposite point of view. When someoneis saying something, | can’t help turning

it upside down.”
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The next year, we converted this response into a stimulus and asked our interviewees to respond to
it. Toour surprise—and, at thetime, dismay —most of them said they didn’t much like that approach and they
didn’'t use it much. Grace, for instance, said that even when she disagreed with someone, she didn’t start
arguing in her head; instead, she tried to imagine herself into the person’s situation. She said, “I sort of fit
myself into it in my mind and then | say, ‘| see what you mean.” There sthisinitial point where | kind of go
into the story, you know? And become like Alice in Wonderland falling down the rabbit hole.” Today, we
might interpret thiscomment as an example of Jerome Bruner’s“ narrative mode for construing reality,” away
inwhich *“human beings make sense of the world by telling storiesabout it” (Bruner, 1996, 130). At thetime,
however, it seemed to usto express only a sort of naive credulity, indicating not the presence of adistinctive
way of thinking but the absence of any kind of thinking. Grace, we decided, wasthe sort of person who would
fall for anything, one of those* overempathizers’ that the psychologist Robert Hogan describes as* equivocat-
ing jellyfish” (Horgan, 1973, 224).

But although such a description might conceivably be applied to Grace, it could not be made to fit
othersof thewomenweinterviewed, intheWellesley and WMWK studiesand in subsequent research.* Consider,
for example, the undergraduate who said, “When | have an idea about something, and it differs from the way
another person isthinking about it, I'll usually try to look at it from that person’s point of view, see how they
could say that, why they think that they’re right, why it makes sense.” Or one we call Cecily, who told us:
“When | read a philosopher | try to think asthe author does. It'shard, but | try not to bias the train of thought
withmy ownimpressions. | try tojust pretend that I' mtheauthor. | try toreally just put myself inthat person’s
place and feel why isit that they believe thisway.” Or the college counselor, who said that in her work she
tried “to look for pieces of the truth in what [the student’s] saying, sort of collaborate with them.”

Although the counsel or described herself as“abit of achameleon,” shewas clearly something more.
All three of these women used the word “try”; Cecily used it four times in four sentences. Jellyfish and
chameleons don’t need to try; they just do what comesnaturally. Ultimately we cameto seethat these women
were describing a genuine procedure for constructing knowledge, requiring deliberation, effort, and skill, a
way of knowing that is uncritical, but not unthinking.

In contrast, subjectivists assert that whatever feelsright is right for them. They operate according
towhat the psychol ogist David Perkinsand hisassociates call a“ makes-sense epistemology” (Perkins, Farady
and Bushey, 1991, 99), accepting without question conclusions that seem to “make sense ‘at first blush’”
(Baron, 1991, 177), usually those that accord with their own prior beliefs. Asked how she decided among
competing interpretations of a poem being offered in class, a student replied,

| usually find that when ideas are being tossed around I’ m more akin to one than another.
| don’'t know — my opinions are just sort of there. It's aimost more a matter of liking one
more than another. | mean, | happen to agree with one or identify with it more.

Subjectivistsmay “listen” politely totheir classmates’ views, but they do not attempt to explore these
views, nor do they engage in active introspection; they simply, spontaneously, react. Although they
acknowledge — indeed, insist — that other peopl€e' s opinions are “right for them,” they tend to dismissthem
asirrelevant to themselves. In contrast, connected knowers suspend their own disbelief and deliberately “try.
.. try. .. try” to enter into ideas that seem at first blush to make little sense to them, in order to see how they
might make sense to others and even, perhaps, to themselves. As we wrote in WMWK, “It is important to
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distinguish between the effortless intuition of subjectivism . . . and the deliberate imaginative extension of
on€e's understanding into positions that [may] initially feel wrong or remote” (Belenky et al., 1986, 121).

Separate and Connected Knowing

Both separate and connected knowing are procedures which transcend makes-sense epistemol ogy
and meet the criteriafor Perkins' s“critical epistemology.” Both procedures contain the premisethat “it isnot
enough for a particular story to match one’'s prominent prior beliefs,” and “it is not enough for a particular
story about asituation to hang together. One must consider what other, rather different stories might also hang
together” (Perkins, Farady and Bushey, 1991, 99-100). Separate knowers,® inthe writer Peter Elbow’ sterms,
“play the Doubting Game,” searching for flaws evenin positionsthat seem at first blush to make perfect sense,
considering whether alternative interpretations of the evidence might apply, offering contrary evidence, and
generating competing arguments. In contrast, connected knowers* play the Believing Game” (Elbow, 1973),
entering into stories beyond the bounds of their own meager experience, and attempting to make meaning out
of narratives that may seem at first blush to make little sense.

Subjectivists cannot play either game, nor do they seem to wish to do so. Sue defiantly described
herself as perfectly satisfied with her makes-sense epistemol ogy:

In something like Englishwherel just don’t seewhere anyone el seiscoming from, my train
of thought is so different and | feel secure with my train of thought, then | stick with it.
Because | know | can't see wherethey’re coming from so why keep trying at it if it doesn’t
feel comfortable to you but you have your own thoughts that feel right?

Y et, the phrase “keep trying” suggests Sue had tried (and failed) to see how other people's stories
might also hang together. And there are other indicationsin the interview that she wished for amore critical
epistemology. Forinstance, whentheinterviewer asked, “How would you describeyourself asathinker?’ she
replied: “1 don’t think. That's the problem, (laughing) | don't think at all.” A teacher had told her that she
must “learn to think.” “She says all I'm concerned about is doing something, and | don't think about the
process. | don't think about how | get there. | don’t reflect.” When theinterviewer asked her to describe some
things she liked about herself as athinker or learner, “things that you wouldn’t change,” she could not think
of any. “There’'salot of things | would change,” she said. For instance, “I’m looking at something, but I'm
not processingit. | can't make myself look at it from four different anglesand really think about what it means,
really analyze it all these different ways and really get in touch with it.” Although the “procedure” she
envisioned still had amagical intuitivequality (“you get thisinstant response to something and you really have
agrasp of it"), Suedid seemtorealizeit might be useful to “reflect” rather than simply respond, and to examine
a phenomenon from a variety of perspectives instead of “telling one story about the situation that weaves
together the facts in one way, from one point of view” (Perkins, Farady and Bushey, 1991, 99).

Sue had no procedure for accomplishing this, but her remarks suggest that she might be open to a
connected approach. Over and over, she expressed despair over her inability to understand other people's
thinking and to make others understand hers. She could make no sense of her teachers and classmates
thoughts (“| can’t see where they’ re coming from”), nor could she express her own thoughts in a form that
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made sense to them: “ There' sno way that | can make them see my thought,” she said, “although | would love
to. They'rejust never goingto seewherel’m coming from.” Some variant of these phrases occurred tentimes
in a one hour interview, leading me to suspect Sue might be more interested in learning to think with other
people than to think against them, more interested in believing than in doubting.

Aversion to Criticism

Subjectivists do not wish to criticize other people’ s views or to subject their own viewsto criticism.
If everyone' sviewsareequally valid, and everyone’ sopinionis*right for them,” what’ sthe point of criticism?
In any case, as one student said and many implied, arguments are merely empty rhetoric: “If you support an
argument well, anything can be valid.” Connected knowers also eschew criticism, but for different reasons.
For them, validity is not an issue; the question they ask isnot, “Isit right?’ but “What doesit mean?’ When,
in playing the Believing Game | ask you, “Why do you think that?’, | am not demanding logical or empirical
justification; rather, as Elbow says, | am asking, “What doyou see? ... Givemethevisioninyour head. You
are having an experience | don’'t have; help meto haveit” (Elbow, 1973, 261). I'm not at all concerned with
whether your thoughts “ make sense” according to objective standards; clearly, they make subjective senseto
you, and | want to sharein that sense. My purposeisto achieve asfull and accurate an understanding as| can,
and evaluation interferes with — indeed, in the connected knower’s view, precludes — understanding.

In contrast, evaluation is at the heart of the Doubting Game. Mel, an MIT undergraduate, is perhaps
the most zealous (and fairest) players of the game we have ever encountered. “If | could get ajob shooting
holes in other people’'s [ideas],” he said, “1 would enjoy my life immensely.” (I suggested to Mél that he
consider a career in academia.) Mel described the game this way:

If somebody explains [their position] tomeand | can. . . shoot holesinit, then | won’t tend
to believeit, and if they can explain away every misgiving that | have about the [position],
then I’ll tend to believeit. . ..[And] if they seriously believe in something which you think
isvery wrong, if you—if you shoot enough holesinwhat they’ resaying, they’ |l start doubting
it themselves. It could happen to you, too. It happens the other way around.

At my college, membersof thefaculty often complain that it isdifficult to entice studentsinto debate;
they yearn for afew more Melsin their classrooms. Sue was aware that “[this college] is supposed to make
you open up and challenge other peopl€e’ sideas,” but she was unable to do it. In class, she said, shewas“a
mute.” Although members of the faculty saw too much “ dancing around disagreement” among their students,
Sue experienced the classroom climate as “extremely critical.”

If you open up and say something, there’ smore peoplewilling to contradict you than support
you in what you say. And after awhile —1 mean you don’t want to get, like, shot down all
thetime. 1t'snot good. It makesyoufeel, you know, really small. Soit makesyouliketend
to shut up, becauseyou don't . . . you don’t want to have your thoughts criticized. Y ou just
want to . . . when you want to say something, you just want to haveit float out in the air and
just, you know, stand. Y ou don’'t want to have it shot down. There's so many things that
| just want to say, you know? But | feel I’'m better off if | just shut up, because| don’t want
to.. .| don't want to have my thoughts attacked.
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In order to engage in classroom debate, instead of remaining “a mute,” Sue would have to acquire
the art of separate knowing. So long as she has no idea where those verbal missiles are coming from, sheis
unable to dodge them, let alone intercept them with missiles of her own. In order to construct and contest
arguments, she must learn the criteria for validity, the standards and conventions of the various disciplines
asto what constitutes evidence for a claim, because this is where those missiles are coming from. But if her
teachersweretotry to turn her into a separate knower, they would meet with considerableresistance. Totake
two (admittedly extreme) exemplars of the contrasting positions, it would not be easy to transform Sue into
Mél, to convert her deep-seated aversion to disagreement to his passionate zeal for debate, however desirable
that might be as an ultimate goal.

Attachment and Detachment: Taking Things Personally

Why isit that students resist subjecting their ideasto criticism? There are, of course, many reasons.
One popular diagnosisamong professorsisthat students—especialy, soit issaid, women students—take their
ideas “too personally.” If thisis Sue's“problem,” then perhaps the way to lure her into debate isto frameit,
as Elbow (1973) suggests, as“only agame.” But Sue doesn’'t want to play games. She doestake her opinions
personally, and she doesn’t seethisasaproblem. “I do not liketo play the devil’ s advocate,” she said. “I do
not like to just take the opposite side just to start some sort of conflict, just to see what other people are going
tosay. If | think something’ sright, I’m going to stick to my side, probably because I’ ve got thisintuition that
it's right.” Like many women we have interviewed (including more sophisticated ones) she values
authenticity.

Thesewomen find it hard to play withideas. They lack detachment, the capacity to stand aside from
on€e’'s beliefs and examine them objectively, which is at the heart of separate knowing. Ed, an MIT student
who spent a summer as an intern working with distinguished scientists in a hospital laboratory on various
projects, provided us with an eloquent account of the beauty of detachment. Each week, the interns met with
the scientists to present their ideas, and each week the scientists proceeded to shoot them down. Although
daunted at first, over the course of the summer Ed cameto realize that the scientists were not being malicious:
“They didn’t mean anything personal, when they shot you down right away. ... | thought it was real neat.
... They didn't see ideas as possessions. They saw ideas as ideas.”

A few years ago, | observed a philosopher guiding aclass of first year students through a discussion
of the arguments made in Darwin’ s time for and against the universe having been created by God. When the
discussion showed signs of deteriorating into an exchange of personal beliefs, the teacher reminded the
students: “Remember, we're not talking about beliefs, here. We're talking about arguments for beliefs.” Ed
would have found that distinction “real neat;” | did too, and | hope that some day Sue may grow to appreciate
it, but at the moment, she cannot. Subjectivists do see ideas as possessions; they “stick to” them.

Connected knowers are not so stubbornly attached to their own ideas as subjectivists are; they are
willing to set them aside in order to consider how “other stories might also hang together.” But they continue
to value their own subjectivity; in common with subjectivists, they take things personally, and they assume
othersdotoo. Therespect that both connected knowers and subj ectivistsgrant to other peopl €' sviewsisbased
in part on their awarenessthat, asthe anthropol ogist Clifford Geertz putsit, “there are peopl e attached to those
ideas’ (Geertz, asquoted by Berreby, 1995, 4). For thesubjectivist, thisrespect takestheform of apolite, al oof
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tolerance, a promise not to intervene, on the groundsthat “aperson’ s experience can’t bewrong.” Connected
knowers go farther: they develop procedures for entering into the other’s personal experience and forming a
persona attachment to it.

First Hand Experience as a Sour ce of Knowledge

For both subjectivistsand connected knowers, beliefsarebased on personal experience: to understand
a phenomenon means to experience it at first hand, to be “in touch” with it. Kim took a history course along
with some students who were “into” chemistry and physics. “We were talking about davery,” she said, and
for them, “it just could not click why some black people are violent, frustrated with society. They could see
why two positives would connect. | can't seethat force but | can see anger and emotions.” Sue recalled how
a high school teacher enabled her to “see” physical laws by showing her how to experience them:

WEe'd be talking about some physical principle like vectoring or something. And he said,
“Thenexttimeyou’ reinyour car andthewind blows, you'll seeyour car moveacertainway,
and that is a perfect example of this principle.” And hewasright. I'd go driving and the
windwould blow and I’ d maneuver my car around and I’ d totally understand at that moment.
| could really get a grasp at that principle.

Both subjectivistsand connected knowersare attuned to narratives of personal experience, rather than
“impersona” arguments. Thewriter Ursula L eGuin recounts a conversation among agroup of women which
began, but did not end, in the separate mode: “[We] were beginning to quarrel over theories in abstract,
objective language — and | with my splendid Eastern-women'’ s-college training in the father tongue was in
the thick of the fight and going for thekill.” Then Pauline Oliveros, acomposer, cleared her throat and said,
“Offer your experienceasyour truth.” The conversation shifted into adifferent key: “When we started talking
again, we didn’t talk objectively, and we didn’t fight. Wewent back to feeling our way intoideas. . . , talking
with one another, which involves listening. We tried to offer our experience to one another. Not claiming
something: offering something” (LeGuin, 1990, 149).

Inthe Eastern women'’ scollegewhere| taught, the father tongue still prevails. Indeed, the prejudice
against first-hand experience runs deep throughout the academy, in spite of gesturestoward “ servicelearning”
and the like. Courtney Cazden reports the observation of a Tlingit graduate student at Harvard, who noticed
that in classwhen astudent raised aquestion “ based on what some authority says, Prof. X. says, ‘ That’ sagreat
guestion!’, expandson it, and incorporatesit into her following comments. But when peoplelikemetalk from
our personal experience, our ideasare not acknowledged. The professor may say, ‘ Um-hm,” and then proceed
on asif we hadn’t been heard” (Cazden and Hymes, 1978, 22). We teach students to keep quiet about their
experience or to preface their remarks with modest disclaimers. “Thisisjust my experience,” or “1 know it's
just anecdotal evidence.” (Weprofessorsoftenindulgeinanecdote, of course, butweclaimitismerely adevice
tolivenupthelecture.) Studentslearnthat narrativesof personal experience are not considered real evidence.

In her classicwork, Literature as Exploration, first published over fifty yearsago and still very much
alivetoday, Louise Rosenblatt asserts that the academic embargo on personal experience extends even tothe
study of literature, in spite of the fact that for most readers “the human experience that literature presentsis
primary” (Rosenblatt, 1938/1995, 7). Often, she has observed, “the instructor never even glimpses the

student’ s personal sense of the work discussed” (59), treating the literary work “asiif it existed as an object,
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like a machine, whose parts can be analyzed without reference to the reader” (226).

Rosenblatt, apioneer in“reader responsetheory,” looksat literaturefrom aconstructivist perspective.
Sheconceivesof theliterary work as” theproduct of creativeactivity carried on by thereader under theguidance
of thetext.” This being so, Rosenblatt says, it behooves the teacher of literature [and other subjects, too] to
create an environment in which the students’ “ experienced meanings’ can be evoked (214). Teachershesitate
to do this, fearing that it amounts to “an invitation to irresponsible emotionalism and impressionism” (226).
Some of theseresponses—"“ It sucks,” for instance—may be hard for teachersto hear and hard for them to work
with. Even those of uswho agreein principle with Rosenblatt that “even vigorous rejection isamore valid
starting point for learning than are docile attempts to feel “what the teacher wants’ (67) may find it hard to
wel come such unappreciative and apparently mindless comments. Nonetheless, Rosenblatt insists, thisisthe
place to begin:

The student’s primary experience of the work will have had meaning for him in these
personal terms and no others. ... Only on the basis of such direct emotional elements,
immature though they may sometimesbe, can he be hel ped to build any sounder understand-
ing of the work. The nature of the student’s rudimentary responseis, perforce, part of our
teaching materials (50).

Regardless of the nature of the material under study, whether it be Dante’s Inferno or the nature of
infinity or Social Darwinism or the Arab-lsragli conflict or heliocentric theory, | believe Rosenblatt’ s dictum
holdstrue. Itisimperativeto elicit theseresponses, not only to allow but toinvitethemto “float out and stand”
long enough to be heard.

