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ABSTRACT

The modern critical tradition’s strategy for defeating the demon of self doubt and securing certainty, as Hannah
Arendt haswritten, restricts serious candidates for belief to those whose conditions of truth can be rendered wholly
immanent to focal consciousness within a point of view that is simply taken for granted. Thereby it forecloses the
possibility of recognizing the partiality of itsown per spective vis-a-visthat of others, taking into account therel evant
per spectives of other persons, and reaching any kind of sense in common between perspectives. The institutional-
ization of thisstrategy in 20th century academic lifeisamply and insightful ly documented in Bruce Wil shire’ sMoral
Collapse of the University. Michael Polanyi, in hiswritings, adumbrates a post-critical intellectual ethosinwhich
the making of sense in common between persons of differing perspective is central to the enterprise of teaching,
learning, and research. Key elements of such an intellectual ethos are articulated and explored.

My remarksheregrow out of nearly aquarter century of wrestlingwithwhat Polanyi referredto by thephrase,
“towards a post-critical philosophy,” in the sub-title of Personal Knowledge. Polanyi’s words imply that he was
seeking to articulate apost-critical philosophy, and that implication | have no wish to deny. However, it seemsclear
that it was not just toward apost-critical philosophy that Polanyi wasaiming. Just asmuch or even more so, | believe,
Polanyi was seeking to articulateavision of apost-critical intellectual ethos, acontext and style of intellectual life,
a“convivial order,” that would befree of theinordinate critical passionsand objectivist epistemology that plaguethe
modern critical ethos and render it so problematic and unconvivial.

| should make plain at the start that my interest hereislesswith what Polanyi has said and written than with
theenterprisewithwhich | understand Polanyi wasengaged and withwhich hesolicited others’ engagement: namely,
fostering the emergence of apost-critical intellectual ethos.

My shift of emphasisfrom “apost-critical philosophy” to “apost-critical intellectual ethos’ is meant to broaden the
focusfromtheindividual knower inthe abstract to the knower in community with other knowers, and from aspecific
philosophical viewpoint that may or may not be shared by other philosophersto Polanyi’ s account of what it means
to indwell a given theoretical framework alongside of others who may happen to indwell quite distinct theoretical
frameworks. It strikesmethat most schol arship on Polanyi hasfocused ontheformer totherel ativeneglect of thel atter,
withtheresult that little of Polanyi’ swork hasbeen used to illuminate our own livesin the academy and therolesthat

5



each of usplay inour larger intellectual culture. Inother words, my concernisto identify some of theimplications of
Polanyi’ sthinking for our practice asintellectualsin the academy.

| shall proceed to do this, first, by relating Polanyi’ s thinking to what Hannah Arendt hasidentified as “the loss of
common sense” inthe modernworld. Second, | shall briefly draw upon one of the more impressive recent attempts
to diagnosethe current malaise of higher education -- namely, Bruce Wilshire' sThe Moral Collapse of the University
-- to give the bones of this relatively abstract analysis some concrete flesh, particularly asit relates to our lives as
members of the academy. Third, | shall briefly explain the differences between our critical intellectual ethosand a
post-critical intellectual ethos. Finally, | shall attempt to identify some of the features of the post-critical intellectual
ethos that Polanyi envisioned which, if more widely recognized and appropriated, could play a crucia rolein the
recovery of common sense in the academy.

Political philosopher Hannah Arendt has argued (Arendt ch. 39) that the modern critical tradition is
characterized (in part at least) by aCartesian strategy it usesto conquer the demon of skeptical self-doubt: it restricts
rational evidencetowhat isor can bemadeimmanent to consciousness(clearly and distinctly) and knowledgeto what
themind isablerigorously to infer therefrom. Thisisthe source of the modern mind’ sinsistence upon explicitness;
by insistingonkeepingall of its(focal) concernsexplicit, it maintai nsstrict control (atleast it appearsto maintaincontrol)
over the mind' s natural credulity, its tendency to believe what cannot be proved, which isthe source of its greatest
fears. Whatever candidate for belief whose truth conditions cannot be made focally immanent to consciousness,
especially oneoriginating froman other, unfamiliar point of view (whoseintimations areinaccessiblefromthegiven
point of view), isaccordingly not given asecond thought. (Thiskind of responseisvirtually certain when the point
of view takenfor granted hastheauthority of established professional academic consensusand thepoint of view within
which the candidate for belief has been expressed does not yet have such astanding.) The curiousresult of all this,
which Arendt pointsout, i sthat thisCartesi an strategy for securing certainty itself forecl osesthe possibility of common
sense.

