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Preface

Thisissue of TAD includes two magjor articles aswell as several short
articlesand areview. Some of the material generated by the centennial confer-
ences appears thistime; expect other things from the conferences to appear in
futureissues. Not everything of interest, unfortunately, canbesqueezedin. If you
have not acknowledged your recently received subscription renewal notice,
pleasedo so. Annual renewal sareduein September; membershipinformationis
at the end of thisissue. It is regretably necessary to harp upon the pedestrian
matter of dollarsand centsbecausethecontinued existenceof TAD inthisformat
depends upon it. Please also pay particular attention to the announcement on
page43 of threeupcoming Polanyi Society meetingsheldinconjunctionwiththe
annual meeting of the American Academy of ReligioninKansasCity. Normally,
thereisbut one meeting of ThePolanyi Society at the AAR butinthiscentennial
year three have been put together. Thefirst (the afternoon of November 22) isa
jointeffort with TheNorth American Tillich Society; itisasymposiumfocusing
onthePolanyi-Tillichdialoguein 1962. Followingintheeveningis ThePolanyi
Saciety Centennial Banquet; the program will feature a three person panel
discussingthe“tacit victory and theunfinished agenda.” Thiswasthesametopic
treated by apanel (of different Society members) at the Kent State Conference
in April 1991. It was that Kent State session which was the germ of the article
beginning on page 5. The banquet fee should be 20 to 25 dollars. The Polanyi
Saciety had to guarantee a minimum of 20 participants so hopefully folk will
register for thisevent. Finally, on Saturday morning, November 23,1990, thereis
theregular meeting of ThePolanyi Soci ety which hasfor several yearsbeenapart
of the preliminary meetings of affiliated societies at the AAR. As the notice
indicates, the two papers for this session can be ordered anytime before
November 15,1991.

Phil Mullins



NEWSAND NOTES

JAMESHALL, M.D. of Ddlas, Texas, along time
member of The Polanyi Society and active in the Polanyi
meetingsof the American Academy of Religionsufferedasevere
strokeon hisway tothePolanyi centennial meeting at Kent State
University. Dueto hiscondition, wewere unabletovisit him at
that time. For awhile, he was paralyzed and unable to commu-
nicate. Raymond Wilken, director of the K ent meeting arranged
for Hall's paper to be read at the meeting. James Hall has
reguested tapesof themeeting for listening. Presently, heisstill
unableto talk, but he can listen and communicate by motion of
hishead. Send notesand lettersto: JamesHall, M.D., P.O. Box
7894, Inwood Station, Dallas, Texas 75209.

Raymond Wilken is working with The Polanyi
Saciety toarrangefor publishingthemajor addressesat theK ent
State Centennial meeting. Plansareal sobeing madefor publish-
ing of other papersas proceedings of the meeting. Some papers
are till missing and needed. In the meantime, the waves of
connections and of learning stimulated by the conference con-
tinue.

The Convivium Group in Great Britain and Europe
are having a select centennia conference this November at
Windsor Castle. WilliamT. Scott hasbeeninvitedtoaddressthe
group. Because of the site, this conference had to limit its
participants. There are three invited lectures, and we will be
looking forwardtoreadingtheminfuture Traditionand Discov-
ery editions.

TheConvivium Groupisalsoorganizinganopenand
residential conference on ‘A FRESH LOOK AT THE FREE
SOCIETY: THE NEW EUROPE AND POST-CRITICAL
PHILOSOPHY’ tobeheld at Florence Boot Hall, The Univer-
sity of Nottingham, Nottingham, England, September 4-6, 1992.
Feeinclusive of accommodation and all mealsis 85 pounds.

Please send a non-returnable deposit of 15 pounds
beforeFebruary 28th, 1992, andthebal anceof 70 poundsby July
31st,1992. Placesmay beavail ableafter February 28th, butthey
cannot be guaranteed. Checks in pounds sterling payable to

Convivium Conference Account should be sent to: Dr. R. T.
Allen, 20 Ulverscroft Rd., Loughborough, Leics. LE11 3PU,
England. Thetopic of thisconferenceisnot only timely but also
central to Polanyi’s philosophy. We hope there will be wide
participation.