Gender and the Classroom Climate

According to the educational philosopher Kenneth Bruffeg, this is unlikely to happen, for in most
classdiscussionsthe adversarial model prevails. “If welook at what we do instead of what we say,” hewrites,
“wethink of knowledge as something we acquire and wield asindividual srel ative to each other, not something
we generate and maintain in company with and in dependency upon each other” (Bruffee, 1984, 645). If more
women had been included in the “we” who designed the institutions of higher education, the situation might
be different. Feminist scholars such as Adrienne Rich have repeatedly objected to the dominance of the
“masculine adversary style of discourse” (Rich, 1979, 221) and women undergraduates at every level of
epistemol ogical devel opment —not just subjectivists—have expressed adesirefor amore communal classroom
climate. Drawing on her longitudina study of epistemological development among undergraduates at a
prestigious liberal arts college, Marcia Baxter Magolda concluded that, in general, “ men supported argument
and debate in class and women supported meaningful participation without adversarial connotations’ (Baxter
Magolda, 1988, 535). These women would not have identified themselves with Bruffee's “we;” implicit in
their notion of “meaningful participation” was a conception of knowledge as “something we generate and
maintain in company with and in dependency upon each other.” Similarly, Catherine Krupnick, in a study
involving extensive videotaping of classes at Wheaton College in Massachusetts soon after the college began
to admit men as well as women, found that male students, who made up one-tenth of the class, did a quarter
of the speaking. When the women did speak up, they tried, more often than the men, to build on the ideas
expressed by a classmate rather than to challenge them, although this connected approach received less
reinforcement from teachers than the male’ s more separate style (Fiske, 1990, B10).
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Baxter Magolda sresearch reveal ed persistent gender differences throughout the college years, with
men showing a “separate” pattern and women a “relational” pattern at every level of epistemological
development. She concludes:

Traditional environments often reinforce debate and competition which affords greater
validation to the male pattern than to the female pattern. ... Being encouraged to express
on€e’ sviews in a setting that does not simultaneously jeopardize peer relations is necessary
to encourage female pattern students to take these risks (Baxter Magolda, 1989, 20).

The danger of jeopardizing peer relations looms especialy large in a classroom composed of
strangers. Asayoung woman participating in Ana Aleman’s research explained, “1' m sitting in classes with
twenty other peopleand | don’t know them . ... Youdon't have any relationship with them outside of class.
... Youdon't know them as a person, you don’t know anything about them™” (Aleman, 1998, 6). Concerned
about how her comments might beinterpreted and how she might bejudged, shefound it safer toremain silent.
Outside class, in an atmosphere of “preestablished intimacy and trust,” she and her friends freely engaged in
intellectual activities their professors had tried in vain to elicit from them, including a version of devil’s
advocacy: “asking probing questions and suggesting alternative considerations in an effort to expand the
friend’s understanding and intellectual confidence” (7).

It was not until | served as evaluator of an experimental program instituted at my own collegein the
1980sthat | became aware of the impact personal relationships could have on student learning. Studentswho
choseto participatein an interdisciplinary first year “ Cluster” program lived together in the residence hall and
shared a common curriculum organized around a common theme or period. Ininterviews conducted as part
of the evaluation of the program, both the studentsand their instructors attested to the remarkably high quantity
and quality of the students' participation in class. For instance, one student said, “I never talked in class
[before]. But here we know each so well, and we know what we're all feeling. Y ou get to know how people
think. Sowetalk alot about stuff.” Faculty membersagreed. Asoneteacher said, “thebiggest differencewas
that the students were much more active.”

Therewerealot of daysin this classwhen | had to ask them not to ask questionsfor awhile
[laughs], and thisisnot the experiencenormally. Y ou had to stop them fromtalkingin class.
It'ssuch aninversion of the usual thing. There were these very speculative questions, very
abstract discussions. That wasthebiggest difference, that these very interesting conceptual
things tended to take over. Some nuts and bolts stuff were lost, but there was a great deal
of intellectual engagement in these other things.

Cluster students reported that these kinds of conversations went on outside of class, too, and in the
pages of their journals. “At first,” a student said, “it was just personal stuff. When we first got here all we
were talking about was men. Now, it'sdifferent. | wasreal surprised. Wetalk about school work alot now,
just about what welearned or something. Last week weweretalking, and somebody said, ‘ Do you realize that
we're talking about philosophy here? For instance, she said, ‘Wetalked in class about “Arewerea?” And
then acoupleof friendsand | were saying, ‘ Arewereally here, or areweimagining ourselveshere? Andthen
I’'m sitting there with my journal writing, ‘Are we really here? And | put, ‘Well, we examined that today,
and there was that lecture on Comte’s views.” And | have two pages on that.” For these students, the
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“academic” had become “personal.”

Although separate and connected styles of knowing are by no means gender-exclusive, they may be
gender-related, and certainly they reflect gender stereotypes. Might male students feel as uncomfortable in
“connected” classes as women sometimes feel in those conducted on a*“ separate” model? To exploreissues
of gender and epistemological stylein an educational setting, | turn now to two unusually thoughtful accounts
of coursesconscioudly designed to cultivate both separate and connected knowing among bothmaleand female
undergraduates.

Teaching Connected Knowing: Two Case Studies

Stephen Fishman, in collaboration with Lucille McCarthy, and Barry Kroll describe in detail
what went on in their courses, and they explore in depth what they and the students learned from the
experience. In Fishman's introductory philosophy course and Kroll’s course on the history of the Viet-
nam war, students were presented with a variety of texts, some consisting of arguments based on objective
evidence, some consisting of narratives of personal experience. In Kroll's course, for instance, students
read memoirs written by individuals who had suffered in the war as well as scholarly accounts of the
conflict.

In both courses, students were encouraged to use both ways of knowing in class discussions. To
illustrate, on one occasion the philosophy students were discussing whether children should turn in parents
who were dealing drugs. “Vickie's arguments,” Fishman reports, “were based on ‘ disinterested reason’ and
‘detachment’ and “ could have been voiced by anyone. ... They do not appeal to any special circumstances
inVickie'slife. | call these’ separateknowing arguments’ becausethey stand by themselves.” Theassumption
isthat any reasonable person would assent to them, regardless of what they knew about Vickie. In contrast,
Dianatold of growing up in Columbia during the drug wars, hearing shooting in the streets and learning her
relatives had been killed. She said that if she were doing drugs, she would want someone to stop her. “For
Dianato be persuasive,” Fishman writes, “the class had to know Diana s background, had to imagine how her
childhood differed from theirs. Diana's thinking asked the students to step closer, whereas Vickie's asked
them to step back” (McCarthy and Fishman, 1991, 437).

Both Kroll and Fishman had to work hard to elicit students’ personal responses to the subject matter
of the course. Fishman:

Itisnot easy ... for studentsto find connections between their personal and their academic
languages. ... Initially, when | ask what they think about an issue, they seem insulted, as
if 'veviolatedarule. ... My studentswant desperately to |ook things up, appeal to abook,
keep themselves out of their work (McCarthy and Fishman, 1991, 434).

Fishman believes that the students “ do not know how to work their opinionsinto school conversations, how
to profit from close study of themselves;” “their inner voices,” hethinks, “areinsufficiently provoked” (434).

To provoke the voices, the two instructors used various strategies designed to help the students
“explore what was going on in their own hearts and heads” (Kroll 1992, 8). Members of Kroll's class made
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“regular, detailed, and thoughtful entries’ injournal's, handed theminweekly, and wrotearetrospectivereview
at the end of the course, so that both students and instructor could trace their intellectual and emotional
development. Fishman began each period with aten minute “freewrite” (Elbow, 1991, 13ff). “Once we had
timetotuneto our ownvoices,” hesays, “wecould tunetothevoicesof others” (M cCarthy and Fishman, 1991,
441). Reversing the usua practice, students spent more time discussing their classmates' responses to the
classical texts than they spent on the texts themselves. Different students recorded and distributed the
“minutes’ of each discussion, so that everyone could keep track of the knowledge that was evolving through
collaboration among group members.

Both separate and connected knowers can acquire more objectivity when they become better
acquainted with themselves, the ways in which their personal predilections can shape their interpretations of
external events. In separate knowing, one minimizes personal bias through “weeding out the self” (Elbow,
1973, 149), while in connected knowing one uses the self as an instrument of understanding. As Rosenblatt
points out, although subjectivity is a source of bias, it is only through our past experiences and present
preoccupations that we can achieve any reading of atext (or any other object) in any discipline.

For Kroll’ sstudents, the achievement of objectivity wasnot an easy task. Some—most of themwomen
— so identified with the emotions expressed in amemoir that they were unable to stand back and examine the
author’ sconclusionswith acritical eye. Others—mostly men—could not connect. For instance, in hisjournal,
one man wrote, “1 find it difficult to share the emotion of the subject matter and the somber tone of the class.
| find it hard to believe that the stories | read for today were reality because I’'m so far removed from them”
(Kroll, 1992, 24). And ancther said, “Who am | to judge actionsthat | don’t really understand, and especially
since | have never been in any kind of similar or even remotely similar situation?’ (75).

“To understand apoem,” an undergraduate said, “Y ou must let the poem pass into you and become
part of yourself, rather than something you see outside yourself. There has to be some parallel between you
and the poem.” For subjectivists, the paralel, the “click” of connection, isthere or it isn’t; one cannot will
it into being. Connected knowers, in contrast, learn to construct the parallels by conjuring up “metaphorical
extensions, analogies, associations’ (Elbow, 1973, 149). Kroll’s students rummaged through their memories
in search of experienceswhich might be anal ogous to those undergone by, say, asoldier in combat. One man
remembered how, during a Lacrosse game, he had “felt indestructible.”

| thought | was abadass. Also, | wasvery intent oninflicting pain. ... | wasswinging my
stick ashard as| could. | wastrying to hit the Purdue guy betweenthepads. ... If combat
isanything like that, . . . | can certainly understand how people become hooked.

Students also learned to use one another as partners in connected knowing. Recall that the women
in Aleman’s study, anxious about how their comments would be interpreted by unfamiliar classmates,
remained silent. In the early weeks of the philosophy course, Todd experienced the same trepidations, but
instead of keeping quiet, he coped with his anxiety by presenting carefully constructed arguments designed
to beimpregnable. By the end of the term, however, the class had evolved into a community based on “trust
and openness,” and Todd had learned to speak in a different voice. In aretrospective account, he wrote,

At the beginning you want to make a big bold impact. When the barriers of worrying about
what people are going to think are broken, you mumble on and see if maybe somebody else
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can pick out what you mean by what you're saying. So, the last few weeks | said, “Well, |
just need to get it out.” So I'd throw it out there, and sometimes I’ d find myself fumbling
alot, and I'd say, | don't know what | mean, but someone might be ableto help me. It was
okay for people to see | wasn't polished (McCarthy and Fishman, 1991, 440).

Todd had broken through gender stereotypes, adopting a way of speaking more often attributed to
women and sometimesdescribed as” powerlessspeech.” Hisnew voicesoundsmuchlikethe* epistolary voice’
that Erika Scheurer found in examining Emily Dickinson’s letters, suggesting “a mind thinking” rather than
a mind “having thought,” “unrevised thoughts in progress’ (Scheurer, 1995. 99). These are the kinds of
thoughts both Kroll and Fishman, in trying to “endorse uncertainty” (Kroll, 1992, 97), encouraged their
studentsto“get out” intheir journalsand freewrites. “Unrevised thoughtsin progress,” as Scheurer says, invite
response, “areply to build on further” (Scheurer, 1995, 99). Todd provides a perfect description of the kind
of knowledge building that occurs among connected knowers: “you mumble on and see if maybe somebody
€lse can pick out what you mean by what you are saying.” Todd's classmates, by “feeling their way” into his
mind, like the women in LeGuin’s group, collaborated with him in “making meaning” (Bruner, 1996, 130),
helping him to articulate and develop his embryonic thoughts.

Meaning-Making in Everyday Life: Integrating Objectivity and Subjectivity

Those who do research on writing have noticed, as Fishman did, that “it is not easy for students to
find connections between their personal and their academic languages.” Andrea Lunsford reports that less
“advanced” students do express their personal opinionsin their papers; in fact, that isjust about all they do.
All the “basic writers’ in Lunsford’s study “focused primarily on themselves.” They “merge with the topic;
they cannot distance themselvesin order to gain avariety of perspectiveson thetopic” (Lunsford, 1980, 281).
These students sound like subjectivists: they see no need to consider alternative views; their own perspective
is the only one that isreal to them. Intime, a substantial number of these students may learn to “distance
themselves’ from thetopicsof their essays, but at somecost. Lunsford observes, ashave others, that “the basic
writers' prose is more vital, more engaging and more true to the students' experiences than the impersonal,
strangely disengaged prose often produced by our moreskilled students.” “Thereal challenge,” shesays, “lies
in helping our students become more proficient at abstracting and conceptualizing and hence at producing
acceptable academic discourse, without losing the directness many of them now possess’ (287).

The “impersonal, strangely disengaged” tone of these papers should sound familiar to us, for it is
characteristic of much of the academic literature we read and write. Christopher Jencks and David Riesman
once drew a distinction between “academic arguments,” the kind that fill our journals, and “intellectua”
discussions. In “academic arguments’ the protagonists, who make aliving at this sort of thing, are expected
to exhibit “professional detachment,” untainted by personal feelings or values. “Intellectual questions,” in
contrast, “grow out of reflection on experience” and are pursued by “amateurs.” Persona feelings are
admissibleinintellectual arguments, “ since the outcome of their argument is expected to have personal aswell
as professional consequences’ (Jencks and Riesman, 1962, 242-243). The disinterested academic arguments
students learn to construct are of limited value in dealing with the “intellectual” personally relevant issues
of everyday life. Rosenblatt writes:

It is comparatively easy for the student to think rationally about difficult human problems
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when impersonal academic treatments make them abstract subjects of thought. Unfortu-
nately, that kind of thinking is probably not very useful; it lacks the conflicting impul ses or
emotional perplexities out of which thinking usually growsinreal life. Reason should arise
in a matrix of feeling (Rosenblatt, 1938/1995, 216).

The academic disciplines are grounded largely in philosophical and scientific traditions dominated
by what Bruner calls a “paradigmatic” mode of knowing, which focuses on the validity of knowledge,
established through separate knowing procedures such aslogical argument and empirical testing. InBruner's
view we devote far too much pedagogical time to the paradigmatic mode, for “neither the empiricist’s tested
knowledge nor the rationalist’s self-evident truths describe the ground on which ordinary people go about
making sense of their experience” (Bruner, 1996, 130). Inreal life, outside the academy, werely largely on
“narrative” thinking, constructing possible stories to account for “how things are, how they might have come
to bethat way, and where they might be going, from what perspective, and soon.” The emphasisisonmaking
meaning, as in the discussion among Todd and his classmates, rather than evaluating finished ideas.
Impregnable arguments and definitive experiments areirrelevant to this enterprise; personal feelings are not.

Students trained only in the paradigmatic mode may be well prepared for solving the well-defined
problems set by their instructors, but, lacking skill in narrative thinking, they areill prepared for dealing with
the “ill-structured” problems of everyday life, for which there is no single certain answer and no fool proof
method for deciding among competing answers. King and Kitchener report that many of the college seniors
in their sample, seemed to be “at aloss,” when presented with such problems, finally deciding they must be
just “opinions” (King and Kitchener, 1994, 325). Based on her research with older adultsaswell as her sense
of theculture at large, DeannaKuhn believesthat people“ often remain multiplistsfor life” (Kuhn, 2000, 317).
Even “choice of palitical candidates,” she says, “tendsto be treated as a matter of personal taste and opinion”
(Kuhnand Weinstock, 2002, 139). Of course, choice of apolitical candidate should involve personal opinion,
but the opinion should be reflective rather than reactive.

In courses where narrative thinking is welcome, students are encouraged to develop procedures for
constructing such opinions. Inthese classes Sue' s honest reaction to abook —*“1t sucks,” for instance —would
be allowed to “float out;” no one would force her to defend it, but neither would it be allowed to “just stand.”
She would be asked to reflect upon her response, in an attempt to understand what in the work and in herself
produced that reaction. Once convinced that “ narrative construal isnot azero-sum game” (Bruner, 1996, 96),
she could beginto closely examine how “ other rather different stories might al so hang together,” and how they
might provide opportunities for enriching and revising her own.

Rosenblatt’s “reflective thinking” and Bruner's “narrative thinking,” as well as our “constructed
knowing” (WWK) and Labouvie-Vief's “wisdom” (Labouvie-Vief, 1990, 78) are related approaches, all of
whichinvolvetheintegration of emotion, and reason, attachment and detachment, subjectivity and objectivity.
Each of our constructed knowers had developed her own distinctive version of the position, and each felt
responsible for making and acting upon her judgments. We found few undergraduates who spoke from this
position. Baxter Magoldafound none. Her research participants did not achieve “ self-authorship” until their
mid- to late-twenties. It was not until then that their “internal voices’ began to shape their lives, as they
“acknowledged theinherent uncertainty of knowledge and took up the challenge of choosing what to believe,”
and “attempted to live out their beliefsin their work and personal lives.” (Baxter Magolda, 2001, 119-120).
It may be naive, even pretentious, to expect young peopleto achieve wisdom prior to graduation from college,
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but if we did lessthan is done now to inhibit its development, and more promote it, we could at least make a
start.

Endnotes

1 Unless otherwise indicated, quotations are from participants interviewed in various research
projects, including those carried out by my students, and names are pseudonyms.

2 For example, Baxter Magolda, 1992; King & Kitchener, 1994; Kuhn, 2000; Perry, 1970/1999.
3 Seg, e.g., Clinchy, 1996, 2002.
4 E.g., Clinchy, 1996.

5 In using the term “knower” asin “separate and connected knowers,” | do not mean to imply that
the approachesare mutually exclusive or that individual sarelimited to asingle approach; research participants
tell usthey often vary their approach, depending upon the domain or type of inquiry; and measures of attitudes
toward separate and connected knowing appear to be orthogonal (Galotti, Clinchy, Ainsworth, Lavin, and

Mansfield, 1999).
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How Clinchy’s Two Minds Might Become One Flesh:
A Response to Blythe Clinchy’s Essays

DaleCannon

ABSTRACT Key Words: epistemology, developmental epistemology, Blythe Clinchy, Women's Ways of
Knowing, Michael Polanyi, connected knowing, separate knowing, acquaintance knowing, tacit knowing,
relational knowing, post-critical philosophy.

This essay explores the contribution that the thought of Michael Polanyi might make to the work in
devel opmental epistemol ogy of Blythe Clinchy and her colleaguesin the Women' s Ways of Knowing project.
In turn, the potential contribution of Clinchy’ swork to Polanyi studiesis explored. Both have much of value
to share with the other. While Clinchy’s conceptualization of “ connected knowing” as a complement to
“ separate knowing” isinsightful and rich initsimplications, Polanyi’ s post-critical understanding of human
knowing provides a fuller, indeed comprehensive, philosophical understanding of the nature, importance,
and dynamics of the two, the priority of connected to separate knowing, even when it seemsto be absent, and
how the two fit together.