What Arendt means by common sense needs some explanation (Arendt chs. 7, 39, and 208f) First of all, she
doesnot meanwhat weordinarily takeit to mean: namely, acollection of opinionsabout theworldandthingsingeneral
that ordinary people find obvious and take for granted without question. Nor does she mean the somewhat more
sophisticated set of common sense beliefs that G. E. Moore took to be foundational for al our understanding of the
world (seeMoore). Nor, asshemakesclear, doesshemeanby it the Enlightenment ideaof auniversal faculty of natural
reason, possessed by each human being as such and by virtue of actualizing which aperson is supposed to transcend
animal nature and realize her humanity.

In devel oping her conception, Arendt makes appeal to Aristotle’ sdefinition of common sense asthefaculty
of mindwhereby weintegratethedeliverancesof our five separate sensesinto aunified perception (acommon sensing)
of singlerealitieswhosedifferent sensory aspectsare picked up by therespectivesenses(Arendt 208f, 283). However,
Arendt goes beyond Aristotle’ s notion to identify by “common sense” something quite distinct: she meansby it a
sense-ability that corresponds not to a human being as such in the singular but to human beingsin the plural: the
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capacity to make sense in common with other persons, the capacity to integrate into the recognition of acommon or
public reality between us the private experiences, imaginings and thoughts we respectively have of it as distinct
individuals. Common senseisthat in virtue of which wefit our private reasoningsinto asingle world common to us
all and by the aid of whichwe moveabout initinrelationto oneanother. By meansof it we cometo realize how our
perspectives differ from and relate to each other. But it can only do this because it is precisely what enables the
experienceof mutual recognition between two or moreindependent persons: wherel cometo seethat you seethesame
thing that | see and you come to see that | see the same thing that you see, each from our own distinct perspective.
It corresponds not to our ability through some universal form of reasoning each to come up with the same answers
(asswhenweeachadd 2 +2andall comeout with4) (Arendt 283). It correspondsrather toour ability jointly torecognize
that we each are gathered around the same thing between us, each considering it independently from adifferent angle.
Itistheability tor ecognizesomething-in-common, not despiteour differ ent viewpointsbutinvirtueof thosevery
differences. It isthe ability to catch on to how the same thing can be seen in such different ways. Henceitismuch
more amatter of “catching on to” what others are getting at from where they stand than it isamatter of following up
and confirming their explicit reasonings. (Notethat only thelatter isaccredited by the modern critical tradition.)

Arendt’ s conception of common sensethusnamesthefoundational r ecognition, regardliessof whatever point
of view or frameof referencewemay beassuming, that wear eall embodied knower salongsideoneanother concer ned
withdiscovery of truthsthat transcend our respectivesubjectivities--truthsthat wer ecognizedotranscend our
subjectivitiesinthemeasur ethat they ar ecapableof eicitingmutual recognition between us. Wehavereasonto
believe that we do transcend our subjectivitiesin coming to know the external world precisely as we achieve (and
continueto achieve) senseincommonwith other independent knowers. (Polanyi’ sdifferentiation of thepersonal from
the subjective, marks this very transcendence, although it may not sufficiently highlight the respect in which such
transcendence entailsthe possibility of mutual recognition with other independent knowers (Polanyi 252f, 300ff).)