Allen Dyer and Richard Gelwick have beentrying
to arrange a Polanyi commemorative event in their region this
Fall. They are now postponing thisevent until thelast weekend
in February or the first weekend in March depending upon
available sites and participant schedules. If you have any
interest, contact Richard Gelwick at his University of New
England address.

The Michael Polanyi Liberal Philosophical
Association
Centennial Commemor ative Conference,
Budapest, Hungary

Thismeeting August 24-26, 1991 wasastellar event.
After the richness of the Kent State Conference with so many
major figures who had known Polanyi for many years and the
variety of Polanyi interest displayed, it washard toimaginethat
there could be another experience of similar intellectual and
emotional quality. THE MICHAEL POLANYI LIBERAL
PHILOSOPHICAL ASSOCIATION headquarteredin Budapest
(address: 1111 Muegyetemi rkp.3.) did an outstanding job of
hosting and of organizing this conference, and the conference
showed another major achievement inthegrowth of appreciation
and application of Polanyi’sidess.

About eighty persons participated. The MPLPA has about 50
members, and there were participants from England, Poland,
Israel, Germany, Turkey, the United Statesaswell. The zeal of
theMPLPA isimpressive. Withinlessthantwoyears, they have
managed to obtai n copiesof the Chicago Polanyi archives. They
had alarge exhibit at the center of thelibrary of The Technical
University of Budapest which showed pictures of Polanyi and
his family, a chronology of his life and works, samples of his
diversepapers, and copiesof articles, books, and journal sabout

3



Polanyi. The conference opened with this exhibit which was
covered by television.

The conference also had a tour of the Budapest of
Polanyi. We visited the Polanyi home on a busy but major corner
of the business district of Budapest, just afew blocks from the Opera
House and within a stone's throw of St. Stephen’s Cathedral. At this
site, the MPLPA has placed a large marble plaque commemorating
Michael Polanyi and his family. We also met with the head of the
gymnasium, the “minta” or model school, that Polanyi attended
and has had 5 Nobel Laureates among its graduates. We also saw
nearly next door the medical school and its laboratories where
Polanyi studied.

Repeatedly throughout this conference, the awareness
of the fecundity of Polanyi’'s thought became more real. His
thought has been brought out into the main stream of Hungarian
society as the new state arises from its over forty years of
communist domination. Polanyi’s words are eagerly being trans-
lated into his native language. Speakers around the table plumbed
Polanyi’s relevance to philosophy of law, to science, to the
sociology of knowledge, to ethics, to pragmatism, to psychology,
to medicine and to many other significant areas of contemporary
thought.

The MPLPA has quickly established itself as a major
leader in the exploration and development of Polanyi’s post-critical
thought. We anticipate their future with great admiration for the
quality of what they have already done. Budapest is truly a
magnificent city, and it is a place | hope many of us can go to for
study.

Richard Gelwick
[EDITOR'S NOTE: Below are selections from the program for the
August 24-26, 1991 Michael Polanyi Liberal Philosophical Asso-
ciation Centennial Conference in Budapest; the official language
for the conference was English.]

Objectives: The Conference highlights the role of the Central
European libera tradition in the thought of Michael Polanyi and
his relationship with other Central European thinkers.

Friday, August 23, 1991: Exhibition of works of Michael Polanyi
in the hal of the Central Library of the Technica University of
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Budapest. The exhibition was inaugurated by Erzsebet Vezer,
historian of literature.

Saturday, August 24, 1991:
Opening Session Welcome from Dr. Imre Hronszky, President of
the Conference and Dr. Eva Gabor, President of MPLPA.

Evening Session: Morality and Theology in Michael Polanyi's
Thought
Richard Gelwick, USA: “Michael Polanyi and the Philosophy of
Medicine”
Terence Kennedy, Italy/USA: “The Impact of Post Critical Phi-
losophy on Science and Theology”
Ahmet Inam, Turkey: “Some Ethical Implications of M. Polanyi's
Conception of Science”

Sunday, August 25, 1991
Morning Session Epistemology and Language in Michael Polanyi’'s
Thought
Klaus Allerbeck, Germany: “On the Logic of Personal Knowledge’
Marcel Niquet, Germany: “Wittgensteinian Language Games and
Michael Polanyi’s Conception of Linguistic Knowledge’
Endre Kiss, Hungary: “ Sociology of Knowledge in Michael Polanyi’s
Thought”