Polanyi’s Relevance to Clinchy’s Work and Women’s Ways of Knowing (WWK).

On reading Blythe Clinchy’ stwo essays, “ Connected and Separate Knowing: Toward a Marriage of
Two Minds't and “Beyond Subjectivism,”? from the perspective afforded me by Polanyi’swork, what | find
isadiscovery of some of the same features of human knowing uncovered by Polanyi: the priority of knowing
as act and process to knowledge as result or thing; the personal participation of the knower in all aspects of
knowing; indwelling, pouring oneself into a thing to be known and understood; the priority of acritical
empathic believing in al knowing ventures; personal participation as positively contributing to an objective
grasp of the object known, in contrast with uncritical subjective projection; knowing as a collaborative effort
involving many personsand many uniquely distinct perspectives, comprehension astransformative of the self
of the knower; etc.

While convergent in many ways, Clinchy’ s approach to human knowing is, however, not coincident
with Polanyi. Clinchy comesat many of the sameissuesand insightsthat wefind in Polanyi from asurprising
angle—namely, from a study of how contemporary female Ivy L eague undergraduates reflect on how they go
about knowing.® Interestingly, it is the common features with Polanyi just mentioned that Clinchy and her
associates discover to be typically characteristic (though not exclusively) of women’s ways of knowing, in
contrast with the dominant paradigm of how to go about knowing in the academy, with which male
undergraduates seem to be more ready to identify.* This dominant paradigm is clearly what isidentified by
Polanyi as modern critical, Enlightenment epistemology. In effect, Clinchy and her associates are distancing
themselves from this dominant epistemology and moving toward what Polanyi calls a “post-critical
epistemology” by bringing to light strategies of knowing in an academic context to which women tend
spontaneoudly to resort.
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Interestingly, | find in Clinchy’s work (and that of the collaboration of which her work is a part) a
kind of inductive process of doing epistemology — which is natural, given that her primary specialization is
developmental psychology, but quite different from how Polanyi proceeds. (However, it must be said that
Polanyi’ shasisfor doing epistemol ogy and philosophy of science being hisown first hand experience and that
of hiscolleaguesin the natural sciences bears some analogy with this aspect of Clinchy’ swork.) Withtheaid
of other researchersin thisfield (especially William Perry®), Clinchy inductively identifies different stages of
epistemol ogical development in the thinking of undergraduates and a different trajectory of typical develop-
ment followed by women from that followed by the primarily mal e undergraduates studied by Perry. (I happen
to think Polanyi would find Clinchy’s account genuinely fascinating.) While Clinchy’s work begins with
observation and description (based on interviews), she moves quickly and seamlessly to critical appreciation
and judgment regarding the cognitive moves made by her subjects, appealing to criteria employed in her
subjects’ knowing — i.e., from is to ought, from fact to norm — especially as she moves up the stages of
development and maturity in knowing. Thisisremarkably similar to the way Polanyi speaks of the biological
study of living organismsascritical, involving the assessment of how successfully they achievetherealization
of principles inherent in their life processes, and to the way Polanyi speaks of the continuity of critical
appreciation involved in the study of life processes from the most primitive forms of life to the most
sophisticated of human achievements.® (Polanyi calls this spectrum of gradually increasing personal
participation and indwelling in the study of life “ultra-biology” in PK.”) So aso and again like Polanyi,
Clinchy’s study culminates in a shared convivial submission to, and commitment to, the same firmament of
values she finds in her subjects’ cognitive efforts, especially those at higher levels of development.

Another remarkable thing in Clinchy’ s work from a Polanyian philosophical perspectiveisthe way
she relates to the undergraduate subjects of her study as not just going through changes in how they go about
knowing, but asgoing through changesthat arereflectiveand sel f-consciously induced — meta-changesin their
knowing, as it were — thus changes that are essentially philosophical, hence epistemological, in nature. She
studies them as they engage in philosophical reflection on their own and on each other’ s knowing — whether
the classroom content be philosophy, science, sociology, or literature. She relates to her subjects not as
objectified things at adistance, but in full respect as human beingsin a person-to-person way. Moreover, her
developing conception of “connected knowing” drawn from the comments of femal e subjects of theWomen's
Ways of Knowing (WWK) project itself provides justification for the empathic methodology she embodiesin
her practice. Each of these pointsis remarkablein itself and worthy of extended discussion; but | must move
on.

Clinchy identifies two models or paradigms of knowing — “connected knowing” and “separate
knowing.”® This involves strategies of drawing near and collaboration and the other involving strategies of
distance and disputation. These, according to Clinchy, are respectively manifested in the ways of knowing
typified by more mature undergraduate women within the group being studied on the one hand and more
mature undergraduate men on the other (within the group studied by William Perry), but not exclusively so.
In any case, the features she finds characteristic of women’sways of knowing are the ones closest to features
characteristic of tacit knowingin Polanyi’ saccount. Thefeaturesfound characteristic of undergraduate men’s
waysof knowing (in Perry’ sresearch andintangential anecdotesrelatedin Clinchy’ sstudy) are onesonemight
identify with explicit knowing. But to put it this way would be misleading. One might think first of a
correlation between Clinchy’ s distinction between connected knowing and separate knowing with Polanyi’'s
distinction between explicit knowing and tacit knowing. | think a better and closer correlation would be with
Polanyi’ sdistinction between the paradigm of knowing characteristic of the modern critical movement (which
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has pursued the ideal of total explicitness and remains dominant in our institutions of higher learning today)
and that characteristic of the post-critical (or constructively post-modern) movement he sought to establish
(which appreciates the tacit underpinnings of al of our knowing and grounds explicit knowing in atacit, a
critical indwelling of things). But this correlation, while closer, is not exact either, for Polanyi’ s post-critical
conception of personal knowingisnot set directly in opposition to what Clinchy speaksof asseparateknowing,
asis connected knowing. Consequently, Polanyi’s post-critical conception of personal knowing should not
be identified as such with Clinchy’s model of connected knowing, or vice versa.

Rather, Polanyi’s post-critical conception of personal knowledge, at least in my understanding, is
intended to transcend and overcome the opposition between connection and separation: to incorporate both
methodol ogical believing and methodological doubting, both tacit and explicit dimensions, both acquaintance
knowledge and representative knowledge, both intuitive synthesis and destructive analysis, both sides of C.
P. Snow’s Two Cultures, etc. —though none of these pairs (which | do not take to be equivalent distinctions)
in some kind of equal balance. Both Polanyi and Clinchy seek to overcome afalse, destructive, oppositional
understanding of the two paradigms of separate and connected knowing in what Clinchy proposesto call “a
marriage of two minds’ and in what she occasionally calls “ constructed knowledge.” The latter is nowhere
explained in these essays, but a fuller explanation of it can be found in Women's Ways of Knowing, which
provides a context that she take for granted in these essays.® In any case, Clinchy, in these two essays, has
not yet brought off the integration or synthesis she avowedly seeks; she has not yet shown how the two, as she
describes them, can be happily married — indeed, tongue in cheek she calls her identification with both
paradigms a somewhat embarrassing polygamy. From the perspective of her work, that integration needs yet
to be accomplished. One value, then, for Polanyi’s thought, of the work of Clinchy and WWK is setting out
aclear basisfor recognizing what isneeded, asol ution for one of the principal cultural problemswhich Polanyi
isprincipally concerned to address. What Clinchy is seeking in these essays (or perhaps | should say, on the
basis of these essays) is a post-critical epistemology — and it is recognition of certain prominent features of
women'’s ways of knowing in contrast with the dominant paradigm of separate knowing that points the way
and for which it provides one of the better clues.

How do the two — connected and separate knowing —fit together? Simply given the characterization
of each as Clinchy presentsthem, it is hard to conceive how they might belong together. Part of the problem
is that, viewed from a Polanyian perspective, as described by Clinchy both are to some extent partial and
incomplete — as she herself admits. In a Polanyian perspective one might say that, rightly and maturely
practiced, the one is never wholly without the other. Let me make the same point using somewhat different
but related categories closer to Polanyi’s own thought: tacit knowledge by acquaintance (which is close in
meaning to Clinchy’ s connected human knowing but not an exact equivalent) is never without the possibility,
if not the presence, of knowledge by representation (at least for human knowing). It is representation of what
istacitly known by acquaintance (e.g., intheform of amap) that makes possibl e reflection on that acquaintance
knowledge at adistance—i.e., it isrepresentation that makes possible separateknowing. Inversely, knowledge
by representation is never without the active presence of knowledge by acquaintance, never without a tacit
dimension — though of course the latter may be simply assumed, repressed, or ignored.

One of Polanyi’skey strategiesin PK and elsewhereisto document how the most strict and rigorous
of the natural sciences and mathematicsis rooted and grounded in tacit knowing. (Thisgoesfar beyond any
of the claims made by Clinchy or her colleagues.) Similarly, it might help if some Polanyi-informed scholar
weretowritean account of thetacit dimension of separateknowing (noting itsel ementsof connected knowing)
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—i.e,, the kind of adversarial, analytic mode of professional academic disputation that typifies separate
knowing —both at its best and at itsworst. Actually, considered in thisway, “ separate knowing” appearsless
an entireway of knowing unto itself than aphase of the knowing process presupposing there having comeinto
play determinate representations or claims about the matters at hand, which of course would have to rely on
tacit processes of coming up with promising representationsinvolving more connected strategies of knowing.
[By theway, thereis room for new Polanyian work in ferreting out the tacit dimension of what isinvolved in
the distinction between formal reasoning (or formal logic) and the context dependent nature of what has come
to be called informal reasoning (or informal logic). The work of Stephen Toulmin among several othersis
relevant here.°]

Aswell it might help to develop an account of the explicit, representative dimension of connected
knowing (involving such elements astherole of narratives mentioned by Clinchy), and how it (that dimension
of connected knowing) is similar to and different from the explicit dimension of separate knowing. So also,
itwould helptoidentify, first, arange of exampleintellectual problemswhere strategies of connected knowing
areindispensable and irreplaceable by strategies of separate knowing (e.g., in communicating between frames
of referencethat do not share the same presuppositions), second, arange of example problemswhere strategies
of separate knowing are more directly relevant, and, third, a range of example problems where the two need
to work together and/or alternate.

In sum, Polanyi’s understanding of human knowing does not dichotomize connected and separate
knowing at all — except occasionally as parts or phases of awhole to which they belong (though not simply
astwo halvesof onewhole). Ineffect, their separationisanillusion. They arenot meant to stand alone (which
is not to say that specific social intellectual contexts might not conspire to restrict what is verbalized to one
or the other). Part of the illusion of their separation from each other comes from abstractly juxtaposing
strategies of knowing appropriate for two quite different subject matters, subject matters located at two very
different points along the continuous spectrum of the study of living organisms (the spectrum Polanyi in PK
calls‘ultra-biology’*!). (Actualy, thisispartly evidenced by the different subject matter contextsfrom which
illustrative quotesaretaken in Clinchy’ saccount.) Thus, at oneend of the spectrum, the non-living, inanimate
end, there is relatively little personal participation called for on the part of the knower — so little that it can
beexplicitly ignored or simply left out of account without significant cost; here astrategy of separate knowing
may be quiterelevant. But at the other end, profound imaginative empathy and sympathy is called for by what
is being investigated — e.g., smply to understand, say, the intention of a cultural gesture in its own context,
let alone assess it in terms of some external criterion. Here personal narratives — both of the subjects being
studied and, reflectively, of the person conducting the study —may need to betaken into account and generally
strategies of connected knowing will be particularly relevant. My point isthat different subject mattersrequire
different epistemological strategies. Problems, of course, arise where persons are not open to discovering
hitherto unnoticed aspects of agiven subject matter because they are stuck in the rut of considering it, usually
reductively, from the perspective of one strategy only. Moreover, at the human end of the spectrum of ultra-
biology, once connected strategies of knowing issue in determinate explicit claims, there may be arole for
adversarial debate characteristic of separate knowing. In short, it may not pay to expend energy contrasting
and contesting the respective relevance of connected and separate knowing in the abstract. For once they are
applied to particular subject matters, the question of what is appropriate and what isnot will very oftenresolve
itself.

Were the WWK project and the legacy of its influence to acquire a Polanyian understanding of the
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relations between what is called separate knowing and connected knowing, it would | think be relieved of
having to play defense vis-avis the advocates of the dominant separate knowing paradigm and relieved of
having to appeal to gender justice to legitimate strategies of connected knowing.

Does Polanyi help us understand how it isthat separate and connected knowing have come to seem
at odds, how they got “divorced” in thefirst place? Yes, | think so, through his accounts of (1) the dialectic
of intuitive integration and destructive analysis —more on this from the response of Esther Meek to come; (2)
the rise to dominance of the modern critical project (that continues to bias academic discussions of “critical
thinking”), with its method of doubt and critical suspicion toward any elements of subjectivity; (3) the
objectivist theory of scientific knowledge, and scientism; (4) and various movements that have sought to
counteract this dominance in romanticism, vitalism, existentialism, empathic methodologies in historiogra-
phy, phenomenology, and hermeneutics. It's along and involved story.

There are in Polanyi other, likely easily overlooked topics of relevance to some of the research of
Clinchy and WWK than the ones | mention here. For example, | am thinking of what Polanyi has to say on
behalf of decentralized control and spontaneous coordination of independent initiatives. He discusses these
topics in connection with his sociological and economic studies. But to my mind they are relevant to
epistemol ogy too and specifically towomen’ swaysof knowing. | won'ttaketimeto gointothishere, however.

The Relevance of Clinchy’sWork and WWK to Polanyi.

So far | have been seeking to identify Polanyi’s relevance to WWK and to Clinchy’s work in
particular. What about thereverse? On reconsidering Polanyi’ s post-critical philosophy from the perspective
of WWK and Clinchy’s work in particular, what might they (WWK and Clinchy) be able to contribute to
Polanyi studies? What isWWK'’ srelevanceto Polanyi? What have Polanyiansto learn from Clinchy’ swork?
Not being aninsider tothe WWK movement, | am no doubt venturingtotread onthinice. Butl’dliketoventure
some possible insights into Polanyi that they could contribute.

First, among serious epistemol ogists, Polanyi seemsto be remarkably non-sexist — despite his use of
non-gender-neutral language. By non-sexist | mean not simply being free from overt and obvious gender
biases. | mean, if we grant what feminist epistemol ogi sts have cometo realize about theimplicit gender biases
implicitinWestern conceptionsof knowing and being (epistemol ogy and metaphysics) starting back inancient
Greece, Polanyi’ s thought is remarkably free of such biases. Why? Possibly because of its groundednessin
relational personal knowing that is so characteristic of women's ways of knowing. Also because he
demonstrates the presence of connected knowing throughout human knowledge regardless of the sex of the
knower — despite the fact, and ironically because of the fact, that he iswas a male physical scientist. Itis
amazing that here is someone who has really thoroughly thought through these issues in a systematic and
comprehensive way precisely where connected knowing is (wrongly) supposed least likely to belong. WWK,
in away that no other intellectual movement isableto do, can bring to Polanyi studies an appreciation of how
sound, compl ete, and balanced an understanding of human knowing isto be found in Polanyi, especialy, but
not only, in terms of how it relates to gender issues in epistemology.

Second, and in something of the same vein, Polanyi’s understanding of human knowing and the

human condition asawhole embodiesaremarkabl e balance of feminine and masculine elements: drawing near
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and distancing, heart and head, right brain and left brain, tacit and explicit, emotion and reason, passion and
precision, subjective and objective. WWK can help in making a public case for appreciating the wholeness
of vision that characterizes Polanyi’ s thought, especially in relation to the lack of wholeness characteristic of
modern critical thought.

Third, in connection with this, it is | think instructive to compare the kind of critical response and
misunderstanding WWK has received from representatives of the dominant paradigm of knowing in the
academy with the kind of critical response and misunderstanding that Polanyi hasreceived. It strikes me that
the two are remarkably similar in what they are accused of doing. Both have been, and to alarge extent still
are, marginalized by mainstream epistemological reflection in the discipline of philosophy, precisely because
they challenge the hegemony of the separate knowing paradigm. Perhaps students of Polanyi’s thought can
learn some lessons from the experience of WWK in this respect.

Fourth, juxtaposing Clinchy’s account of connected knowing to Polanyi’s understanding of tacit
knowing (and the tacit dimension of explicit knowing) highlights and underscores how Polanyi’ s understand-
ing of knowing is fundamentally an embodied relational conception. To know isto relate oneself to what is
known, to bring oneself into arelational rapport with things. Seeninrelation to the mainstream of the Western
tradition of epistemol ogy, not just the modern Western tradition, Polanyi is proposing aradical reorientation.
That mainstream has taken knowledge to be primarily representationa (e.g., in the representative theory of
perception and the notion that knowledge is primarily or properly propositional), while dismissing or
repressing into obscurity all acquaintance knowledge as well as skill knowledge. On the contrary, Polanyi
grounds and documents the dependency of all representative knowing in tacit acquaintance knowing.'?

Fifth, Clinchy and WWK can bring to Polanyi studies a special emphasis upon the nature, varieties,
and dynamics of empathy and empathic inquiry —which, whilefar from absent in Polanyi and Polanyi studies,
has not received the attention in Polanyi studies that it deserves. | have in mind such things as a Polanyian
approach to cultural anthropology and the comparative study of religion, but also a Polanyian approach to
understanding art, music and literature.