However, asalready mentioned, themodern critical tradition’ sstrategy for defeating thedemon of self-doubt
and securing certainty -- namely, the strategy of restricting serious candidates for belief to those whose conditions
of truth can be rendered wholly immanent to focal consciousness (a consciousness whose distinctive point of view
issimply taken for granted, though it attemptsto escape“ subjective’ taint by universalizing itsform (Cannon 157ff))
-- this strategy closes off the very possibility of common sense between persons, who necessarily embody differing
pointsof view. Indeed, by restricting considerationtowhat can bemadeimmanent toitsownfocal awareness, thepoint
of view in question avoids appearing, or being acknowledged, as one perspective among others. For itsdlf, it is
disembodied. Foritself,itisnotintheworlda ongsideof others. For itself, rational inferenceisrestrictedtolinear moves
withinitsownframeof reference; nodial ectical shift toanother perspectivecanbecountenanced asrational. (1 suspect
that largely asaresult of thisrestriction, the pre-modern study of dial ectics has been eclipsed from considerationin
modernlogicasamatter of rational inference.) Indeed, foritsalf, thereisallowedtobenoother, nocognition of anything
transcendingitself. Consequently, foritself, thereareno conceivabl e, | egitimate pointsof accessontothe matterswith
which it is concerned other than its own. Hence there is no need to explore any such alleged points of view and no
purposefor empathy asasourceof cognitiveinsight. (Oneishard put to make sense of how empathy iseven possible
onitsterms.) For itself, asArendt makesclear, thereisstrictly speakingnowor ld in common at all (Arendt 57f).

But what €l se could one expect, given the Cartesianinheritance of skepticismwhichrenderssuspect thevery
possibility of knowing other mindsaswell asthepossibility of knowingan external world? Noticethat thedoubtfulness
of each of these possihilitiesfollowsdirectly from theimplicit Cartesian refusal to entertain as meaningful any point
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of view but itsown. (Within astrict Cartesian frame of reference, the very idea of different points of view becomes
meaningless.) Thus, by its very nature, the Cartesian strategy entails the loss of common sense.

It should beclear by now tothosefamiliar withthework of Polanyi that hiswork definitel y addressestherangeof issues
posed by Arendt’ sanalysisas| have presentedit. (Thosewhoknow Arendt’ sanalysismay recognizemy implicit debt
to Polanyi in unpacking what Arendt isgetting at.) Polanyian themesdirectly relevant to Arendt’ sanalysisinclude:
the tacit, personal, fiduciary component and the from-to stretch of embodied tacit knowing that domicilesusal in
particular points of view; recognition of the personal coefficient of the knower in community with other independent
knowersinall intellectual endeavor; all explicit knowledge being necessarily rooted and grounded intacit knowledge
(i.e., al explicit knowledge, despite its focal appearance, as representative or propositional knowledge, of being
domiciledinno point of view isinactual fact rooted and groundedin atacit knowledgeby acquaintancethatisincarnate
inaparticular embodied viewpoint); our knowing of acomprehensive entity through indwelling and our knowing of
other minds through indwelling, that taken together make possible a “meeting of minds’ in convivial mutuality
concerningthegivencomprehensiveentity; higher order formsof knowledgebeinggrounded essentially inaconvivial
order whose accreditation becomesthe basi sof one’ s self-accreditation of competence; reality asbeing inexhaustible
toany oneviewpoint, and ascapableof revealingitself toanindefinitemultiplicity of further viewpointsinunexpected
ways; knowing asan adventureof following upintimationsof hiddentruth -- personal intimationsof truth-in-common
which call forth the services of theindividual knower for revealing it and making it known-in-common; and the way
in which our affirmations of our respective findings are always made with universal intent, appealing to a mutual,
confirming recognition from future independent inquirersinto the same matters. In view of these Polanyian themes,
| consider Polanyi’ swork ascontributingtotheeffort tore-establish, and providejustificationfor, our meansof making
common sense.

Bruce Wilshire’ srecent book, The Moral Collapse of the University, traceshow what Arendt refersto asthe
breakdown of common sense has become institutionalized in higher education -- a breakdown of common sense
between oneacademi c professional specialty and another, between faculty member and student, between professional
and layperson, and even between colleagues within the same professional specialty -- all through the emergence and
consolidation over the last century of academic professionalism. What Wilshireidentifiesisnot new. Hissynoptic
telling of the story initsmoral pathos, so far as| am aware, is unmatched.