Afternoon Session: History and Law in Polanyi’s Thought
Richard Allen, England: “The Limits of Contract”
Lee Congdon, USA: “The Origins of Polanyi’s Neo Liberalism”
Endre Nagy, Hungary: “Polanyi and the Law”

Monday August 26, 1991:
Morning Session: History and Law in Polanyi’s Thought
Alexander Barzel, Isragl: “Neo Liberalism and Socialism”
G. M. Tamas, Hungary: “Austrian Conservatives and Hungarian
Liberals
Eva Gabor, Hungary: “Polanyi in The Moot”

Afternoon Session: Epistemology and Philosophy of Science in
Polanyi’s Thought

Josef Misiek, Poland: “Polanyi and Kuhn”

Gabriella Ujlaki, Hungary: “The Tacit and the Personal”

Marek Suwara, Poland: “A Polanyian Approach to the Problem of
Discovery”

Imre Orthmayr, Hungary: “In Defence of Rationalism”

Closing Session: Meeting of representatives of the British,
American and Hungarian Polanyi societies.



The Tacit Victory and theUnfinished Agenda

EDITOR'S NOTE: On April 11, 1991, at the Kent Sate University conference celebrating the Polanyi
centennial, there was a panel discussion which bore the title listed above. The panel included nine persons whose
interestin Polanyi’ sthought islong-standing; panelistswereasked to comment on therel evance of Polanyi’ sthought
toissuesanddiscussionscurrentintheir areasof interest. Five of these commentsareincluded below. Asimilar panel
discussion with different panelists will occur at the November 22, 1991 Polanyi centennial banquet held in
conjunctionwith The Polanyi Society meeting at theannual meeting of the American Academy of Religion (for details,
see the announcement on page 43). Additional comment summaries will be included in a future issue of TAD]

Feminist and Ecological |ssues
David W. Rutledge

| believethat the most profitable reading of Michael Polanyi doesnot consider him aphilosopher of science
or epistemol ogistinatraditional , technical sense, though hisplaceinthosedebatescan beapproximated, toareasonable
degree, by triangulating from his peers -- the Kuhns, Hempels, Feyerabends, and L akatoses.

| find it much more interesting to read him as avisionary who, despite not fitting neatly into the academic
disciplineof philosophy, neverthel ess presentsinsi ghtsabout basic problemsthat il luminatewideareasof intell ectual
life. We might say that hewas, unbeknownst to him, akind of seer or prophet, acultural critic whosefreshreflections
on his own area of natural science opened up new ways of thinking about a whole range of issues.

Inthisvein, | want to speak for amoment about how Polanyi’ swork relatesto one of the popular topics of
theday, thatis, the post-modernist critiqueof traditional westernvaluesandintellectual standardsthat hasbeenwidely
discussed thispast year (v. The New York Times Magazine on Richard Rorty, December 2, 1990; the Atlantic Monthly
on“Illiberal Education” amongthepolitically correct, March 1991; John Searlein TheNew York Review of Books, Oct.
1990). | think that thereareimportant waysin which Michael Polanyi can hel p usseeboth thevalue of thesecritiques,
and alsotheir limitations. Intellectual s-- someof them, anyway -- arefascinated today by theend of the“ modernage.”
| likethe anecdotetold by William Christian, remembering his predecessor at Y ale, Robert Calhoun:

Atonetimenearly forty yearsago he had beenin Chicago asavisiting professor. | asked himwhat
he thought of it. He said, with an air of surprise and puzzlement, “Those people don’t know the
Enlightenment isover” (Wm. Placher, Unapol ogetic Theol ogy).



The Enlightenment is over. This has been acknowledged with dismay by those who are worried about the
specter of relativism, whichawaysseemsto haunt periodsof social or intellectual unrest; it hasbeen greeted with shouts
of joy by otherswho have chafed under the rigid certainties and avid conclusions of the “age of Reason” (think of
therangefrom Alan Bloomto camp followersof Derrida). | do not presumeto makejudgments hereabout thisdebate
over theend of the Enlightenment, but want to suggest to you oneway inwhich thisdiscussion rel atesto our Polanyian
interests.