Sixth, and related to this same point, Clinchy and WWK can bring to Polanyi studiesawel come self-
consciousfocusand reflection upon theimpact Polanyi is having, and should be having, upon how we go about
relating to one another as intellectuals in a post-critical intellectual ethos — i.e., more in a connected,
collaborative way than in a separate, adversarial way. (E.g., Clinchy says connected knowers ask first not for
justification but for clues to what the other is getting at: help at seeing what they see, and what has led them
to this point of view, what reasons motivate them; look for what is ‘right’ or how it could make sense, even
in positionsthat seem initially wrongheaded or strange.) What doesit mean to relate to one another on atruly
convivial basis, and to what extent should we be not seeking to carry forth and extend the practice of convivial
intellectual exchange into other contexts, impacting the various academic ethoi in which we find ourselves
and counteracting the otherwise adversarial interchange governed by the paradigm of separate knowing? How
can we demonstrate how one can be personal (i.e., personally present) in our cognitive endeavors and yet
transcend the distortions, biases, and reactive resentments of subjectivism? | think these questions can be
answered on Polanyian grounds alone, but the work of Clinchy and WWK can facilitate addressing them.
Something of what | have in mind is illustrated well by the reflections on teaching and pedagogy by Esther
Meek’ s response in this issue of TAD.
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Seventh, Clinchy and WWK may be able to help us reflect more on and develop further Polanyi’s
insight (than we have heretofore) into the nature, dynamics, and transformations of the self of the knower in
cognitive endeavor —i.e., the self asinstrument of knowing. There has been alot of discussion, agood deal
of it confused and confusing, in recent deconstructive post-modernist accounts. | think the work of Polanyi
and other thinkerswith affinitiesto Polanyi could insightfully and fruitfully be brought to bear onthese matters
with Clinchy and her colleagues’ help.

Eighth, Clinchy has as her primary focus, at least in these two essays, an approach to construing
education and understanding education as epistemological development. Reconsidering Polanyi in light of
her work has begun to open up for me a glimpse of the important ramifications of Polanyi’s thought for
educationtowhich | had beenlargely obliviousbefore. Somehavealready begunto explorethese—e.g., Parker
Palmer, Peter Elbow, Elizabeth Sargent, Sam Watson, and others. But there is much more that can be done
here, much much more— not least in terms of challenge to and displacement of the hegemony enjoyed by the
paradigm of separate knowing.*

Ninthandlastly, amost asan aside, | want to call attention to the prominent role of anecdotestowhich
Clinchy has called our attention in her account of connected knowing in women — indeed, within the entire
research program of the WWK project. Anecdotes, as we have al been trained to think, are not supposed to
beevidence, at least not ‘ hard’ and * trustworthy’ evidence—certainly not within the perspective of quantitative
research, where separate knowing tends to hold sway. But what value do they have qua evidencein what is
sometimes called a perspective of qualitative research? | think that Polanyi’s thought has some interesting
implications for this particular topic, particularly when we begin to consider anecdotes as clues.

There are no doubt still other valuable contributions which Clinchy and WWK may maketo Polanyi
studies. | hope the ones | have sketched for you will have whetted your appetite.
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WWW Polanyi Resour ces

The Polanyi Society has a World Wide Web site at_http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/.
In addition to information about Polanyi Society membership and meetings, the site contains the following:
(2) digital archives containing all issues of Tradition and Discovery since 1991; (2) a comprehensive listing
of Traditionand Discovery authors, reviewsand reviewers; (3) the history of Polanyi Society publications, and
information on locating early publications not in the archive; (4) information on Appraisal and Polanyiana,
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Cultivating Connected Knowing in the Classroom

Esther L. Meek

ABSTRACT Key Words: connected knowing, Blythe Clinchy, indwelling, Michagl Polanyi, pedagogy,
covenant epistemology, subjectivism, active listening, noticing regard, epistemic responsibility.

After briefly summarizing Blythe Clinchy’s account of connected knowing as a knowing procedure
distinguishabl e from separate knowing and subjectivism, | draw comparisons between it and certain features
of Polanyi’s epistemology. Connected knowing and Polanyi’s indwelling have much in common. Polanyian
destructiveanalysis compar esfavorably with separate knowing, and they concur inthe detrimental restriction
of knowledgeto that procedure. Neither indwelling nor connected knowing should be gender -specific, though
their de facto gender-specificity may be challenged along with all the other fal se dichotomies which are the
fall-out of an overweening objectivist ideal.My own experience of drawing on Polanyi’ sinsightsto shape my
own teaching practices confirm and help to elucidate the implications of revised epistemology for the
classroom. Also, my own work developing covenant epistemology underscores and develops the idea of
connected knowing. | give practical examples of personal classroom practices. Finally, | offer further
comments in response to Clinchy’s collection of quotations regarding the college classroom.

In her years of work as a developmental psychologist, Blythe Clinchy has devel oped the notion of
connected knowing. Connected knowing is a knowing procedure that she believes ought to be distinguished
from separate knowing on the one hand and subjectivism on the other, and affirmed as legitimate in its own
right. Historically, she suggests, connected knowing has been dismissed as subjectivism, and associated with
females.! Separate knowing has become institutionalized in academic structures: in particular, it has shaped
the expectations of both teacher and student with regard to the classroom. In the context of her recent exchange
with the Polanyi Society, this is something that Clinchy means to challenge.

Separate knowing focuses on propositions, and is concerned with the soundness of positions. It
involves an adversarial stance. Its mode of discourse is argument. Clinchy quotes someone who describes it
aptly as “patriot missile epistemology” —testing potential claims by suspecting them and attacking them. It
plays a doubting game. It requires self-extrication (eliminating the self of the knower from the equation of
knowing) in the name of objectivity. It distinguishes absolutely between thinking and feeling.

Connected knowing, in contrast, plays a believing game: the knower refrains from doubting. It
focuses, not on propositions so much as on ways of seeing. It concerns itself with the meaningfulness of the
position of the knower, not, at least at first, with the soundness of the position. It tries to become the author.
It attends both to the said and to the unsaid. It involves fegling inextricably with knowing.

Connected knowing is the deliberate, imaginative, extension of one’s understanding into positions
that initially feel wrong or remote. Clinchy makes the very helpful point that as such connected knowing is
neither easy nor natural. It involves a rummaging process, in search of a match for patterns evidenced.

Also immensely helpful is Clinchy’s distinction between connected knowing and subjectivism. In
contrast to the effort to listen to and understand the other, subjectivism actually silencesthe voice of the other.
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It isonly apparently respectful in maintaining that everyone’s opinion isright for him or her. Clinchy makes
the point that connected knowersdo not necessarily, asaresult of their empathetic listening to the other, finally
agree with the other.

She addresses the fear of an aspiring connected knower, that connecting might lead to loss of self.
| delighted in her responseto thisthat characterized connected knowing as something like being pregnant with
another person! Clinchy notes that connected knowing is a procedure aptly suited not merely to knowing
persons but to knowing nonhuman objects of knowledge. As one source she cites argues, you haveto “bethe
tumor™!

Whilewomen may historically bemore adept at connected knowing, Clinchy notesthat the difference
between separate and connected knowing is not rooted in gender but in epistemology. She believes that both
separate and connected knowing, as legitimate knowing procedures, should be employed. With regard to
pedagogy, | take Blythe Clinchy’ s central injunction to be that we need to cultivate connected knowing in the
classroom, and that thiswill involve usin revising epistemic and pedagogical practiceswhich havediscredited
and discouraged it.?

The point of the Polanyi Society’ s recent symposium with Ms. Clinchy isto open what seemslikely
to be amutually beneficial conversation between her work and that of Polanyi’s. To that end, in this essay |
offer my take on the correspondence between the two. Additionally | suggest some of the directionsin which
my own Polanyian epistemology istaking me, which further confirm the resonance between Clinchy’ sefforts
and Polanyi’s. Finally, | offer afew commentsin response to Clinchy’s research and its implications for the
classroom.

Comparing Clinchy and Polanyi

Connected knowing, | believe, compares favorably with Polanyi’ s notion of indwelling. Indwelling
involves getting inside what we aretrying to understand. Theterm isappropriately applied to what the knower
doeswith respect to the yet-to-be-known, aswell asto what she/he doeswith respect to her/hisown lived body
as knowing mechanism, to the surrounding situation, and to any guiding maxims. Indwelling is how one
embodies or relies on the potentially or actually subsidiary cluesthat anchor (asin aswamp—Drusilla Scott)
afocal integrative pattern.

Polanyi never entertains that knowing could happen without indwelling. He does object to the
objectivist model of knowledge (separate knowing?), and to the notion that this alone is what knowledge
involves. Polanyi would not agree that separate knowing is alegitimate knowing procedure. Or perhapsit is
better to say that in fact separate knowing, according to Polanyi, can never exist divorced from the connected
knowing basein which it must berooted. It isdamaging, but ultimately impossible, to deny this. | call thisthe
Polanyian trump card: no matter what you think you are doing when you know, what you are doing
fundamentally confirms Polanyian epistemology. To use Clinchy’s terminology: connected knowing is the
necessary epistemic preface and context for separate knowing, and never vice versa® Separate knowing is
ultimately akind of connected knowing. While knowing for humans never has occurred in the absence of such
indwelling, even when the knower misconstrued her/his own epistemic procedure as objectivist, such
misconstrual dangerously hampers and distorts any epistemic effort.
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| believe that Polanyi would identify the legitimate practice of separate knowing with what he calls
destructiveanalysis. Destructiveanalysisinvolvestheknower inatemporary, artificial, focal attending to what
he/she normally indwells (focuses from or through) as subsidiary clues. The problem of objectivismisthat it
mistakenly identifies" knowledge’ exclusively withdestructiveanalysis, disregarding theinevitableundergirding
presence of functionally or logically unspecifiable subsidiary knowledge. At least part of what Clinchy rightly
objectsto about separate knowing isthe wrongheaded epistemology it presumes. Polanyi givesusinsight into
how it is wrongheaded, as well as offering a substantive account of how knowing works.

Like Clinchy, Polanyi emphasizesthe active, creative, imaginative component of all acts of coming
toknow.* Theintuition setsto the knower ahidden yet-to-be-known. Being guided by focal awareness of this,
and gauging progressin light of it, the knower subsidiarily “scrabbles’ to come up with an arrangement that
bridges the gap between knower and known and discloses the known. While this scrabbling can with
consistency include artificial and articulate testing procedures, these never can be appropriately understood
as totally separate knowing. Indeed, one may argue that separate knowing, in the sense of a disembodied
analysisand critique of propositions, isonly possibleinthewake of adiscovery. Polanyi isnotoriousfor having
said, asayoung doctoral candidate, that he arrived at his conclusions before he figured out what the premises
were.

In my mind, connected knowing just isattentive, careful, empathetic understanding. One never earns
the right to anything more separate or critical before this; and when the separate and critical is engaged, itis
for the purpose of furthering connected knowing. Separate critical knowing is often a systematic search for
thingsthat need fixing to make the product better—much asahouseisinspected critically prior toits purchase.
Connected, not separate knowing, is more representative, normative and paradigmatic.

Polanyi never entertained that indwelling, or itsdenial, wasin any way gender specific or stereotypic.
Nor have most Polanyians, | don’t believe: we learned indwelling, healthy epistemological practice, from a
male—Polanyi himself; and most Polanyiansare males.® We seeindwelling as human, and as healthy. | view
the gender stereotyping in epistemology as a false polarization that accompanies al the other false
polarizations Polanyians reject, between “reason” and ‘knowledge’ alathe false objectivist ideal, and the
personal, the responsible, the tacit, the religious, the artistic, the valuational, the bodily, and the emotional,
to name the major ones. We should expect healthy knowing to reintegrate what our defective epistemological
heritage has typically divorced. However, as with al the other polarizations, including the institutionalizing
of separate knowing, so with the male-female polarization: we are still needing to challenge its de facto
stranglehold on many people and many ways of relating and thinking. Hence, we may not merely dismissthe
association between “reason,” and “male,” and think we can be done with it. Polanyians would insist that the
most important way to challenge any of the polarizations is to practice epistemological therapy.

Polanyian Pedagogy

First let me say that | am convinced that “Polanyi helps’—my bumper-sticker mantra—pedagogy.
For many years of my teaching, | have felt that understanding Polanyian epistemology frees me as ateacher
and helps me be a better one. Here are some of Polanyian dimensions of teaching that | have noted.

Thefirstiswhat | call “wearing alecture.” Polanyi saysthat the student actually indwellsthe teacher
in pursuit of understanding what the teacher is saying. My three-dimensional, embodied, proclamation invites
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the student through indwelling to get an inside feel of the subsidiaries which breathe life into the sentences
| utter. Rather than learning being about impersonal transfer of information, it isabout modeling its embodied
orientation. Truth, as Parker Palmer says, is lived.® And what students remember, and ought to remember,
isnot what | said, but the passionate orientation that | am. Actually, itisnot so much aremembering, but rather
a becoming: good teaching's best consequence is personal transformation of the learner.

This is actually very freeing for me as a teacher. | am comforted by knowing that successful
communication is neither necessarily nor sufficiently related to my words. | have alwaysfelt apologetic about
my very flawed verbal performance! While | do make sure | say key phrases | feel that, if the student learns
torepeat, will guidehhimor her into understanding, then | do not need tofeel that | am failing asacommunicator
when my oral performance invariably falls so far short of perfection.

Further, it has helped me to realize that articulation serves not so much, or at least not exclusively,
to convey impersonally information that then becomesthe student’ sknowledge; it servesto evoke understand-
ing, or precipitate it. And the sentencesthat evoke understanding are not working merely descriptively in that
act. Just asthe ballet teacher whose course | took (for the first time asamother!) used sentencesthat made me
feel what to do with my body, thus: “When you are balancing on your toes, pretend you are sucking yourself
up through a straw...”! Even the most abstract subject matter needs such straw-sucking tips! Even when the
sentencesin question are as starkly explicit asadeductive proof, | feel that it isstill proper to say that learning
is evoked, not so much in the proof, as by means of it.

Another Polanyian insight that helps me is understanding that learning isn't linear. The “Oh | see
it moment,” as | call it,” is retroactive, transformative, undeduceable except in retrospect. It is sometimes
triggered by an unlikely and unassuming factor. When you are teaching, you have to do your best to be linear
inyour presentation.? But thelearningisn’t linear. And where aparticular student catchesonisunpredictable.
Thereisalag time, aso. But when the moment comes, even if it is later in the semester (or after!) than you
might have hoped, it is retroactive. The stumbling, half-understood efforts that predated the insight do not go
to waste. This gives me tremendous hope and patience both with my students and with myself.

| have also come to appreciate the complex relationship between articulate and inarticulate
understanding: the one stimulates the other. This makes it a good idea to rock rhythmically from one to the
other. As ateacher, | depend on tests not to gauge learning but to prompt it. | have no qualms about telling
a student that he or she can write atest well and only half-way understand what he or she wrote. | tell them
that that isOK. | alsotell themthat the very act of articulating it will consolidate their understanding and move
it forward.

| am confident, bothinlight of Polanyi’ sinsightsandin light of my experience, that what | theteacher
bring to the learning equation is at most only half. The student’ s portion is utterly essential. The student must
consent, submit, trust, engage, own, the learning. This meansthat in my pedagogy, fostering this response on
the part of thestudent isaprimary aim. What inspiresthem, | know, will never bemy prowess! | know, instead,
that it will probably bemy own excitement. Also, | cherishtheword, engagement. I’ m okay withamessy class,
one with loose ends of discussion and unanswered questions, when students have rolled up their sleeves and
thought deeply with me and with each other. If what | am doing is not a discussion but a lecture, still | want
to doin away that cajolesthem into engagement, bullies them or laughs them out of a stupor and into active
listening. This comes back to wearing my words.
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Another key ingredient in evoking student responseis aprecious thing | have cometo call “noticing
regard.” For many years, after learning Henri Nouen's definition of hospitality as creating a warm and
welcoming space into which the strange may enter and become a friend, | have thought of my teaching as a
kind of hospitality. Once however, in a discussion about hospitality with a young friend, he suggested that
letting someone use your house when you are out of town is hospitality. | emphatically and instinctively
disagreed. That made me realize that for it to be an act of hospitality, the host has to be there. On the other
hand, there are some, well-meaning, I’'m sure, people who fail at hospitality because they communicate
something like, “Oh we have lots of people over...”—kind of a bland, expansive, failure to notice the
individual! What makes for a good act of hospitality? | feel that the key ingredient, practiced within the
welcoming space, is noticing regard. It can't be ascrutinizing noticing. But it hasto be a gracious conferring
of dignity.

Such an act can take just about any form. Last week | responded to the playful invitation of a student
to hop onthe back of hislittle red motor scooter and ride the one block from the Commonsto Old Main. | made
hisday. (Hemademine!). | sensed that hewill henceforth hear everything | say, and it will perhapseven change
how he thinks about himself and engages the world. If in pedagogy | am gambling for higher stakes than the
communication of information—if | am gambling for hearts, for personal transformation—riding little red
motor scooters count as pedagogical devices.

Noticing regard is like the burning match that starts the kerosene lamp’ s steady inner glow. It takes
theface, the gaze, of aperson, to accomplishthis. | need only ask you, to prove my point, to think: Who noticed
you?

Connected Knowing and Covenant Epistemology

In my own work, | am formulating what | am calling covenant epistemology, an epistemological
vision of knowing as paradigmatically an interpersonal, covenantally-shaped relationship. This vision takes
its jumping off from Polanyi’s idea of reality as that which may yet manifest itself indeterminately. Reality
responds to our self-binding overtures with its own gracious self-disclosure.

By covenantal | have in mind the things a knower must do in order to invite thereal. Theseinvolve
practicing an “epistemological etiquette’—in effect, the knower must compose and behave her- or himself.
This involves love, respect, humility, patience, commitment to the existence and value of the as yet
undiscovered reality, attentivenss, indwelling, listening beyond preconceived categories. It involves carefully
and understandingly positioning ourselves to receive the anticipated disclosure. | feel confident that the way
it is supposed to be is that this reciprocity, this dance of knower and known moving toward mutuality in
understanding, will issue in an event that is mutually transforming and therapeutic.

| believe that covenant epistemology comports favorably with and further undergirds Clinchy’s
connected knowing. Thismeansthat thediscussion of connected knowingisnot simply aprofessional exercise
inisolating a hitherto overlooked curious epistemol ogical phenomenon. It isabout nothing lessthan engaging
and understanding the world. It alone is the way forward. Separate knowing is at best a piece of the larger
engagement, at worst a vicious and dangerous hindrance to it.
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| heartily concur with Ms. Clinchy that understanding the fundamental status of connected knowing
has huge implications for pedagogy. As teachers we must model covenantal inviting of the real. We must
inspire it. And we must do so with the extra intentionality it takes to overcome the reigning, self-deluded
paradigm of separate knowing. What is at stake is nothing less than the students, ourselves the teachers, and
the world.