BruceWilshireisaprofessional philosopher, but hisdiagnosisof themal ai seof themodernuniversity reflects
more than a superficial acquaintance with the discipline of cultural anthropology. His own work exemplifies the
interdisciplinary research that he advocates (Wil shire 234ff).

Wilshire bringsto light, behind and obscured by the idealized, foreground image of professional expertise
and accomplishment in each professional academic field, an “archaic background” in which operate powerful,
pre-rational purificationrituals(Wilshirech. VII). Throughtheserituals, recognition of the* purity” or “impurity” (and
degreesthereof) of one' sprofessional performanceby one’ scolleaguesin the professional disciplineisbestowed. In
this way, a sense of one’s identity as a professional sociologist, say, is given shape and a professional conscience
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isinculcated and reinforced. The “pure” are those who are judged to hue close to the professional paradigm. The
“impure” arethose who fall short in onerespect or another. The remarkablethingisthat al this goes on without the
participantstakinginrationally what isgoing on-- preci sely becausetheir conception of knowingisdecisively informed
by the Cartesian paradigm of so exclusively focusing on theexplicit components of knowing that the envel oping tacit
background is entirely lost to reflective awareness. In Wilshire’ swords,

Combined with the need to achieve professional competencein order to be something definite--but
typically hidden by this professional behavior--are archaic identity needs. These tend to go
unrecognized. When they threaten to becomethematic their shocking nature usually promptstheir
repression -- self-deception occurs (“ Y our dogs are barking in the cellars,” says Nietzsche). The
result isthat the ability of professional competence alone to form the self is overloaded, freighted
with hidden baggage. The academic person al too easily pursues professional objectives
compulsively -- frantically, numbly fearfully. Heor sheisinno positionto seethe“irrational” side
of the pursuit--particularly that the need for recognition from the professional peer group is so
immensethat the group acquiresthe numinousauthority of atribe. One’ sidentity isengulfedinthe
identity of the group; those who fall outsideit are other, and their presence within it contaminates
both it and its members. Studentsare other (Wilshire 170).

Wilshire points out how it is precisely by excluding rapport with these other sthat such professionalism failsto make
common sense and cutsitself off from the common world.

Morespecifically, Wilshirediscussesthe professi onalization of thediscipline of philosophy (ch. V) and how
some purification ritual swork within the American Philosophical Association meetings:

Some acute observers, such as Richard Rorty and Janice Moulton, have pointed out recently that
theactual form of exchangebetween phil osophy professorsat these meetingsfitsno historical model
of legitimate philosophical dialectic, but is rather modeled on the confrontation of lawyersin a
courtroom. In the half century 1930-1980, they claim, philosophers have attacked each other’s
positions in the manner of lawyers attacking each other’s briefs: the “adversary method in
philosophy,” asMoulton putsit. Aninstant verdict isrendered thereby, and the contestant moves
inoneway or another inthe shifting, breath-taking rankingsof “ professionalsinthefield.” Butthe
self is not just the professional ego, and it remains burdened with unacknowledged aspirations,
aversions, aggressions, anxieties, and various split-off states (Wilshire 123).

Although he does not say soin so many words, it doesn’t take much to recognize that such contextsare hardly places
inwhich mutual recognition between persons of significantly different viewpointsislikely to take place.

All thismight not be so bad if the consequences of these purification ritual swere not somorally problematic.
Forwhat they largely takefor granted and enforce-- without participantsreally realizingit reflectively -- isascientistic,
technocratic, and bureaucratic conception of the university as aknowledge factory (Wilshire ch. 111), in which each
disciplinary specialty is supposed to tend to its own business of producing, by means of its professional expertise,
itspre-assigned bit of useful knowledge for manipulating theworld -- in blitheindifferenceto what isgoing onin any
other specialty and in the world outside the academy.



| am not saying that Descartes' philosophical thought created themodernworld. Butinanuncanny
way it reflectsand focuses what was at work, and what wasto be at work, inthe cultureat large. 1t
also anticipates the contemporary research university and its master problem: despite its vast
research capacitiesand itsknowledge, it existsin strange detachment from crucial humanrealities,
and perpetuatestheimplicit dogmathat thereisno truth about the human condition asawhole(e.g.,
thehumanitiesmerely expresscommunal or personal sentiment, hardly knowledge). Theuniversity
failsto understand what it is doing and what it is abetting, because in the dominant conception of
knowledge, truth about ethical relationsto othersisblocked or obscured, asisalso our involvement
in the moody background world--matters crucial to who we are and to what education should be
(Wilshire40).