Feminist critiques of science are oneform of the much broader suggestion that scienceisasocial enterprise,
strongly shaped by the context -- personal, social, economic, political -- inwhichit occurs. (S. Harding, M. Hesse, B.
Barnes, historians of science, etc.) Thefeminist critic arguesthat the claimsthat truth must be objective, discarnate,
abstract, clear and distinct, and fully specifiabl e-- claimsthat the Enlightenment enshrined after theexampl e of science
-- arenot simply readings off of reality, but socia constructionsof aparticular experience of reality, one shot through
withbiasesof social class, of politics, and especially, of gender. Thesechargeshavebeen elaboratedinhistorical studies
which correlatetheriseof scienceinthe 17thand 18th centurieswiththepolitical roleof scientific academies, andwith
theeconomicinterestsof the mercantileclasswhich supported science (see Lindberg and Numbers, God and Nature).
Canwesay, itisasked, that theinsistence of science on“freeinquiry” was unrelated to theinsistence of these groups
that they be freed from the oppressive authority of church and crown? The answer to this question is perhaps not as
important asthe question itself, which opens up the possibility that thinking cannot beisolated from our social living
andactinginavariety of contexts. Thisisoftencalleda“Marxist” approach, of course, seeing social forcesat thebottom
of ideological convictions.

How do we deal with these troubling charges?

EvelynFox Keller notesthecomment of George Simmel, “ the equati on objective= masculineisavalid one,”
and then describes how the objectivity of science has agender biaswhich greatly weakensits authority, particularly
for women. Polanyi argued that “ science” doesnot equal “objectivity,” in Simmel’ s sense (what Polanyi would term
“objectivism”), and thereby providesaway of undercuttingthemasculinity of scientism, without diminishingthepower
of science itself. His chastening of science connects in a significant way with the feminist program. It connects
constructively because as apracticing scientist, Polanyi seemsto have been aware“in hisbones,” so to speak, of the
social nature of the enterprise. Heis never so abstracted from the actual doing of science, as many philosophers of
scienceoften seemto be, that he makesthe mistake of thinking of sciencesimply asasystem of ideas. In Science, Faith,
and Society hegivesaconvincing portrait of thissocia rootednessin disciplinesof scientific education, professional
conferences, refereed journals, team research, and the master-apprentice relationship. And yet he avoids suggesting
that scientific knowledgeisdetermined by itssocial character, that it can bereducedto political or economicformulae.

A key to hishelpfulness hereis his awareness, as a scientist, that reality cannot be restricted to my thinking
about it, however powerful that thinking may bein shaping our understanding. A typical formulation:

...ascientifictruth, whenit conformstoreality, getshold of atruth thatisfar deeper thanitsauthor’s

understanding of it (PK,43).

Reality surprisesus, it confounds our complacent assumptions, both by refuting our certaintiesand by confirming our
hesitant intuitionsin unpredictable ways. The passi gg of the Enlightenment and the prospect of a post-modern world



hold no terrors for Polanyian thought, for his vision of science and knowledge has already moved to post-critical
grounds. | seenoreasonthat hiswork cannot beilluminating and correctivein many areasof the post-modernist debate
today, though Polanyi would certainly beill at easewith much of itspublicdiscourse. Tomethework of William Poteat,
Walter Ong and Wendell Berry illustrates much of the potential here.

The social context of science, represented by feminist criticism, links up appropriately with arelated realm
withinwhichtheimplicationsof Polanyi’ swork arefar reaching, that is, the current revision of scientific orthodoxies
asaresult of theecological crisis. | submit that he may help us greatly in correcting our attitudesto nature, attitudes
which havecontributedtowhat Bill M cKibben predictsisthe® End of Nature.” Historiansand philosophershavebegun
touncover theimagesthat haveguided our rel ationswiththephysi cal world -- ananthr opocentrismthat reducesnature
toamerestagefor humans; mechanismthat depictsnatural processinfully explicit, manipulableimagesof aquiescent
machine; pragmatismthat arguesour only moral imperativeistousenaturewisely for theprogressof thehuman species.
Thevery notionsof objectified nature-- mechanical inform, passiveinitsessence-- which Polanyi arguesagainst have
undergirded the destruction of nature in the contemporary period.