Additional Commentsin Response to “ Beyond Subjectivism”

Clinchy’ sessay, Beyond Subjectivism,” primarily showcases a host of quotations from studentsand
other commentators regarding learning in the classroom. | do not discern any evolution of Clinchy’s position
beyond that published in 1996. | note also that a lot of her sources in this work predate 1996. One question
| have is whether more current research indicates a shift in classroom experience. In my classes currently,
women, not men, are comfortable both with connected and separate knowing, and men aswell aswomen, |eft
to themselves, can practice a default subjectivist thinking. | don’t know how much if any this hasto do with
the gender of the professor.

| feel that Clinchy’s theses would be helped by adding to her many quoted student comments the
identification and analysis of an array of factors. For example, a couple things may be said helpfully about
subjectivism. | believe that the practice of subjectivism is enforced from a moral maxim powerfully present
in our prevailing zeitgeist: an individual isonly entitled to his/her own opinion, and that opinionisvalid only
for that individual; to move beyond thisistoinvalidate others' rightsandinappropriately imposeyour opinions
on another.® Thus, in a college classroom—the setting Clinchy never stipulates but from which all her
examples are drawn—teachers should expect that uninitiated students feel morally obligated to practice
subjectivism toward the professor, toward the subject matter, and toward classmates. We should expect them
to begin assubjectivists. If wewant studentsto devel op another approach, we haveto addressthis specificaly,
seeking to reshape attitudes to something that standsup to the zeitgeist. Inlight of this, it may beabit too grand
to elevate subjectivism to a chosen knowing procedure; it’s a Zeitgeist-driven default setting.

| believe that subjectivist thinking itself displays an unhealthy epistemological betrayal and
disillusionment, the sad fallout of our Western epistemol ogical heritage. It does not characterizeayoung child,
who is, by contrast, full of wonder and confidence that the world will reciprocate to respectfully exuberant
explorations. Children, | think it can be said, naturally practice connected knowing. Subjectivism should never
have come to be the default setting of these college students. We may thus view our efforts to reshape their
knowing procedures as restoring to themselves and to the world.

A corollary implicit in the zeitgeist is that understanding someone else’s position mandates, or
presupposes, agreeing with that position. It isoften voiced that if you have not shared my experience, you can't
possibly understand. Or, if you don’t agree, you haven't understood. Clinchy addressed thisnicely in her first
essay, distinguishing as she did between connected knowing and agreement. Personally, | believe that the
confusion arises out of defective, sub-personal interpersonal relationship of emotional fusion, a personality
propensity very common in our times.’® However, my point here is that it isimportant that the teacher not
expect otherwise of academic initiates and specifically reshape this mistaken assumption of good pedagogy.
Given the prevailing Zeitgeist default settings, connected knowing must be intentionally cultivated.

Another thing | think it would be helpful for us to identify and think about are relational
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responsibilities in the context of which any knowing event occurs and which inevitably shape it; thus these
also ought to shape our classroom pedagogy. Having recently worked through Lorraine Code’s proposals
concerning epistemic responsibility, | have in mind her formulations when | say that into the knowing event
should be factored matters of responsibility—to the world, to oneself, and to the epistemic community.

One application pertains to cultivating connected knowing in the classroom. College students find
discussion threatening, | think, because they rightly feel they are being asked to violate obligations to their
classmates. Thisis partly because of the subjectivistic mandate just discussed; it is also because studentsin a
classroom often haven’t been introduced to each other or hitherto had the privilege of building natural social
connection. From my teacher’ s perspective | tend to view them as a unit, but they are far from actually being
aunit at that point. Teachers can forget that, just as guests in our home may be new to each other and need
to be helped to get acquainted before good conversation can occur, studentsin a classroom requirethis. It is
theteacher’ sobligation and privilege and good pedagogical practiceto perform thisservice of human decency.
Clinchy’ s variegated quotations implicitly indicate this: out-of-class friendship and interaction both enabled
and generated confident and respectful disagreement and expl oration toward acommon understanding—what
might look more like separate knowing.*?

The practicesof both separate knowing and of connected knowing are only appropriate onceacontext
of epistemic community has been established and its participants feel comfortably oriented within it. In that
context, even what might be termed “ shooting down” a person’s position can be taken as part of the fun of
jointly exploring and establishing understanding. Apart from the context, “shooting down” is rude and
disrespectful. Disagreement must always be respectful and with a view to understanding developing a
community. Scholars practicing their profession understand this (—or ought to understand this!). ** Initial
understanding of this should not be expected of novicesinthe college classroom. Teachersin that context need
to understand that part of their job is to secure the learning environment and set and model the expectation
of joint pursuit of deep understanding.

| think the discussion of separate and connected knowing and the classroom would be helped by
distinguishing legitimate and illegitimate separate knowing. Illegitimate separate knowing should never be
countenanced. Illegitimate separate knowing consists of criticism that shows disrespect for the proponent as
aperson, or that too quickly and disrespectfully dismisses the position rather than taking it seriously.** | think
people who fear separate knowing may have only known it in its abusive forms, or they fear it because they
perceiveit so out of their own insecurity. Here the ethical behavior implicit in connected knowing is truer to
the mark of responsible human epistemic behavior. Just in general, because of our Western philosophical
tradition, not to mention our propensity to selfishness, we all need the constant reminder that all ideas we
consider and connect with and criticize are always somebody’s: there is always a person or persons behind
them, persons whose dignity is both priceless and fragile. Thisisaway that our zeitgeist has actually offered
a healthy corrective to Western philosophy: al truth is somebody’ s truth.

Quotations from students that Clinchy records indicate another key factor that helpfully could be
considered: the diversity of appropriate pedagogical situations. What is appropriate knowing in one situation
would beinappropriatein another. In somesituations, first-hand experienceisalwaysval uable and thus should
be welcomed; in others, it would be entirely inappropriate. The radiol ogy teacher would not be too interested
inhow | felt about x-rays, for example, until | have become proficient in reading them. Even then, he/she might
reasonably belessinterested in how x-raysimpact my sense of my human worth. It would be awhol e different

story in my humanities discussion class. Artistic work invites the passionate participative response and
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transformation of itsviewers/hearers/readers. Even at that, literature professors, like radiol ogists, believe that
their discipline requires its participants to be trained.

Another variationin pedagogical setting properly and critically characterizesthe college experience:
what isexpected of first-yearsand what is expected of seniors should be dramatically different. Thereisareal
sense in which | am not interested in the opinions and personal experience of the first-years; they need to
practice activelistening (connected knowing) asthey learn the subject and its practices. Theway | treat upper-
class philosophy majorsis by contrast much more egalitarian and interactive, for they have been learned the
practice. They are also very comfortable both socialy and professionally in a way that first-years cannot
possibly be. | feel that the American Zeitgeist overly democratizes personal contribution to discussion.
Personal contribution should not be considered a good without qualification. Every student’s learning
experience is helped, | believe, by prompting student engagement; | wish to dispute that discussion
unqualifiedly is the sole means of achieving that engagement.

A little more about active listening: active listening, humbly seeking to hear a text, an author, a
thinker, isakind of connected knowing that | believe professors need to model for their students. If werequire
them prematurely to discuss or respond to a text, we never model the kind of patient attention that is
comfortable with the discomfort of not knowing, of refusing to jump to pat conclusions and thereby blocking
true understanding. This, | believe, isthe proper stance of both scholar and student in long-suffering pursuit
of the yet-to-be-known. Active listening, | believe, isjust what Clinchy has in mind by connected knowing.
It may take special courage on the part of both teacher and student in the classroom, to buck the conventions
and practice listening.

Finally, reading between thelinesof Clinchy’ squotationsfrom students, connected knowing requires
something healthy of the self, an openness and self-disclosure that is qualitatively distinct from and superior
to subjectivism. Employing the terminology of James Loder’ s Kierkegaardian account of humanness, it isnot
the two-dimensional self-reflection but the three-dimensional self-in-relation or the four-dimensional lovein
responseto the Holy that equipsthe knower toinvite and sustain connected knowing.®> Simply put, the learner
isabetter learner, if sheor heis“okay” with her- or himself. It takes, we might say, subjective maturity to be
truly objectiveintheway that connected knowing entails. Thissort of thingispart of what | am getting at when
in my own work | expound on the maturity in personhood requisite for healthy knowing. Teachers, and
especialy parents, have the nurture of this as their obligation and their privilege.

In sum: teachersteach both content and skill. They speak and they wear their words. Teachers shape
and secure the setting and invite students into it. Where these have not been dealt into pedagogy, learning,
which is primarily connected knowing to the end of proficiency in understanding and practice, is sadly
thwarted. Students are warranted in fearing both connected and | egitimate separate knowing where these are
not occurring. And connected knowing, truthful asit isto knower and known, is something we must cultivate
in the classroom even as we seek it continually in our own work.

Endnotes
1 “Connected and Separate Knowing: Toward a Marriage of Two Minds,” Knowledge, Difference and Power: Essays
Inspired by Women’ s Ways of Knowing, by Nancy Goldberger, Jill Tarule, Blythe Clinchy, and Mary Belenky (New Y ork:
Basic Books, 1996). The following is my synopsis drawn from Clinchy’s essay.
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7 Esther Lightcap Meek, Longing to Know: The Philosophy of Knowledge for Ordinary People (Brazos,
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understand.
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11| orraine Code, Epistemic Responsibility (Providence, RI: Brown University Press, 1987).
12 “Beyond Subjectivism,” pp. 23f, 25f.

13 Given the dominance of the separate knowing paradigm, too often scholarly work has been viewed, not
as communal pursuit of common understanding, but rather as something much more like patriot missile epistemology.
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48



Feminist Epistemology in a Polanyian Per spective
ZhenhuaYu

ABSTRACT Key Words: connected knowing, personal knowledge, post-critical philosophy, tacit knowing
In her elaboration of the distinction between connected knowing and separate knowing, Professor Clinchy
addresses some conceptual relations that are central to Polanyi’s epistemology. | believe Polanyi would be
happy to see the strong echoes of histhoughtsin feminist epistemology, and the feministswill find substantial
support from Polanyi’s philosophy.

| read Professor Clinchy’stwo papers with great enthusiasm. | am amazed by the striking parallels
between her project and Polanyi’ sepistemology. Asarespondent, | would liketo bring up thefollowing three
issues for discussion.

Detachment and Attachment

In her effort to clarify the distinction between connected knowing and separate knowing, Professor
Clinchy employs various conceptua tools. One of them is detachment and attachment. Detachment and
attachment refer to two different ways that the knower treats his experience, belief or knowledge. One can
either connect or distance one's self to it. In the former case, we have attachment, and in the latter we have
detachment. Epistemological reflections can proceed with either attitude. By centering on detachment, we
might end up with a kind of epistemology without a knowing subject, as Karl Popper advocates, while by
focusing on attachment, we might have something like a theory of personal knowledge as Michael Polanyi
proposes.

According to Professor Clinchy, these two epistemic attitudes correspond respectively to two ways
of knowing: while detachment istypical of separate knowing, attachment is essential to connected knowing.
She claims:

While separate knowing requires “self-extrication,” “weeding out the self,” in Elbow’s
terms, connected knowing requiring “self-insertion” or “projection in the good sense”
(Elbow, 1973, p.149), or to use a more feminine image, “receiving the other into [the]
self”(Noddings, 1984, p.30).

Admittedly, detachment has been the predominant epistemic attitude in the academic world. Against this
backdrop, the discovery of connected knowing, which features attachment by highlighting elements such as
taking first-hand experience as a source of knowledge and taking self as the instrument, etc., signals the
recognition of the role played by the self in the shaping of knowledge.

Thisisreminiscent of Polanyi’s criticism of objectivism and histheory of personal knowledge. The
central thesis of objectivism is the ideal of scientific detachment, which sets the goal of absolute, complete
objectivity for science and characterizes science asimpersonal knowledge. Since 17" century, this objective,
impersonal ideal of scientific detachment hasbeen ingrained into common sense and has become the dominant
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view of science and knowledge. However, Polanyi takes the complete and absolute objectivity usually
attributed to science asadelusion and rejectsit ruthlessly asafalseideal. The substitute that he proposes for
theideal of scientific detachment ispersonal knowledge. Inhisview, the personal participation of the knower
is no mere imperfection that should be eliminated as much as possible as objectivism argues, rather it is part
and parcel to the shaping of scientific knowledge.

However, to emphasizetheimportance of the attachment of theknower to hisor her experience, belief
and knowledge is by no means to subjectivize knowledge. Professor Clinchy takes pains to distinguish
subjectivism and connected knowing in variousways. In my judgment, thisisan important and necessary step
to takeif thisline of thought is to be viewed as epistemologically fertile. Here | do not intend to go into all
the details of the distinction between subjectivism and connected knowing brilliantly spelled out by Clinchy;
rather | would like to highlight one aspect of subjectivism which isextremely important in an epistemol ogical
point of view. A subjectivist may happen to hold a set of beliefs and stick to it. It isvalid only for him/her.
Subjectivism thus understood is closely related to relativism or multiplism so long as one claims that all
opinions are equally valid and everyone's opinion is right for him/her. “Subjectivists are unmitigated
relativists.”? In contrast, connected knowing does not imply relativism.

Clinchy’s effort to distance connected knowing from subjectivism parallels Polanyi’s distinction
between “the subjective” and “thepersonal.” Inmy view, thisdistinction constitutesthe backboneof Personal
Knowledge and is one of the great contributions made by Polanyi to the discussion of the problem of human
knowledge. Whilewhat issubjectiveisdefined asbeing private, idiosyncratic, that is, valid only for the subject
himself/herself, personal participation “is a responsible act claiming universal validity. Such knowing is
indeed obj ectiveinthesense of establishing contact withahiddenreality.”® That isto say, personal knowledge
isafusion of the personal and the universal, the objective. In order to cast Polanyi’s position in sharp relief,
it is worth noting that three conceptions of objectivity are involved here. Objectivity 1 denotes the mind-
independence of the external reality, objectivity 2 refersto universal validity, objectivity 3 means scientific
detachment, namely, the elimination of personal coefficients. Polanyi’s theory of persona knowledge is
against objectivity 3, something which he calls objectivism, but fully acknowledges objectivity 1 and 2. It
retainstheuniversal, objective dimension of scienceand showsan attempt to situateit in the context of personal
involvement.

Inarguing for theimportance of personal participation inthe shaping of knowledge, thereisonemore
point that Polanyi, asa 20" century philosopher, had to cometo termswith, namely, the logical -psychol ogical
distinction, which Professor Clinchy, as a psychologist, does not need to bother to address. And thisis an
occasion where the arrogance of philosophy can be easily detected. In opposition to psychologism which
reduced everything, including mathematics and logic, to psychology, philosophers such as Frege, Husserl and
some Neo-Kantians, argued in late 19" century for the difference in kind between the psychological and the
logical. Anditwasthelogical that was considered to be the proper object domain of philosophy. Inthe same
vein, people might repudiate Polanyi by claiming that his discussion of personal coefficients in the shaping
of knowledgeis primarily akind of psychological investigation, not alogical analysis of human knowledge.
How to respond to this accusation? There can be various ways. One could be skeptical about the legitimacy
of the distinction, an approach that Thomas Kuhn seems to take. Polanyi, however, accepts the distinction as
avalid one and claimsthat histheory of personal knowledgeisakind of logical analysis. | would not go into
the details of Polanyi’s argument here; and it will suffice to have a quotation to support my point. Talking
about intellectual passions in science, one of the important personal coefficients that Polanyi elaborates,
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Polanyi claims: “Scienceisregarded as objectively established in spite of its passionate origins. It should be
clear by thistime that | dissent from that belief; and | have now come to the point at which | want to deal
explicitly with passionsin science. | want to show that scientific passionsare no mere psychol ogical by-product
but have alogical function which contributes an indispensable element to science.”* By the way, it isworth
noting that, Polanyi's discussion of intellectual passions is also quite relevant to Professor Clinchy’s
elaboration on connected knowing in terms of “Einfiihlung (empathy),” which is a combination of both the
affective and the cognitive.

Critical and Uncritical

This is another conceptual relation that Professor Clinchy uses to differentiate separate knowing and
connected knowing. Separate knowersarecritical; they play the doubting game. Connected knowers play the
believing game and tend to eschew criticism. Thisremindsusof one of Polanyi’ s philosophical goals, namely,
post-critical philosophy, as the subtitle of Personal Knowledge suggests. Post-critical philosophy intends to
overcome critical philosophy. In the history of Western philosophy, the term “critica philosophy” is
conventionally understood asdenoting Kant’ s philosophy. However, Polanyi usesitinabroader sense, so that
it is not just confined to Kant's philosophy, rather it applies to a whole philosophical trend in the West in
modern times which exalted doubt and critical reason on the one hand, and denigrated the uncritical elements
of knowing, such asbelief, tradition and authority onthe other hand. Polanyi fully acknowledgesthehistorical
significance of critical philosophy, but he argues that critical philosophy’s overestimation of critical reason
and itsblindnessto the positiverole played by the uncritical € ementsin the shaping and holding of knowledge
is untenable.

The critical and uncritical relation is most clearly shown in the relation between doubt and belief. In
modern critical philosophy, the principle of universal doubt was passionately heralded, while belief was
completely discredited. However, in Polanyi’ sview, thisisamisunderstanding of the relation between doubt
and belief. His post-critical philosophy attempts to straighten out this distorted conception of these two
cognitive powers. Hisfiduciary programme not only rehabilitates belief as alegitimate cognitive faculty, but
also, by disclosing the fiduciary root of doubt, argues for the priority of belief to doubt, and of the uncritical
to the critical. “No intelligence, however critical and original, can operate outside such a fiduciary
framework.”s Clearly, Polanyi takesastronger position than Clinchy with respect to the rel ationship between
doubt and belief, the critical and the uncritical.