Professional recognition (or accreditation of one’' s“ purity”) isaccordingly not given (or at most rarely given)
for effortsor accomplishmentswhichfocuson questionsof thisnaturethat lieoutsi dethe paradigm of one’ sdisciplinary
specidty -- eg., in interdisciplinary study, teaching, or research, in developing comprehensive or integrative
understandings that span severa disciplines, or in teaching (especially not in the research university). The
extraordinary people who do devote significant energies and time to these “impure” enterprises accordingly go
unrewarded; often they are censored. Yet it isprecisely such activitiesthat have always constituted the moral core
of liberal learning in the university. Hencethetitle of Wilshire' sbook: The Moral Collapse of the University.
Thedifficulties Polanyi faced with hiswork outside of physical chemistry areillustrative of what Wilshire speaks of
asaprofessional scholar’ swork being stigmatizedas”impure.” Thoseinvolvedwith Polanyi’ sideasandrel ated things,
undoubtedly, have storiesto tell that illustrate Wilshire' s point ad nauseam.

Regarded in light of my earlier discussion of Arendt’s account of the loss of common sensein the modern
intellectual ethos, the purification rituals described by Wilshire are perhaps the chief means of implementing what
Arendtidentifiesasthe Cartesian strategy for defeating thedemon of self-doubt. They arethepractical meanswhereby
intellectual inquiry withinadisciplinary specialty isrestricted towhat amountsto asingl e perspective-- whichistaken
for grantedinanimpersonalized formassomehow guaranteeing objectivity. Accordingly, they areperhapstheprincipal
obstacle standing in the way of making common sense, of building up knowledge of a world in common, and of
addressing with any effectiveness the large questions pertaining to the meaning and purpose of our lives.
Wilshire sbook isvery rich, full of insights, pessimistic about any quick solution to these problems, and offersafew
practical suggestions about what might be donein the short range (Wilshire chs. XI and X11). Itiscertainly abook
with which any academic who identifieswith the post-critical direction of Polanyi’ swork ought to becomefamiliar.

| haverepeatedly alluded toacontrast betweenthemodern critical perspectiveand apost-critical perspective,
the modern critical ethos and apost-critical ethos. Although most anyonewho is appreciative of Polanyi’ swork has
avague understanding of what is meant by that contrast, few attempts have been made to explain the contrast with
sufficient clarity togivepractical guidancefor someonewishingtohaveit makeadifferenceinhisor her ownintellectual
work. | here offer my attempt to that end.
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To have acquired amodern critical mind isto have been habituated, on the one hand, to distrust one' sfirst
andnatural inclinationtoindwell theworld believingly and, ontheother hand, toentrust onesal f totheattitudeof critical
suspicion asthe cardinal intellectua virtue. Thisis because modernity is premised on the assumption that the root
of al erroristheinherent human proclivity to projectintoreality what isnot therebut only inoneself, in one’ scredulity
and subjectivebias. Our modernintellectual conscienceinsiststhat wewill get at thetruth of themattersthat concern
usonly by divesting ourselves of subjectivity, by stepping outside of our merely personal, mindbodily perspectives
andfollowingimpersonal, “ objective’ procedures. Inconsequence, onreflection at |east, wemodernshavedifficulty
believing in our own beliefsand trusting without defensivenessin any inward summonsto venture beyond the safety
of impersonally established truths-- unlessit becritically to disestablish or deconstruct someoneelse’ salleged truths.
(Thisisnot to say that such critical effortsdo not have their rightful place. Itisonly to say that such efforts become
the only encouraged -- indeed, the only “ safe” -- creative work within the modern critical perspective.) Our modern
minds largely disable us from venturing to construct or establish anything at all. If our own critical intellectual
conscience fails to keep our subjectivity in check, we can be sure that our professional colleagues’ critical faculties
will bemorethan adequatefor thejob. (It should beclear fromthisthat so-called” post-modern” perspectivesthat define
themselvesasdeconstructiveof any and all modern claimsto have overcomesubjectivity and arrived at objectivetruth
aremerely acontinuation of themodern critical tradition.)