Here is arepresentative quotation of Polanyi’s alternative vision of nature, from PK:

| have suggested before that in ageneralized sense commitment may be acknowledged even at the
vegetativelevel . . . . Inthis sense our knowledge of the normal growth, functioning and being of
the organismisan appraisal of its primordial commitments. . . . The aphorism that biology islife
reflecting onitself now acquiresafuller meaning (363).

Herethefocusison theliving, organismic character of nature, and on its actively interconnecting, through
itsfunctional commitments, withawiderangeof other phenomena. Itisafar moredynamic, holisticview of naturethan
we are accustomed to see.

If we areto re-vision our relation to nature, we surely must discard the picture of science as a technique of
control, and movetoward an understanding of the connectedness of the human world and the natural . Ecol ogists now
oftentackletheenvironmental dilemmawithtechnol ogy -- which preservestheattitudeswhich got usintothe problem
-- or give up western science for superficial postures drawn from eastern religions [the “ Deep Ecology” movement,
various parts of the Earth Firstt movement, etc.]. Polanyi’s purging of scientism from science has ecological
implications, whichinvite our tracing out.

Refor med Epistemology
Walter B. Gulick

Accordingto CharlesTaylor, “ Epistemol ogy, oncethe pride of modern phil osophy, seemsinabad way these
days. Fifty yearsago, duringtheheyday of logical empiricism, whichwasnot only apowerful movement inphilosophy
but also immensely influential in social science, it seemed as though the very center of philosophy wasits theory of
knowledge. It seemed evident that that had to be philosophy’ smain contributionto ascientific culture” (* Overcoming
Epistemology,” in Baynes, et. al., After Philosophy, p. 464). The power of philosophy resided in its claim to be the
adjudicator between knowledge claimswhich werevalid and thosewhich wereinvalid or otherwise could not support

7



the advance of science. Philosophers claimed objective validity for their determinations.

Today there are not many who even think of themselves as epistemologists, for many of the traditional
philosophical boundaries have been blurred. There are fewer still who believe in a priori knowledge, deducible
transcendental foundationsfor knowledge, or self-evident givensagai nst which philosophical claimsmay bejudged.
Now even standards of rationality are often judged to be embedded in cultural and historical contextswhich affect the
course of inquiry. Most philosophers acknowledge the falibility of their thought and the finite limits of any
philosophical system. What hashappened to epistemol ogy over thispast half century, the period during which Polanyi
published the results of his philosophical labors, to bring it so far from its earlier objectivistic predilections?

By and large, the sorts of changes which have occurred are consistent with the reforms of epistemology
advocated by Michael Polanyi. In saying that epistemology isin abad way now, Taylor isreally celebrating theloss
of itsarroganceand pretentiousness. Sodo|. Epistemol ogy’ sclaimsto obj ectivevalidity wereill founded and blocked
philosophical progress, as Taylor himself haswell shown. It would be niceto claim that Polanyi’ s thought has been
widely influential in breaking the hegemony of objectivist forms of epistemology. Unfortunately, thereis no strong
evidenceto support this claim. Rather, the evidence of citationsin the literature suggestsamore diffuse and indirect
sort of influence. One seesfairly frequent referenceto the significance of such of Polanyi’ sinsightsastheimportance
of tacit knowing and the personal factor in knowledge, especially scientific knowledge. But typically the references
areof ageneral andvaguesort. Itisquiterareto find extended engagementswith Polanyi’ sthought on the part of those
who do not consider themsel ves Polanyians. One such appreciativeanalysisisDrew L eder’ srecently published study
of embodiment, The Absent Body. Polanyi’ s Personal Knowledge seems generally respected asawork of substantial
insight, yet itsimposing bulk, its position outsi de the mainstream philosophical conversation, anditschallenging and
even formidabl e style of exposition have seemingly relegated it for many to that fateful pile of books. “workswhich
| mean to read when | get thetime.”