In order to clarify his post-critical philosophy, Polanyi coined a new term, namely, “a-critical,” in
addition to the widely used expressions like “critical” and “uncritical.” | also find this term in Professor
Clinchy’ stext when she quotes Code.® For Polanyi, thisis an intentionally created term. The coinage of the
termis closely related to the introduction of the tacit dimension into the discussion of the problem of human
knowledge. Polanyi writes:

[S]ystematic forms of criticism can be applied only to articulate forms, which you can try
out afresh again and again. We should not apply, therefore, the terms ‘critical’ or
“uncritical’ to any process of tacit thought by itself; any more than we would speak of the
critical or uncritical performance of ahigh-jump or adance. Tacit actsare judged by other
standards and are to be regarded accordingly as a-critical.” [italics original]
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Polanyi suggests here that we reserve the terms “critical” and “uncritical” to explicit, articulate knowledge.
In order to highlight that tacit knowing is different in kind from explicit knowledge, he claims that tacit
knowledge is “a-critical,” which amounts to saying that tacit knowing is beyond critical and uncritical.

Frankly, | have problem with theterm “a-critical”. | would arguethat thisisan unnecessary coinage
and that it should be dismissed. Herearethereasonsfor my claim. Firstly, the basicintuition behind the term
“accritical” istherecognition of the uncritical, fiduciary dimension of our act of knowing. Therefore, on many
occasions, “a-critical” readsjust “uncritical.” 1f we substitute “uncritical” for “a-critical” on those occasions,
| dare say, wewon't lose much. Secondly, theterm “a-critical” is misleading because it obscuresthe fact that
tacit knowing/knowledge is also subject to examination, test, improvement, etc. What Polanyi really wants
to say isthat the way a piece of tacit knowledge is tested, examined, or improved is different from that of a
piece of explicit knowledge. For instance, it can only be examined by action, and tested once upon atime and
cannot be repeated many times, etc. Therefore, when Polanyi claims that tacit knowledgeis a-critical to the
effect that it isbeyond critical and uncritical, heisactually creating conceptual confusion. Thirdly, Polanyi’s
comments on tacit doubt give support to my reading. If tacit knowing/knowledge were really a-critical,
namely, beyond critical and uncritical, the term “tacit doubt” would be self-contradictory. In my view,
Polanyi’ sdiscovery of tacit doubt isan important contribution to epistemology. Different from explicit doubt
which appliesto explicit statements, tacit doubt indicates theinherent dubiety, the inarticul ate hesitancy built
into all kinds of heuristic attempts. On these grounds, | would suggest that we might think of dismissing the
term*“a-critical.” If weuseit, wemight conceal somethingimportant, if wedon’t useit, wewon’tloseanything.
With the conceptual pair of “critical” and “uncritical,” we are well equipped to fulfill the mission of post-

critical philosophy.

The Prospect: A Thick Epistemology

After years of investigation on connected knowing, Professor Clinchy, a former separate-knowing
oriented academic, now advocatesamarriage of thetwo kindsof mind. From aPolanyian perspective, | suspect
that we can probably claim morethanthis. Wehave seenthat in many respects, feminist epistemol ogy overlaps
Polanyi’ sepistemology. But it isworth noting that Professor Clinchy’ s project falls short of one aspect which
iscentral to Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy, namely, thetacit dimension of human knowledge. Admittedly, Polanyi’s
theory of tacit knowing/knowledgeisregarded as his most important contribution to philosophy. Inmy view,
the notion of tacit knowing is rich in philosophical implications and its great theoretical potentials have not
yet been fully explored. Many conceptual relations areinvolved in the notion of tacit knowing, | cannot cover
all of them here, let me just focus on the most obvious one. Taken literally, the term tacit hasto do with the
articulation or expression of human knowledge. In this regard, the target of attack of the theory of tacit
knowing is the propositionally oriented understanding of knowledge of traditional epistemology, or in
Polanyi’ s terminology, the ideal of wholly explicit knowledge. The theory of tacit knowing claims 1) the
existence of tacit knowledge, 2) the primacy of thetacit over the explicit, 3) the dynamics of the tacit and the
explicit. In this perspective, the inadequacy of the propositionally oriented conception of knowledge of
traditional epistemology consists, among others, in its reluctance to recognize the legitimacy of tacit
knowledge, in its failing to see the tacit root of explicit knowledge, and consequently in its blindness to the
rich dynamics between the explicit and the tacit in human knowledge, thus it inevitably narrows down the
scope of epistemol ogy and meanwhileonly scratchesthe surface of the problem of human knowledge. Inspired
by Clifford Geertz and Gilbert Ryle, | suggest dubbing the traditional propositionally-oriented understanding
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of knowledge a“thin” conception of knowledge and would argue that the theory of tacit knowing implies a
“thick” conception of knowledge. If we appeal to the old metaphor of an iceberg, we might be justified to say
that the traditional thin epistemology is primarily concerned with what is above the sea, while the thick
epistemology must not only dive under the sea but also take the whole iceberg into account. No doubt, this
is a more complicated and more challenging task, but | am sure that it will also prove to be a more fruitful
approach. And | believe, athick epistemology adumbrated above is the prospect envisioned by Polanyi.
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Pursued by Polanyi

BlytheMcVicker Clinchy

ABSTRACT Key words: Michael Polanyi, Women's Ways of Knowing, intellectual development, uncer-
tainty, apprenticeship, confidence, discovery, uncertainty, personal knowledge, commitment, belief, doubt,
connected knowing, separate knowing, subjectivity, objectivity.

In the present essay, | explore some ways in which Polanyi’s concepts can be applied to enrich our
understanding of epistemological development and the educational practices that seem to facilitate or
suppressit. Among the concepts discussed are Polanyi’ s notion of uncertainty, combined with confidence as
driving intellectual activity; the role of conviviality in the collaborative construction of knowledge; the act
of discovery as beginning with a problem that obsesses the thinker and proceeding through the integration
of (often tacit) fragments into a coherent whole; the notion of personal knowledge and commitment as
transcending the disjunction between subjective and objective; apprenticeship as a personal relationship
between a learner and a more sophisticated master, and most important, the assertion that belief is prior to
doubt. Thus, in terms of the concepts my colleagues and | have developed, “ connected knowing” (a personal
approach) is not simply equal to “ separate knowing” (a detached, impersonal mode) as a procedure for
arriving at knowledge, but is prior to it, “ making meaning” being a necessary prerequisite to testing the
validity of a position. Drawing oninterview data and memoirs of academic experiences, | arguethat because
these priorities are often reversed in educational practice, students learn to delete their personal responses
fromtheir essaysin order to meet what they perceive asthe utterly objective standards of the academy. When
educators* endorse” uncertainty, students are encouraged to engagein the collabor ative making of meaning
and the pursuit of problems of personal importance.

| have been pursued by Polanyi for years, although | didn't realize it until relatively recently, and
my paper “Beyond Subjectivism,” which appears in this issue, makes no mention of him.

| see now, though, that, unbeknownst to me, hisideas had from the beginning crept into the research
on epistemological development that my colleagues and | were engaged in. My earliest work, alongitudinal
study of epistemological development Claire Zimmerman and | conducted among students during their four
years at awomen’s college (Clinchy & Zimmerman, 1982; 1985), was inspired by William Perry’s (1970)
study of intellectual and ethical development among (mostly male) Harvard undergraduates.

Polanyi’ sphilosophy had influenced Perry’ sthinking, especially with respect to commitment, but we
paid little attention to commitment, and none to Polanyi, and the same has been true of other research
descended from Perry’s (e.g., King & Kitchener, 1994; Baxter Magolda, 1992). The four highest positions
on Perry’ sscale, tracing the evolution of commitment, seemed irrelevant to our concerns. Almost none of our
participants had reached such heights, and what did commitment have to do with the devel opment of notions
about truth and knowledge, anyway?

Everything, asit turns out, but Polanyi had to teach methat. And so, even though my co-authorsand
| alude to Polanyi’s notion of “passionate knowing” in our 1986/1997) book, Women's Ways of Knowing
[WMK] (Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger & Tarule), | beganto explore hiswork only when Dale Cannon, having
read apaper of mineon“ Connected and Separate Knowing” (1996), suggested that | might find Polanyi’ sideas
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resonant with mine. He wasright: | did, and | do.

David Rutledge, in an essay published in thisjournal, saysthat Polanyi “ givesusanew axisor center
around which to organize our understanding” (1998/99, 20), and this is precisely what he is doing for me,
although | do not find him easy to read or to understand. | am no philosopher; I'm a developmental
psychologist. That's what | know, that's what | do, that is my passion. | study cognitive development
(especially epistemol ogi cal devel opment) from approximately wombtotomb, trying to seehow notionsof truth
and knowledge evolve from early childhood into adulthood, and trying to identify experiences which seem to
facilitate development and those which seem to inhibit it, both in and out of school. In the present essay,
drawing largely, athough not exclusively, on interviews with women, especially undergraduates, | explore
some of the ways in which | am using Polanyi’s concepts (or my no doubt primitive constructions of his
concepts) to help me think about these issues.

Uncertainty

| was taught, and for many years | taught my students, that cognitive conflict was the engine of
development. According to this model, we undergo cognitive growth when, for example, someone criticizes
our position (using the procedure we call “ separate knowing”), pointing out flawsin our reasoning, or offering
an alternative argument, causing usto doubt our position and modify it. Now, no onewould deny that cognitive
conflict can be an impetus to growth. But two psychologists, Acredelo and O’ Connor, have suggested a
different model, citing Polanyi’s (1960; 1966) view that, as they put it, “al new explicit knowledge must be
preceded by aperiodinwhichthereisonly tacit foreknowledge, that is, avague but rational hunch of the notion
that is eventually constructed.” They argue that it is this “vague uncertainty,” rather than explicit cognitive
conflict, that isthe driving forcein cognitive development, “the constant motivation for growth” (1991, 219).

| think Polanyi would take to this notion, but we developmental psychologists have not rushed to
embrace it, partly, | think, because our methodology getsin the way. In our research we routinely force our
participants to choose which of two conflicting answers to the problems we present is correct. For instance,
in a classic Piagetian “conservation” experiment, after the child has agreed that two identical balls of clay
contain equal amounts, the experimenter rolls one ball into the form of a snake, and asks if the two still are
equal or if one now contains more clay than the other. The child is not invited or even permitted to express
uncertainty. Acredelo and O’ Connor and other researchers have found that when such experiments are
redesigned, allowing children to express their uncertaintiesin a context that does not challenge them to “find
the solution,” the uncertainties emerge, and children begin to think out loud. Barbara Rogoff reports that in
an experiment conducted by Subbotskii (1987) in a Soviet kindergarten, when teachers acted “like peers with
the children (avoiding use of authority and demonstrating uncertainty and errors), the children’s classroom
activities became more creative and independent” (Rogoff, 1990, 175).

The uncertainty model of cognitive growth seems to fit the stories adult women tell in interviews
concerning their educational experiences better than the conflict model does. For instance, in aproject called
“Education for Women' s Development,” which led to WWK, we asked each of the 135 women weinterviewed
(drawn from a broad range of educational institutions and social and economic backgrounds) to tell us about
apowerful and positive educational experience. Only ahandful mentioned an occasion upon which ateacher
aggressively challenged their notions. They spokeinstead of teacherswho acted asmidwivesto their thinking.
A college junior described her favorite teacher:
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| felt that when she had something shewanted to get across, shedrewit out of you. It'salmost
like the business of Plato and the little servant boy and the geometry problem. She sort of
ultimately provesthat you had it thereinside of you, to discover it yourself, but it just needs
that prompting.

In WMWK we called this sort of pedagogical approach “connected teaching.” Connected teachers use
the approach we call “connected knowing,” akin to Polanyi's “intellectual sympathy” which enables
individualsto “listen sympathetically . . . to adoctrine they have not yet grasped” (1958, 151). They assume
that the student’ s inchoate notions may make some sense. Apparently aware that their students “know more
than they can tell” (to use a Polanyian phrase), they encourage them to articulate and develop their “tacit
knowledge.” The emphasisison “making meaning” rather than ng validity. Belief predominates over
doubt.

Students cherish memories of classeslikethe one mentioned in“Beyond Subjectivism,” inwhichthe
teacher, Barry Kroll tried to “endorse uncertainty” (1992, 97), to promote an environment of mutual trust, in
Polanyi’s terms a “convivial” setting in which students felt free to share the process rather than defend the
products of their thinking. AsTodd, one of Kroll’ s students says, “you mumble on and maybe somebody else
can pick up what you mean by what you're saying. ... It wasokay for peopleto see | wasn’t polished.”

Itiseasier for studentsto express uncertainty (and for teachersto endorseit) when the material under
study isvague, sparse, or ambiguous. In an interview, a student we call Marianne! tells us about a seminar on
approaches to the study of art history she istaking during her senior year at a prestigious liberal arts college.
She claims this is the first course she has taken in which “it’s ever been presented” that there are no right
answers. Theteacher wantsthe studentsto emergefrom the seminar “learning thereisnoright way to approach
art,” but committed to their own approaches: “If you were to approach art, how would you do it? Y ou would
have to make a decision and back it up with why.”

We'veall been discussing it and all of us have different opinions. But she's presented it so
openly that the three ways that | think you should approach art and the three ways that she
thinks she should approach art are quite different.

As in Krall’s course, the students engage in the collaborative construction of knowledge. The
atmosphere is one of trust and acceptance, and the goal is understanding. Marianne says,

[Y]ou need discussion, becauseit’ svery vague. [It helpsto] have people saying, “Well, do
youmean...?’, and somebody elsesaying, “No, | meanthis...” It'sclarifying. It'sallowing
everyone to voice things that they think are uncertain. It's allowing people to realize that
they’re not stupid for questioning things. It's okay to say, “Why” or “How” or “What.” |
think it's important to let everybody voice their uncertainties.

Dora, another member of the seminar, said that she had always felt contemptuous of “so-called
discussion” in most of her courses. The students weren't talking with each other, she said; they were talking
to the teachers, trying to show them how smart they were. (Asone of our interviewees put it, “the purpose of
class discussion isto show the teacher what we know.”) But it was different in the art history seminar, Dora
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says. “It was on Roman villas and they don’t have alot of information on that, ‘ cause most of the things have
been destroyed. Sotalkingwasreally important. That’ swhat madethat class.” “Why wastalking soimportant
inthat class?,” theinterviewer asked. “Becausetherewasn’t really alot of information that the teacher could
say thisisit. You just sort of — you built up your own ideas from what you read. And sort of, you know,
battering it back and forth.”

Thereis danger that such a discussion could deteriorate into mindless subjectivism, with everyone
spewing forth their unexamined, unsupported intuitions, and nobody listening to anybody else. But that does
not seem to be what’ s happening in the art history seminar. The students seem to be constructing knowledge:
they speak of “backing up” their opinions, “building up” their ideas, “questioning things,” and “battering
back and forth” — taking steps, perhaps, toward Polanyian “acts of discovery.”

Discovery

Polanyi describes the act of discovery asfollows:

It starts with the solitary intimation of a problem, of bits and pieces here and there which
seemto offer cluesto something hidden. They look likefragmentsof ayet unknown coherent
whole. Thistentative vision must turninto apersonal obsession, for aproblem that doesnot
worry usisno problem; thereisno driveinit, it doesnot exist. Indeed the process by which
it will be brought to light will be acknowledged asadiscovery precisely becauseit could not
have been achieved by any persistence in applying explicit rulesto given facts (1966, 75).

In one of our studies we asked students nominated by their professors as “ complex thinkers’ to tell
us how they went about writing essays. These studentsdo not speak of “ applying explicit rulesto givenfacts.”
Theimagesthey use are circular, rather than linear. Although (and in part because) their descriptions verge
ontheinarticulate, | think they sound remarkably like Polanyi’ sportrayal of theact of discovery. For example,
Amy:

Y ou proceed out of confusion. . . . There'sjust sort of a sense of amixing bowl where you
sort of let — where you are confused and you don’t have any solid or stable. ... | thinkit's
sort of like awhirlpool or something like that. Where you've got alot of ideas [“bits and
pieces’] zooming around, and you haven't yet affixed any of them to being right or wrong
inyour head yet or meshing with all the others. Thingsare still just sort of whirling around,;
then you start pulling them out and filtering things out and making sense out of them.

Similarly, Marie:

A lot of it has been lots of passive and then “Boom!” all of a sudden something comes and
really sticks, and I’ m very active, and [then] lots of passive again, and then “Boom!” again.
It'slike | haveto takein awholelot and siftit all down. You know, putit al inabig sieve
and sift it all down and the stuff that fallsthrough | collect and start building with, and then
“Wham!” — all of a sudden the right piece will fall into the sieve and something will be
compl eted.
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Claire Zimmerman asked studentsin her seminar on psychology and education to write papers about
how they went about writing papers. One student described the process this way:

When | receive awritten assignment, thereis an initial floating period in which | continue
my day-to-day affairs (other classwork, taking showers, eating meals, etc.), while remotely
playing with the paper’stopic in my head. At this stage, there is no sense of organization
or even of existence to my thought processes; if anyone asked about my paper, | might
answer, “I haven't even thought about it yet.” But of course, | have.

In time, this student moves into “an intense writing mood” which “is just a very abstract feeling of
self-confidence and asensethat | am ready for sustained introspection and analysis.” Noticethat, like Polanyi,
she speaks of “ self-confidence,” but not “certainty.” She choosesto writein her own room, her own personal
space, rather than in thelibrary: “ There' s something about the stark barrenness of those plain wooden carrels
that isjust too empty; perhaps | need to be more aware of my own individuality.” Throughout this process,
the student strugglesto resist. “The guilt which can occur when | compare my progressin an assignment with
that of my classmates or my own expectations.” The voice of the culture, ingrained in her own conscience,
seemsto urge her to abort thislengthy indwelling and get that something down on paper, but sheresists. “It's
my way of working,” she says.

Per sonal Knowledge and the Suppression of Subjectivity

The“ways of working” al three of these students describe seem to me similar to Polanyi’ s notion of
“personal knowing,” involving, asNewman says, the“immersion of [their] whole personsin that which [they]
are seeking to know” (2002-03, 63). In apassage of profound importance to me, Polanyi definesthe personal
as “neither subjective nor objective.”