Onthecontrary, apost-critical perspectiveisonethat, having passed through the bapti sm of fire constituted
by themodern criti cism of subjectivity, neverthel essretains(or regains) confidenceinone’ sown personal, mindbodily
perspective -- retains confidence in it not astruth itself (which would make it indistinguishable from an ideol ogical
commitment per se) but asone’ sown best avenue, or clue, or stage-on-the-way to discovery of, truth-in-common. To
occupy a post-critical perspective isto recognize that thereisno other recourse. Itisthere, in the very particular
incarnate rootage of our mindbodily being in the world, with its very particular past, however seemingly narrow,
deprived, and parochial it may appear to aderacinate critical perspective -- it isthere, in being fully oneself, that the
wellsprings of a sensibility and passion for an integrity of person in devotion to truth-in-common can be found.

A post-critical perspective thus re-appropriates the pre-modern confidence in methodological belief -- a
chastened confidence to be sure -- to counter and complement modernity’ s methodological doubt. (For further
explanation, see Booth and Elbow.) Whereas modernity’ s maxim has been “Doubt, unless there is good reason to
believe,” post-critical thought conjoinswithit thepre-modern maxim, “ Believe, unlessthereisgood reasonto doubt.”
Inmodern critical thought one needsjustificationto believe, but nojustification at all to doubt; indeed, for it oneneeds
justification not to doubt. But in post-critical thought, one needs justification to doubt no less than one needs
justificationtobelieve. But suchjustification may not bepublicly discernible, at | east not for thepresent. A post-critical
perspective recognizes that and respects each person’ s ability to discern intimations of that justification for herself/
himself.

Y

What features of a post-critical intellectual ethos as Polanyi envisioned it are particularly crucial to the
recovery of common sense? Asl seeit, there are four key features that are crucial, though they are not completely
independent fromeach other. Althoughthey arehereexpressedinatheoretical way, they each haveeminently practical
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implications. Note how each directly countersthe modern critical strategy of restricting rational evidenceto what
can be madeimmanent to asingle, taken for granted perspective (which remains asingle perspective regardless of
how universal itsform may appear to be) and restricting knowledgetowhat can bestrictly inferred therefromwithin
the same perspective. The four features of a post-critical intellectual ethos that | shall highlight are (1) mutual
recognition between independent knowers -- i.e., common sense making -- is regarded as paradigmatic of the
knowledge that is sought; (2) each person is regarded as having access to transcendent truth-in-common and the
tacit knowledge-by-acquaintance through which they have that access is itself regarded as knowable in the
experience of mutual recognition of thetruth in question; (3) persons other than any given knower are recognized
as having transcendental statusin relation to that person’s knowledge of transcendent truth-in-common; and (4)
thereismutual regardfor andtrustineach person’ scapacity to participatefor herself indiscoveringtruth-in-common
through following up her own intimations of that truth.