Clearly Polanyi’s work has not had the broad and popular impact that Thomas Kuhn's The Sructure of
Scientific Revolutionshasenjoyed, eventhoughthelatter book isinmany respectsaderivativework. But thenarrower
focus of Kuhn' swork and the greater accessibility of hiswriting have made histhought the paradigmatic touchstone
for those examining the cultural and historical componentsinvolved in scientific change and development. Certainly
Polanyi’ sthought no longer evokesthe sort of outrage or rejection it earlier suffered at the hands of some within the
Anglo-American philosophical establishment. Paul Feyerabend hasfor some time assumed the mantle of the enfant
terrible among historians and philosophers of science. Hisdenial that there is any fundamental distinction between
scientificinquiry and voodoo isreminiscent of Polanyi’ s earlier examination of the coherence of Azande witchcraft,
yet Feyerabend ends up with nihilistic conclusions which Polanyi successfully avoids. By now Polanyi seemsto be
treated as one of the respected el ders among contemporary philosophers of science and epistemol ogists --respected,
but not as well known or asfully understood as those of usin The Polanyi Society believe he should be. In order to
seehow well important themesfrom Polanyi’ sthought arefaringtoday, | will conduct anall toobrief andimpressionistic
survey. Let us examine what has happened to four dimensions of his thought which derive from or bear upon his
epistemology: embodiment, thetacit dimension, thepracticesof acommunity of explorers, and thetheory of emergence.

First, theories of embodiment haveincreasingly assumed acentral significancein contemporary philosophy
(one is amost tempted to ask: is a new explanatory mechanism, embodiment, emerging out of previously tacit
particulars through the cooperative work of acommunity of explorers?). The body was implicated within Polanyi’s
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thought through his analysis of tacit knowing. In our engagement with the world we rely upon subsidiary skillsand
processeswhich areembodied. Moreover, our very engagement with theworld entail sthat weincorporateits objects
and ideas in line with a literal understanding of “incorporation,” implying an assimilation in the body (corps). So
embodiment isessential to Polanyi’ sthought, even though hedoesnot elaborate greatly on thedetail s of embodi ment.
Developmentsintheoriesof embodi ment havebeen most pronouncedinfeminist thought and among phenomenol ogists
influenced by Merleau-Ponty. Elaine Scarry’ s The Body in Pain and Nel Noddings' Caring are examplesof feminist
workswhich utilize notionsof the body inimportant, although rather different, ways. Richard Zaner’ s The Context of
Salf, David Michadl Levin's The Body' s Recollection of Being and Quentin Smith' s The Felt Meanings of the World
areexamplesof threeworksin the phenomenol ogical tradition which advance our understanding of embodiment. But
of courseitisWilliam Poteat’ s Polanyian Meditationswhich inits exposition of mindbodily being most thoroughly
worksout someof theimplicationsof Polanyi’ snotionof embodiment . Twoworksonembodimentwhich| think connect
toandextend Polanyi’ sthoughtinexcitingwaysareMark Johnson’ sTheBodyintheMindand Drew L eder’ sTheAbsent
Body.

Second, | would wager that inthelong runitisPolanyi’ ssubsidiary-focal distinctionand all hiswork onthe
tacit dimensionwhichwill berecognized ashismost creativeand enduring |l egacy to subsequent generations. Onefinds
intheliterature many indications of appreciation for Polanyi’ swork on thistopic. John Searleisonewho worksfrom
within theanalytic tradition toward a conception of atacit dimensionin hisbook, Intentionality, now eight yearsold.
He postulates that humans apply a Network of intentional states to symbols and seek thereby meaningful mental
satisfaction. The conditions of satisfaction are specified by the Network of intentions and understood in relation to
what he terms the relevant Background of tacit practices, capacities, and skills which define the context of meaning
seeking. Theonetime Searl erefersinIntentionality to Polanyi, heshowsthat hedoesnot quite understand what Polanyi
means by “subsidiary,” which he treats as if it were synonymous with “unconscious’ (see p. 150). Because of his
misunderstanding of the subsidiary/focal distinction, he engagesin an unnecessarily convoluted way of explaining
how we learn the skill of skiing. “ Asthe skier gets better he does not internalize the rules better, but rather the rules
become progressively irrelevant. The rules do not become ‘wired in’ as unconscious Intentional contents, but the
repeated experiences create physical capacities, presumably realized as neural pathways, that make the rulessimply
irrelevant. ‘ Practice makes perfect’ not because practice results in a perfect memorization of the rules, but because
repeated practice enablesthe body to take over and the rules to recede into the Background” (p. 150). Searleisright
inhisintuitionthatwedwell inaskill differently thanwefocusonexplicit rules, but hisdistinction between | ntentionality
and the Background does not have the eleganceor clarity of Polanyi’ ssubsidiary/focal distinction. Ontheother hand,
Searl€’ swork withintentionality hassomeadvantagesover Polanyi’ ssomewhat unsystematic referencesto purposes,
functions, and heuristic powers. For Polanyi, intentionality is implicit within the very conceptuality of the from-to
direction of consciousness, but he does not elaborate on how that vectorial aspect is aimed or changed.