In so far asthe personal submits to requirements acknowledged by itself as independent of
itself, it is not subjective, but in so far asit is an action guided by individual passions, itis
not objective either. It transcends the disjunction between subjective and objective. (1958/
1964, 300)

| am enormously grateful to Polanyi for his distinction between the personal and the subjective, but
| find histreatment of subjectivity occasionally unduly dismissive, as when he refersto “ subjective states, in
whichwemerely endureour feelings.” | arguethat someintegration of subjectivity and objectivity isnecessary
asabasisfor persona knowledge, that the suppression of either makesthe devel opment of personal knowledge
difficult. Inparticular, | am concerned about the degreeto which studentsreport that they deliberately exclude
all signs of subjectivity from their work. For instance, in an attempt to meet what they perceive asthe utterly
impersonal standards of the academy, they delete themselves from their essays, manufacturing argumentsin
favor of positions which they do not believe but can successfully defend against the doubts of authorities. A
college sophomore told us, for instance, that in art history it was aways easiest for her to write papers about
paintings she “didn’t like,” because then she could be “objective” about them. Shesaid, “I didn’t ever abhor
apainting that | did, because that would have been just as bad as doing onethat | really liked. Just —just one
that | wasn't particularly crazy about.” In the course of her “education,” this student has learned, as the
philosopher Sara Ruddick did, to “think about things [she doesn’t] care about.”
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Judy, an eighth grader participatinginaproject on girls' development directed by psychologist Carol
Gilligan, had aready concluded that the things you learn in school have nothing to do with believing. “You
have to know about them,” she says, “but you don’'t have to believe them to get a good education.” “Feeling
and knowing, she says, are two different things. ... The knowing sort of comes from the brain, like your
intelligence. . .. Likeyour smartness, your brightness, your education part.” Judy distinguishes between this
brain, her “education part” and (pointing to her stomach) her “mind,” which involves “a deeper sort of
knowing” that is related to feeling and unrelated to education (Brown & Gilligan, 1992, 137).

Catherine, a sophomore, said to the interviewer, “When | write a paper | just think of one position
that | can just totally stand by and give support and then write on that. It'snot that | believeinit. It'snot as
if I believeinit or support theidea. It'sjust easier for metowriteon.” Theinterviewer asked Catherine what
shewould do if she disapproved of nuclear power and the company sheworked for ordered her to writeareport
in favor of it. “No problem,” shesaid. “I’d write the report. | figure | can aways go to anti-nuclear rallies.
If I'vecometothedecisionthat I'magainstit, then just saying I’minfavor of it would never change my ideas.”

| fear that | have often colluded with my studentsin their attemptsto suppress subjectivity — (tolisten
totheir “brains’ and keep their stomachs out of it) by presenting them with problems which can be solved by
“applying explicit rulesto given facts’ — problems which may or may not “worry” them and thus may or may
not “exist” for them; more often than not, | suspect, they don't. Students |eave messages on my answering

machine: “1’mworking on your paper...." “lt saysinyour notes....” And, worst of all, “What do you want
L7

Two philosophers, Sara Ruddick and Alice Koller, have provided el oquent accounts of how, in the
course of their years of formal education, culminating in PhD’s from a highly prestigious institution, they
learned, in Ruddick’s words, to “avoid work done out of love.” “My intellectua life,” she says, “became
increasingly critical, detached, and dispensable” (Ruddick, 1977, 136). “Academic custom dictated,” Koller
says, that she avoid the first person singular in her dissertation; instead, she was to say “We have seen that
..." and “We must conclude that . . .,” phrases which “conceal any hint of the scholar’s individuality.” In
the thesis she played devil’ s advocate with herself, “thinking up the strongest possible arguments against my
own position” (1990, 53). Theideawasto construct an argument “so soundly based that anyone can retrace
your stepsand arrive at your very same conclusions. |f your own personality wereto intrude, theimpartiality
you're aiming for might be tainted. Y our ability to persuade might be charged, not to the strength of your
argument, but to the power of your big blue eyes’ (56-57). | shall return to their story later in this essay.

Apprenticeship

Presumably, Ruddick and Koller underwent some sort of apprenticeship during their graduate
studies, and both acknowledge the value of the traditional philosophical knowledge and skill they had
acquired. But for them, something seems to have been missing. According to Polanyi, because “the
methods of scientific enquiry cannot be explicitly formulated,” they “can be transmitted only in the same
way as an art, by the affiliation of apprentices to a master.” While acknowledging that “the authority of
science is essentially traditional,” Polanyi insists that it is “an authority which cultivates originality”
(1969, 66). Neither Ruddick nor Koller would claim “originality” for their graduate work, if originality
includes the right to challenge the existing paradigm. Their training, heavily tilted toward separate
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knowing, taught them to doubt, but did not help them to believe; it did not prepare them for committing
“acts of discovery.” Their dissertations speak in utterly impersonal terms, and perhaps the relationship to
their masters was a so relatively impersonal. Thisis not Polanyi’s conception. For him, apprenticeship
involves “close personal association with the intimate views and practice” of the master (Polanyi, 1946,
43).

Polanyi sometimes pictures apprenticeship as a relationship between a learner who possesses
extraordinary gifts and a “distinguished” master (1946, 43), and David Rutledge seems to see the personal
relationship between master and apprentice as“ crucia” only at “higher levels of learning” (1998-99, 25). But
agrowing number of “cultural psychologists’ portray cognitive development in ordinary children as taking
place, in Rogoff’'s words, through an “apprenticeship in thinking,” the title of her seminal book (1990).
Learning a culture, as these psychologists describe it, is very like learning the premises and practices of a
discipline, as Polanyi describesit. Children are seen as “active in their efforts to learn from observing and
participating with peers and more skilled members of their society, developing skills to handle culturally
defined problems with available tools, and building from those givens to construct new solutions (1990, 7).

Rogoff defines apprenticeship as “guided participation,” indicating that “both guidance and
participation in culturally valued activities are essential,” and sheis aware, asis Polanyi, that “ guidance may
be tacit or explicit” (1990, 8). Guided participation involves “intersubjectivity,” “a sharing of focus and
purpose between children and their more skilled partners.” Like Polanyi, Rogoff perceives apprenticeship as
apersonal relationship “involving cognitive, social, and emotional interchange” (9). | sharetheview of Rogoff
and other cultural psychologists that such arelationship is crucial to “lower” as well as “higher” levels of
learning, that it is sharing the process of knowing “asit happens,” in Rutledge’ sfelicitous phrase, that “ makes
genuine knowledge possible’ (1998-99, 25).

Given the criteria for promotion and tenure that prevail at many educational institutions, it takes a
sort of Polanyian “confidence” for usteachersto exhibit our faltering efforts at “making meaning” in front of
aclass, to dareto share the process (aswell asthe products) of our thinking, to act on the assumption, as Todd
putsit, that we “don’'t always have to be polished.” Peter Elbow, awriter and teacher of writing, reports that
itwasonly after yearsof effort (assisted, perhaps, by hisreading of Polanyi) that he became“willing to dignify
and take seriously the fecundity of the inarticulate, to trust that my grunting and my fishing around arein fact
getting at something. Only when | do that, both for myself and for my students, do | sense that | am getting
progress’ (1988, 8).

Accordingto Lev Vygotsky’s(1981) widely-accepted theory, cognitive development will occur only
when apprentices participate in activities sightly beyond their current competence, within their “zone of
proximal development” or “zpd.” Themost appropriatetutor issomeoneat aslightly moreadvanced level than
the tutee. It might be a four-year-old child or an illiterate peasant or, as in Polanyi’s illustration, a
“distinguished master” directing an extremely “gifted” learner. Among our undergraduate interviewees,
especialy at Wellesley, thewomen' sresidential college where | taught, these everyday apprenti ceships often
took the form of informal tutelage from a somewhat more sophisticated peer, usually afriend. Jill, ajunior
English major at Wellesley, tells a story that illustrates the process.

Asked to describe “agood paper” she had written, Jill recalled one she had donein her freshman year
for anintroductory art history course. It wasfive o' clock inthemorning, shehad just finished writing the paper,
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itwasduethenext day, and afriend wastypingit. Jill knew that it was" ashitty paper,” and thetypist confirmed
her opinion. Unableto see“how to get out of it,” Jill sought the help of afriend, Sonia, a sophomore planning
to be an art history major who, she said, had been “mothering” her through the course. Soniaread the paper
and burst out laughing. “So for about ten minutes,” Jill said, “I wanted to kill Sonia, and kill the girl at the
typewriter, “cause it was clear that this whole thing was going to have to be rewritten.”

And together, Sonia sat down with me and talked it through — Y ou know, “This is where
you went wrong, you went off on thistangent,” and hel ped mewritethethingsmoretightly,
and then it turned out it was a good — it was avery good paper.

Now, | look back onthat experience—first of all that peoplewould bewilling to stay up with
methat late to do something likethat, and then the fact that then we went through it together
— meant, not only meant a great deal to me from an emotional standpoint, but the fact that
| —1 waslearning something, that it wasa peer that wasteaching me, and that we weretaking
time out to do it together.

That was one of the best experiences|’ve ever had, because it was something that | had got
on my own —well you know, or with a friend, completely out of classes, completely out of
the books.

For Jill, “getting it” with afriend is indistinguishable from getting it on one's own. Rogoff would
agree: knowledge, in her view, is always co-constructed: in thinking about cognition “we must suspend our
assumption that the basic unit of analysisisthe individual” (1990, 209). Although an increasing number of
developmental psychologists share thisview, the dominant model remainsindividualistic, both in psychologi-
cal research and in educational practice. In evaluating students’ work, for instance, the basic unit of analysis
isnearly dwaystheindividual. Sinceonly Jill’s name appeared on her paper, the teacher no doubt assumed
that it was “her ownwork,” which, of course, in Jill’smind, it was. Jill herself doesn’t remember what grade
she got, and she doesn’t care— she knows, by her own criteria, that “it wasayvery good paper” —but, two years
later, she remembers the experience vividly, and she remembers the painting “inside out”: “It was Bal a
Bouganville, by Renoir —the two dancers, and they have lilacs on the ground, and sort of wispy peopleinthe
back.”

Connected and Separate Knowing, Believing and Doubting

As| say in “Beyond Subjectivism,” the two procedures we called connected and separate knowing
were built on Elbow’ s (1973) notions of the Believing Game and the Doubting Game. In that essay | describe
how Claire Zimmerman and | first encountered what we came to call connected knowing while looking for
evidence of Perry’s Position 4, which involves critical thinking. Because at the time we equated “uncritical”
with “unthinking,” it took us a while to see that when a student said that in reading a philosopher she tried
to “think asthe author does,” she might be really thinking. Elbow helped usto reinterpret such comments as
indicating an active effortful attempt to understand, very like what Scott calls*imaginative sympathy,” which
sheseesasakinto SimoneWeil’ s creativeattention” (Scott, 1985, 73). Asaway of “teaching” theprocedures,
my WMWK co-authors and | have asked participantsin our workshopsto play each game, following “rules’ we
constructed for doubting agiven position (e.g., “L ook for flawsin thereasoning” and “ Offer opposing views")
and for believing one (e.g., “Look for what’ s right about it,” “Try to share the experience behind it”). Inour
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experience women frequently do conceive of doubting (separate knowing) as a game, and they are willing —
if not always eager —to play it, but, aswe said in WMWK, “believing feels real to them, perhaps becauseiit is
founded on genuine care” (113), and they object to treating it as a game.

Elizabeth Sargent agrees, entitling her powerful essay “Believing Is Not a Game” (2002). Sargent
takes Elbow to task for presenting belief and doubt as “a balance of opposites . . . equally important both
necessary and balancing each other” (109). This is how we treated connected and separate knowing, but
Polanyi has convinced Sargent, and he and she have convinced me (and also Elbow, I'll bet) that, “ belief is
prior, isthe root of al knowing, is the essential power of the mind” (Sargent, 2002, 108), that “while doubt
has an essential roleto play, it is dways a subsidiary, dependent, secondary role. It can test what believing
has made or discovered, but it can never make or discover anything on its own” (Sargent, 2002, 109). From
this perspective, connected knowing is prior to separate knowing. It all seems so obvious now. How can you
look for flawsin aposition you have not yet grasped? Perhaps we were so determined to show that connected
knowing was a respectable way of knowing, “as good as’ separate knowing, that it never occurred to us to
conceive of it asin any sense “better,” more important, “prior.”

So believing is not agame, and connected knowing is not just a game, and maybe —it now occursto
me—maybeit’ snot aprocedure, intheusual sense, in the sensethat separate knowing can be. Designing rules
for the Doubting Game was easy: “look for flawsin the argument” and “think of exceptionsto the statement,”
for example. Butwefoundit very difficult toformulatespecificrulesfor Believing. “What doyoumean, * Share
the experience’ ?,” our participants complained: “How?’ Our rules for believing seemed to them more like
goalsthan strategiesfor reaching agoal. | wasreminded of my experience in teaching acourse on “ Research
Methodsin Developmental Psychology.” Thetextbook | assignedin that course spelled out clear instructions
for ensuring and testing the validity of data collected in an experimental study. It had little to say about how
to comeup with aresearchabl e problem of personal significance. AsEsther Meek says, “ Nobody seemstowant
to talk about how you form atentative hypothesis’ (2003, 63). We didn’t talk about it much in that course.
We didn’'t know how to, and anyway it would have taken too much time.

Thereisanother sense, too, in which connected and separate knowing are not “ balancing opposites.”
Connected knowing, it seems to me now, is a more complex, more heterogeneous approach than separate
knowing: it employs both thinking and feeling, both deliberate effort and, often, akind of patient, relaxed,
receptive attitude, relying on both tacit and explicit knowledge; it has adual focus, oriented both inward and
outward, searching the self asasource of “clues’ for grasping thereality of the other —“ projection in the good
sense,” as Elbow putsit.

Intheserespects, aswell asinits* believing” orientation, connected knowing bearssomeresemblance
to Polanyi’s" personal knowledge.” | think there must be somerelation between thetwo, but | don’t know how
to define it, partly, | think, because | don't fully understand Polanyi’s notion of personal knowledge.
Sometimes, he seems to equate it with Commitment. For example, he says, “Personal knowledge is an
intellectual commitment” (1958, vii), and “Such granting of one's personal alegiance is — like an act of
heuristic conjecture— apassionate pouring of oneself into untried forms of existence” (1958/1964, 208). The
many humbler, transitory instances of connected knowing clearly do not, especially those involving the
knower’s self-interest, as, for example, when alawyer examines a potential juror in order to determine how
he might interpret a defendant’s story. Indeed, few of the instances of connected knowing that we have
recorded rise to the level of the sort of personal commitments to science that Polanyi describesand 1. |. Rabi
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experienced. For Rabi, science was nothing like agame. In an interview he said,

Some physicists say that physicsisfun. | dwayshated theideathatitwas “fun.” ... | have
alwaystaken physics personaly. ... It'smy own physics, within my powers. It'sbetween
me and nature. ... You must feel thething yourself —fed that it will change your outlook
and your way of life (Bernstein, 1975, 53, 64, 108).

Sara Ruddick and Alice Koller also arrived at personal commitments, although not until they had
escaped from the academy. Ruddick’ stransformation came about through immersion — intensive indwelling
—intheworksof VirginiaWoolf. Thisreading, unlikethe dissertation work, began asasort of “play.” Unlike
the dissertation, it had no instrumental purpose; it was “completely divorced from public ambitions or
expectations.”

Insofar as| brought problemsto my reading, they were personal — connected with my sense
of aging and death, with an interest in women and feminism, with my earliest love for my
mother and fearsfor her death. Indeed, | was morethan alittlein love with VirginiaWoolf
herself (1977, 136).

Like a Polanyian act of discovery, Koller's project, an essay on Plato’s Euthyphro, began with “an
intellectual problem [which] had been nattering at mefor years’ and had become an obsession; “| hadtoresolve
it.” The paper had no purpose “other than the sheer doing of it,” she says, and for the first time, she found
herself “loving[her] work for thework’ ssake” (1990, 102). Thesetwowomen'’s*discoveries’ may seempaltry
in comparison with Rabi’s — they will win no Nobel prizes — but, like his, they are transformative: “The
change,” Polanyi says, “isirrevocable. ... Havingmadeadiscovery, | shall never seetheworld again asbefore.
My eyeshavebecomedifferent; | have made myself into aperson seeing and thinking differently” (1958, 143).
Through her immersion in the works of Woolf, Ruddick found herself learning to think and feel in new ways.
“For thefirst timein years,” she writes, “my mind wastruly aive, truly mine” (1977, 144). Once so careful
to “avoid work done out of love,” she says, “| now care about my thinking and think about what | care about”
(1984, 151). Koller's experience in writing the Euthyphro paper was equally transformative. “Doing it, and
completing it,” she says, “marked for me the turning point from which thereafter | thought of myself as a
philosopher . . .. Finishing [it], | knew that | was a philosopher and would be one ever after” (1990, 54).

The stories Ruddick and Koller tell suggest that, while connected knowing is not synonymous with
personal commitment, it can pavetheway for it, may even beaprerequisitefor achievingit. Through marriage
and child rearing and her study of Woolf, Ruddick says, she learned “new ways of attending . . . to people,
especialy children. This kind of attending was intimately concerned with caring; then | found myself
watching more carefully, listening with patience, absorbed by gestures, moods, and thoughts. The more |
attended, themoredeeply | cared” (1984, 151). Ruddick began to question the philosophical ideal of detached
and abstract reason which had controlled her intellectual life for years. “Reason wasfailing me,” she writes,
“as alover, mother, and citizen. ... | needed to act on passion and be responsible to love” (1989, 8). Still
convinced of the value of reason, but rejecting the version she had been taught (signified by acapital “R”) she
asks herself,

If | could not reject Reason, could | honor Reason differently? If | could no longer servethe
Reason | had known, was it possibleto reconceive areason that strengthened passion rather
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than opposing it, that refused to separate love and knowledge? (1989, 8).

Koller'sfirst ventureinto connected knowing occurred with respect to adog named Logos. She had
adopted L ogos as ameans of protection, but, finding herself without need of protection, Logos “ caught [her]
attention as himself,” and she found herself “trying to see the world from his point of view” rather than in
terms of her own needs (1990, 49), “caring for Logos for his own sake, rather than repaying him for what he
was doing for me” (101). In time, she began to do the same with people. Although earlier, she says,
“comprehending another person’s purposes was all but impossible for me, | now grasped with equal
perspicacity the purposes of other persons’ (102). Finally, “Loving my work for the work’s sake, loving
another person for the person’s sake: each of these facets of my life germinated and flourished, starting with
the seed that was my commitment to Logos’ (1990, 102).