Firgt,inapost-criticd intellectual ethos, mutual r ecognition (common sensemaking) between independent
knower sisr egar ded aspar adigmaticof theknowledgethat weseek. What doesthismean? Tobeginwith, itimplies
that any given knower’s perspective is one perspective among others; yet that given knower’s perspectiveisin
principle open and accessible to any other perspectives on the same matter. But more importantly it means that
knowledgeisnot conceived primarily asanindividual matter that theknower can confirmonher ownwithinasingle,
taken-for-granted perspective (or even asacooperative endeavor where knowers cooperate closely withinasingle
frameof referenceasif they all sharedasinglepoint of view). Instead, it meansa wayslooking outside of and beyond
current perspectivesfor confirmation of the objectivereality of what isbelieved to be known (see Cannon 164f). It
meansbuilding bridgesof communicationwiththosewho do not shareone’ sperspectiveto enableameeting of minds
-- i.e.,, mutual recognition between personsin different specialties within the same discipline, between personsin
different disciplines, between professional academics and students, and between professional academics and
laypersons, and, of course, between perspectives of gender and ethnicity aswell. For thisto take place, it requires
of course building synoptic or integrative understandings between these different frames of reference, extending
acrosswhol edi sci plinesand between di sciplines; andit meansnolonger building up knowledgeatomistically within
agiven specialty without regardfor itsconnectionwith anything el se. Thepointisthat our respectivefindingsshould
serveto build up and makeknownaworl d-in-common -- common not just to membersof somedisciplinary specialty,
gender, or ethnicgroup, whichisnoworl d-in-commonat all; but commonto membersof thewider human community.
(Specifically, thiswould imply that one’ s scholarly responsibility should be understood to be at least as strong to
the rest of the academy and to the broader public as it is to one's peers in the discipline.) To know entails a
responsibility to make known. (For those of usin philosophy, it obligates usto call into question at every turn the
individualistic and isolating Cartesi an assumptionsthat continue to govern discussions of epistemology withinthe
mainstream of professional philosophy.)

Second, inapost-critical intellectual ethos, each per son assuchisr egar ded ashavingaccess, throughtacit
knowledgeby acquaintance, totr anscendent tr uth-in-common, and each per son’ sknowledgeitsdf isregar ded as
knowableby other sinamutual recognition of thetruth in question. Despitethecultural weight of threecenturies
behind the assumption, the mind is not a closed container, hermetically sealed off from thingsin themselves, such
that its knowledge of what lies beyond itself is necessarily of a representative nature and which representative
functionisitself dubious. A post-critical intellectual ethos grants each person his or her own access -- by means
of mindbodily knowledge by acquaintance -- to the being of that which mutually concernsus. Tothecontrary, the
modern critical intellectual ethosdiscreditsa priori thevery possibility of anyone’ sdirect acquaintance with what
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liesbeyond hisor her mind. Asaresult, any appeal to that acquaintance, e.g., to get another person to “ seethe point”
and“catch onto” something for herself, can get nowhere. But Polanyi’ stacit knowing by indwelling isaknowing by
acquai ntance, an acquai ntancewith reality that goesbeyondimmediate (outward or surface) appearance: itlaysclaim
to knowledge of realitiesthat transcend our immediate grasp. AsPolanyi says, the mark of reality isitsintimation of
inexhaustible future manifestations. Astranscending our own immediate grasp and our capacity for representation,
suchrealitiesareaccessibleto pointsof view other than our own present viewpoint (other pointsof view simultaneous
with and/or successive to our own present point of view). Thevery ideaof the transcendence of reality in this sense
islost to consciousnesswhen knowl edgeisthought of primarily, or only, asrepresentative (propositional) knowledge,
whichisalwayslimitedtoasingleframeof reference. Onthecontrary, apost-critical intellectual ethosgivesprimacy
toknowledgeby acquaintanceastheroot and ground of knowledgeby representation. Suchanemphasi sgrantsaccess
to, and abasisfor recognizing, reality-in-common. And only such an understanding will prompt areader or hearer to
seek tointerpret explicit knowledge within itsoriginal living context of intimation -- intimation of aspects of reality
transcending the specificationin question. (Much of current post-modernist interpretation and criticism seemsto me
totakeitslicensefromjust thisdivorce of explicit text fromaliving context of tacitintimation.) Truth, wewanttosay,
isirreducibleto, and inexhaustiblefor, any single perspective. Being o, it istranscendent inthe sensejust described:
initsfullness or completeness truth-in-common transcends each and every finite perspective. But it makesno sense
to say thisif it isnot simultaneously accessible (in however limited a respect) to each perspective and in away that
can beverified or confirmed in mutual recognition.