Writing the Euthyphro paper wasthefirst time | had used my philosophical knowledge and
skill to do something philosophical for itsown sake. My unremitting absorptioninit for all
those days without being paid to do it, without even the promise that it would be published,
gave me the exemplar for doing something for its own sakein my work, in my professional
life. 1t matched the exemplar | already had at hand in my personal life” (1990, 54).

While Rudddick and Koller use the word “commitment” in describing their experience, more often
—repeatedly, infact —they speak of “love.” (Sofar, I'vefound no referencesto lovein Polanyi’ swork.) Could
“love,” beseen asamanifestation of personal knowledge, of commitment? Clearly, asthesetwowomen define
it, love “transcends the di 5 unction between subjective and objective” (Polanyi, 1958/1964, 300). Arewomen
more likely than men to conceive of commitment in terms of love? In “reconceiving reason,” Ruddick asked
herself, “werethere aternative ideal s of reason that might derive from women’ swork and experiences, ideals
more appropriateto responsibility and love?’ (1989, 9). She answered the question by devel oping the concept
of “maternal thinking” (1989), away of thinking that grows out of the “discipline” of maternal practice, but
is relevant to issues well beyond child-rearing (See Maternal Thinking, 1989). Koller had no children, but
her relation to Logos hasamaternal sound toit: “taking-care-of” himturned into “caring-for” him, shewrites,
and loving one's work means “ caring-for” work, as well as for pets and people (1990, 60).

| have paid little attention to the relation between gender and epistemology in this essay, athough
it istrue that such arelationship exists, at least in some populations, with males being more oriented toward
doubt, as represented by separate knowing, and females more oriented toward belief, as represented by
connected knowing. Thisbeing o, itis possiblethat if women had had the power to reframe philosophy and
reconstruct education, they might have assigned higher priority to belief than to doubt, and placed more
emphasis on the making of meaning than the testing of validity. But, as both Polanyi and Perry demonstrate
by the positions they take on these issues, it is clear that the two modes are not gender-exclusive.

In the early days of our research, as | confessed at the start of this essay, Claire Zimmerman and |
largely ignored Perry’ s ideas about the devel opment of Commitment. At the time we were narrowly focused
on constructing specific criteriafor coding our interview datain terms of epistemological position, and since
none of our undergraduate participants seemed to have much conception of commitment, we didn’t need to
know how to codeit. Today, | find this shocking. After all, we were teachers as well as researchers, and we
both cared deeply about education. Why did wenot ask oursel veswhy so few so few of our studentshad reached
aposition of commitment, what sorts of educational practices might facilitate its development? In a passage
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near the end of his book, Perry offered akind of answer, urging educators to supply “a certain openness—a
visibility in their own thinking, groping, doubts and styles of Commitment,” and he“enjoin[ed]” onthem “the
duty of confirming the student in his community with them (a membership he achieves at the very least asan
apprentice or colleague-to-be) through his own making of meaning, his daring to take risks, and his courage
incommitting himself.” Perry thought thiswasrare: “How usual, for example, isthe student’ s experience that
his paper has been read with primary attention to his meaning and only secondary attention to establishing
his grade?’ (1970, 239).

I liketo think that sometimes | (unwittingly) followed Perry’ s advice during my teaching career, but
| wish I had done so more frequently and more deliberately. One such missed moment comesto mind. Claire
and | were team teaching an introductory psychology course which involved lecturing to some two hundred
studentsin alargeauditorium. Studentsrarely spokeup under these circumstances, but oneday abrave student
raised her hand in the midst of my lecture on Piaget to ask aquestion. “Mrs. Clinchy,” she said, “ you do the
lectures on Piaget and child development, and Miss Zimmerman, you do the ones on Freud and personality
andall that. Why isthat? | mean, doesoneof youjust like Piaget and the other onejust like Freud?’ | remember
being stunned by the student’s audacity in interrupting my lecture to ask such an inappropriately personal
question, but | quickly recovered, shifting into researcher mode, smiling tolerantly to myself at the student’s
epistemol ogical innocence: she seemed to be a subjectivist, since she thought we might be choosing our areas
of interest on the basis of sheer “liking.” | don't remember what | said. | think | said that it wasn't a matter
of “liking,” and maybe| stuttered something about “reason,” but, asfast as| could, | hustled back to the security
of my lecture notes.

If | could rewrite that episode today, I'd toss those lecture notes aside, and Claire and | would
reminisce, mumbling along together as best we could, trying to reconstruct the evolution of our own (capital
C) Commitmentsto theissuesin human devel opment and personality that “ obsessed” us. I' d say tothestudents
that although it wasn’t just a matter of “liking,” it wasn't just “reason,” either — at least not the sort of
impersonal reason Ruddick spellswith acapital R. It wasaform of reason that incorporated love. 1'd confess
to being “alittlein love” with Piaget, and I'd talk about the ways in which my experiences as a mother had
hel ped meto understand (and sometimesto challenge) hisideas, and I’ d explain, with concrete examples, how
his work had caused me to observe my children more carefully and respond to them more sensitively.

Claire and | might try to explain how the research in epistemological development that we were
currently conducting grew out of the frustration we felt as teachers when our students had trouble
understanding the material wewere presenting. Wemight go on to describethat research, what weweretrying
to find out and why the answers mattered to us. (Some of our colleagues would no doubt find it shocking that
we were revealing the nature and purposes and even the preliminary findings of our project to students who
might well be presently participating in it and would no longer be “blind” to our hypotheses.)

Of course, developmental epistemological theory predicts that, if we were correct in assuming that
most of the Psychology 101 students were still at a subjectivist level, they would be unable to fully grasp the
storieswe were trying to tell, Commitment being well beyond the capacity of their zpd's. But | like to think
that some hits of the experience might remain in their memories (as the actual event remained in mine), to
be puzzled over from timeto time, and oneday drawn upon, perhaps, when issues of commitment loomed large
in their lives. | hope so.
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Endnotes

Al research participants' names have been changed
WorksCited

Acredelo, C., & O’ Connor, J.
1991 “On the Difficulty of Detecting Cognitive Uncertainty,” Human Devel opment, 34, 204-
223.

Baxter Magolda, Marcia B.
1992 Knowing and Reasoning in College: Gender-Related Patterns in Students’ Intellectual
Development. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Belenky, Mary Field, Clinchy, Blythe McVicker, Goldberger, Nancy Rule, and Tarule, Jill Mattuck
1986/1997 Women's Ways of Knowing. New Y ork: Basic Books.

Bernstein, Jeremy
1975 “Physicist~l [Interview with Isidor I. Rabi],” New Yorker (Oct. 13, 1975), 47-110.

Brown, Lyn M., & Gilligan, Carol
1992 Meseting at the Crossroads. Women's Psychology and Girls' Development. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Clinchy, Blythe, & Zimmerman, Claire
1982 “Epistemology and Agency in the Development of Undergraduate Women,” The
Undergraduate Woman: Issues in Educational Equity. Edited by Pamela J. Perun. Lexington, MA: D. C.
Heath. 161-181.

1985 “Growing Up Intellectualy: Issues for College Women,” Work in Progress, No. 19.
Wellesley, MA: Stone Center Working Papers Series.

Elbow, Peter
1973 “Appendix Essay: The Doubting Game and the Believing Game,” Writing Without
Teachers, by Peter Elbow. London: Oxford University Press.

1988 In Wallace, M. Elizabeth, et al. “Polanyian Perspectives on the Teaching of Literature and
Composition (Transcript of an MLA Specia Session, December 1988),” Tradition and Discovery,
17 (1990-1991), 4-16.

King, Patricia M., & Kitchener, Karen Strohl
1994 Developing Reflective Judgment. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Koller, Alice
1990 The Sations of Solitude. New York: William Morrow.

Kroll, Barry
1992 Teaching Hearts and Minds. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University.

Meek, Esther L.
2003 Longing to Know. Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press.

66



Newman, Elizabeth
2002-2003 “ Accepting Our Lives as Gift: Hospitality and Post-Critical Ethics,” Tradition and Discovery,

29, 60-73.

Perry, William
1970/1999 Forms of Intellectual and Ethical Development in the College Years. New Y ork: Holt, Rinehart,
and Winston.

Polanyi, Michael

1946 Science, Faith, and Society. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

1958/1964 Personal Knowledge: Toward a Post-Critical Philosophy. London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul.

1966 The Tacit Dimension. New Y ork: Doubleday.

1969 Knowing and Being: Essays by Michael Polanyi. Edited by Marjorie Grene. London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Rogoff, Barbara
1990 Apprenticeship in Thinking: Cognitive Development in Social Context. New Y ork:
Oxford University Press.

Ruddick, Sara
1977 “A Work of One’s Own,” Working It Out. Edited by Sara Ruddick and Pamela Daniels. New
York: Pantheon. 128-146.

1984 “New Combinations: Learning from Virginia Woolf,” Between Women. Edited by Carol
Asher, Louise DeSalvor, and Sara Ruddick. Boston: Beacon Press.

1989 Maternal Thinking. Boston: Beacon Press.

Rutledge, David
1998-99 “Beyond Logic and Beneath Will — Teaching in a Polanyian Spirit,” Tradition and
Discovery, 2, 20-29.

Sargent, M. Elizabeth
2002 “Believing is Not a Game: Peter Elbow’s Uneasy Debt to Michael Polanyi,” Writing
With Elbow. Edited by Pat Belanof, et al. Logan, UT: Utah State University Press

Scott, Drusilla
1985 Everyman Revived: The Common Sense of Michael Polanyi. Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans Publishing.

Subbotskii, Evgenii Vasilevich
1987 “Communicative Style and the Genesis of Personality in PreSchoolers,” Soviet
Psychology, 4, 35-58.

Vygotsky, Lev
1981 Thought and Language. Cambridge: MIT Press.

67



A Responsetothe Responses

BlytheMcVicker Clinchy

ABSTRACT Key Words. connected and separate knowing, epistemological development, early and middle
childhood, tacit knowledge, teaching connected knowing, subjectivism, knowledge construction, Michael
Polanyi, Dale Cannon, Esther Meek, Zhenhua Y u.

This essay is a short response to comments made by Cannon, Meeks, and Yu to my articles “ Beyond
Subjectivism,” published in this special edition of Tradition and Discovery (34:1), and “ Connected and
Separate Knowing: A Marriage of Two Minds,” published in Knowledge, Difference, and Power, edited by
Nancy Goldberger, et al., focusing on convergences between my work and the ideas of Michael Polanyi.

Responseto Dale Cannon

1. Dale Cannon and I have been corresponding for several years, and his responses to my earlier work,
which appear in this issue, helped to shape the thinking that appears in “Pursued by Polanyi.” And so I feel,
to some degree, that that essay is already a response to some parts of his response.

In re-reading my essays and Dale’s response to them, however, I am struck by our near-exclusive focus
on young adults in an academic setting, when, of course, epistemological development begins much eatlier
(and, sadly, often ends much eatlier). In my own research, I would like to begin to apply a Polanyian perspective
to development in early and middle childhood.

It is worth noting that there are losses as well as progress in development. Recall, for instance,
Polanyi’s suggestion that confidence in the face of uncertainty is a prerequisite to performing acts of discovery.
Consider the behavior of John Holt’s 17 month old niece:

[S]he is a kind of scientist. She is always observing and experimenting. ... Most of her
waking time she is intensely and purposefully active, soaking up experience and trying to
make sense of it, trying to find out how things around her behave. . ..

In the face of what looks like unbroken failure, she is so persistent. Most of her experiments,
her efforts to predict and control her environment, don’t work. But she goes right on, not
the least daunted. Perhaps this is because there are no penalties attached to failure, except
nature’s. A baby does not react to failure as an adult does, or even a five-year-old, because
she has not yet been made to feel that failure is shame (1964, 61-62).

If we want to produce citizens capable of acts of discovery, perhaps we need to think about our treatment of
error from an early age.

2. One of the Polanyian concepts that I would like to begin to explore in relation to epistemological
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development from eatly childhood into adulthood is his notion of “tacit knowledge.” I have found Dale’s essay,
“Construing Polanyi’s Tacit Knowing as Knowing by Acquaintance Rather Than Knowing by Representa-
> extremely difficult and utterly absorbing. Dale lists at least ten forms (some of them overlapping) of
tacit knowing, many of which seem to me to raise issues of relevance to both epistemological development and

tion,

to education. For instance, how can students and teachers become alert to instances of anticipatory
foreknowledge, and how can they nurture them with patience, providing time for indwelling, rather than
ignoring or dismissing them or insisting upon instantly converting them into rigid representations, and thus
aborting their further development?

Response to Esther Meek

I found Esther Meek’s response enormously engaging — lively, warm, smart, and stimulating — just
as I found her book, which I have now re-read twice. But of course, being an academic, well trained in separate
knowing, I must offer a couple of caveats, in hopes that we can come to a clearer, closer understanding.

1.  amno philosopher, as| say inmy essay, and | oftenrely on philosophersto help mein considering
the validity of various positions, theories, and points of view. But as a developmental psychologist, | do not
make judgments concerning the quality of my participants ideas. Philosophers, perhaps, judge from the
outside in, while psychologists judge — or interpret — from the inside out. And a position that seems bad —
unhealthy, perhaps — from a philosophical point of view may represent a healthy step forward from the
developmentalist’s point of view.

For instance, Esther, in her response to my two papers, clearly takesadim view of subjectivism, the
view that “everyone has aright to their own opinion and their own opinion isright for them,” regarding it as
“an unhealthy epistemological betrayal,” aproduct of “the contemporary Zeitgeist.” But for people who have
been utterly dependent upon external authorities as sources of absolute truth, subjectivism can represent a
healthy step forward towards becoming an autonomous knower. |n WMWK we tell the story of Inez, who, for
most of her life, had been abused and exploited by powerful males, first her father and brothers, then her
husband. Shegrew up believing that, as she put it, no woman could “think and be smart.” Inez no longer pays
any attention to external authorities; sheisher own authority. “I can only know with my gut,” shesays. “I've
got it tuned to apoint where | think and feel al at the sametimeand | know what isright. My gut is my best
friend —the one thing in the world that won't let me down or lieto me or back away fromme.” Of course we
should try to help individuals like Inez move “ beyond subjectivism” —the title of my paper — but not, | think
by treating it a disease to be exterminated.

Subjectivism, often called multiplism, does appear to operate as a Zeitgeist in some cultures during
certain periods. But alarge body of evidenceindicatesthat itisalso anatural stepinintellectual development,
emerging from inside out as well as ingested from outside in. For instance, in the course of a 13 year
longitudinal study, Annick Mansfield and | presented ten-year-old Emily with a story in which two
protagonists disagree about whether an unfamiliar animal called a“juju” would make agood pet. Emily saw
the issue as a matter of objective fact: “ One hasto be right and one hasto be wrong, becauseif it . . . scratches
up thefurniture, it’sbad, but if it finishes up its bowl and is housebroken, it'sagood pet. To find out for sure,
ask the zookeeper.”
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Two years later, Emily has changed her mind. “Thereisno right or wrong —no factsinvolved. It's
just different tastes.” Finally, by age 16, Emily had managed to integrate subjectivity and objectivity: “It's
judging, will this pet becompatible?’ Much epistemological thinking isdomain specific; to thedismay of their
teachers, many students take an objectivist stance toward science and a subjectivist stance toward literature.
It is only through the integration of objectivity and subjectivity that students can achieve a notion of both
scientific theories and sonnets as constructions of the human mind.

2. Esther claimsthat “children . . . naturally practice connected knowing.” I'm not sure what age
children she hasin mind, but thereis a huge body of evidence (which goes under the perhaps pretentioustitle
of “theory of mind”) indicating that even the simplest forms of connected knowing are unavailableto children
much beforeage 4. Emotional contagion (e.g., crying when another person cries) certainly occurs quite early,
but in early childhood connected knowing does not: Piagetian “egocentrism” prevails: one assumes that the
other person knows what | know, sees what | see. Connected knowing is an intellectual achievement.

Responseto Zhenhua Yu

1. | like Zhenhua Y U’ s restatement of Polanyi’s point: “the personal participation of the knower is
no mere imperfection that should be eliminated as much as possible, as objectivism argues, rather it is part
and parcel tothe shaping of scientificknowledge.” Thetruth of thisstatement becomesobviouswhen onereads
ethnographic accounts and observes science-in-the making — as it happens in scientific laboratories. The
stories scientists tell in interviews are far more human than the flattened out versions reported in textbooks
and scientific journals. (See, for example, Knorr-Cetina, 1981 and Mitroff, 1981.) The pedagogical moral
seemsclear: studentswho serve asapprentices—in the best Polyanyian sense of theterm—toworking scientists
are much more likely to arrive at a conception of science as aliving human construction, rather than an inert
body of knowledge to be ingested and retained.

2. Zhenhua says that Polanyi’s theory of personal knowledge, while rejecting the impersonal
scientific detachment of objectivism, retainsthe notion of “mind-independence of the external reality” and the
notion of “universal validity.” Although | can accept this formulation — or nearly accept it — with respect to
science, | wonder about its relevance to the humanities. Perhaps it is true that gravity, for instance, is “out
there” and operatesin the sameway for everyone. But what about apoem? Thereisno single correct reading
of apoem. Poemsare not just out there: the meaning of thetext is co-constructed, aproduct of a collaboration
between areader and atext. | think Polanyi would say —does say, maybe—that the personal contribution varies
depending upon the nature of the object of knowing. That may be so, but | don’t find it entirely satisfying.

3. Zhenhuawritesthat “ Clinchy’ s effort to distance connected knowing from subjectivism parallels
Polanyi’ sdistinction between ‘the subjective’ and ‘the personal.’” Zhenhuasaw that beforel did. Eventhough
| had read Zhenhua' sresponse before giving my talk at last year’ s Polanyi conference, | clearly hadn’t got the
point. It seeped into my unconscious, though, and, with the help of other respondents (formal and informal)
it finally made its way into “ Pursued by Polanyi.”

My thanksto all of you.
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