Third, inapost-critical intellectual ethos, per sonsother than any given knower ar er ecognized ashaving
transcendental statusin relation to that person’s knowledge of transcendent truth. This is to say that they are
necessary, in some sense a priori conditions for that knower's laying claim to recognition of transcendent
truth-in-common. Other personsarenot merely sourcesof informationthat extend or supplement my own perspective.
As such they (or their own unique mindbodily perspectives) cannot and must not be reduced to an extension of my
own perspective. By “transcendental status’ of other persons| meantoidentify other personsassuch ashaving access
to-- and thereby affording meindirect accessto -- irreplaceabl e, independent perspectivesonthe mattersthat concern
me, perspectivesin appeal to which | make my claim to transcendent truth-in-common with universal intent. Hence,
| need other knowersto bethere and beindependent from meand | cannot afford to close myself off from any person
whose perspective isrelevant to the matterswith which | am concerned. To the extent | close myself off to anyone,
| close myself off to the dimension of transcendence in the mattersthat concern methat is uniquely accessibleto that
person’s perspective. Obviously the inverse holds true aswell. Thus, we need to be in conversation with persons
of different viewpoints from ourselves. The meaningfulness of the transcendence of truth and reality beyond our
subjectivity isgrounded in our accessto perspectivesonto that truth other than our own present perspective. Of course
-- and here’ sthe rub -- for access to the other person’ s perspective to become actual, an open receptivity toward the
other and a truly empathetic exploration of his or her perspective onto the matters in question are necessary -- a
receptivity and empathy which can, of course, be frustrated in so far asthe other person is uncooperative or failsto
develop and exploreit himself. There are no sure strategies for overcoming these frustrations, although one of the
better onesisto attempt an empathetic exploration of the other’ s point of view onto one’s own concerns despite his
uncooperative attitude and soliciting his recognition of the results of that exploration. Recognition of the transcen-
dental status of other persons underscores and highlights that we are mutual occupants and explorers of a
world-in-common, quite apart from the specific differencesin our viewpoints. Even more: itiswhat makesthereto be
aworld-in-common for any one of us.
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Fourth, inapost-critical intellectual ethos, ther eismutual regar d for and trust in each per son’ scapacity to
participatefor herselfindiscoveringtruth-in-common through followingup her ownintimationsof that truth,
intimationsthat only shemay becapableof followingup. Thisfeatureof apost-critical intellectual ethosisparticularly
relevant to the process of education. To educateisin this sense necessarily to draw forth understanding from within
the student in the context of her ongoing experience and developing acquaintance with the world. This notion of
education makes ittle or no sense at al on the basis of the modern critical assumptionsthat conceive of the mind as
aclosed container (with no direct accessto reality beyond itself) and knowledge as primarily representative (explicit,
propositional). On that model, education is principally thought to consist of conveying explicit information (both
knowledge claims and their explicit justification). On the contrary, in apost-critical intellectual ethos, not only must
therebeatrust in each student’ sability to cometo discover further aspects of truth-in-common along with theteacher
(and other students), but room must begranted her or himinthe educational processto participatemoreand morefully
indoing just that and plenty of opportunity to participatein experiences of mutual recognitioninwhich each student’s
own mindbodily perspective makes asignificant contribution. That, as Polanyi insists, we each know more than we
cantell, behoovesusto (a) givethe other person the benefit of doubt when wefail yet to see what she may be getting
at, and (b) make an empathetic effort to “ catch on” to what sheistrying to get at. To insist that the other person first
make sense on our termswithin our own frame of reference (however impersonalized they and it may be) in order to
be taken serioudly and her claimsregarded as meaningful -- asthe modern critical intellectual ethoswould haveit --
isto deprive ourselves not only of that person’sinsights; it isto close us off from reality in its transcendence.

These four features of apost-critical intellectual ethoswould not be the only features of such an ethos. Y et
they are perhapsthemostimportant of itsfeaturesrel evant totherecovery of common sense. Apartfromtheemergence
of apost-critical intellectual ethos, as Polanyi’ sthought anticipatesit, | seeno likelihood of the recovery of common

sense as Arendt conceivesit. | hope | have awakened in you enough of what that ethos amountsto for you to have
asomewhat clearer sense of how to foster its growth in the context of your own work as teachers and scholars.
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