Third, an interest in communal practices and the transmission of social lore has been manifest in ways
reminiscent of Polanyi in much recent philosophical thought both inside and outside the domain of epistemology. At
oneextreme, thereisthenihilistic thought of Michel Foucault, who seesmany communal standardsasbut theexercise
of political control. Even the language of truth is seen as merely a rhetorical exercise in establishing power and
maintaining it. Much closer to Polanyi in spirit, although not apparently dependent upon his thought, is Alasdair
Maclntyre. In Whose Justice? Which Rationality? and especially After Virtue, Maclntyre setsforth an ethical vision
which demonstrates the importance of practices, narratives, and common goods to the establishment of moral
communities, communities which do not lay the whole burden of moral decision making upon the overburdened
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individual will. Maclntyreisfighting Nietzschean moral solipsism, thebureaucraticindividualismsof procedural justice,
and liberal autonomy. He borrows from Aristotlein returning to alanguage of virtues and practices. Maclntyreisas
wary as Polanyi is of Marxist ways of imposing rules upon individuals, but perhaps because his primary concernis
with refurbishing ethicsrather than safeguarding scientificinquiry, helacksthe passion for anindividualisticlogic of
liberty which Polanyi displays. Nevertheless, agood Polanyian will discover that much of Maclntyre' slanguage has
pleasant resonances. Listen to Maclntyre’ s discourse on apractice, for instance: “A practice involves standards of
excellenceand obediencetorulesaswell astheachievement of goods. To enter into apracticeisto accept theauthority
of those standards. . . . Practices of course, as| have just noticed, have ahistory: games, sciencesand artsall have
histories. Thus the standards are not themsel ves immune from criticism, but nonetheless we cannot beinitiated into
a practice without accepting the authority of the best standards realized so far” (After Virtue, 2nd ed., p. 190).

Finally, it seemsto methat the subject of emergence has entered quite extensively into contemporary philosophical
discussion, athough rarely do | seeit discussed in full awareness of Polanyi’s analysis of the role of free boundary
conditionsin the development of new levels. If they understood Polanyi’sanalysis, | don’t think Charles Birch and
John CobbinTheLiberationof Lifeor Heinz Pagel sin The Dreams of Reason would be so quick to discount emergence
theories. Rather than utilizing the language of emergence, many discussions contrast “top down” with “bottom up”
types of analysis. This presupposes some type of hierarchical view which may well be compatible with Polanyi’s
approach. Actually, | think thereis still agreat deal of work to be done in teasing out Polanyi’ s distinction between
conceptual and ontological levels; | seethisasanintriguing areafor extending Polanyian studies. In hislatest writings,
Polanyi ceased to refer to the ontological dimension of from-to consciousness, and | think he had good reason to be
wary of over-commitment to astratified universeparalleling our stratified knowing.

Insum, if hewerewriting today Polanyi would not need to attack an obj ectivist epistemol ogy. That battlehas

largely been won; indeed, histhought contributed to the victory. However, the complete vision of Polanyi hasyet to
befully explored or assimilated. The Polanyi Society continuesto have asignificant role today.

10



Richard Rorty and Michael Polanyi: IsThereTruth After Foundationalism?
John V. Apczynski

Michael Polanyi’ sanalysisof theillsof our ageismoreradical than heis often given credit for. It not only
challengestheideal of impersonal objectivity inknowledgeby uncoveringitslogical incoherenceanditsimpossibility
of being achieved in practice. Even more importantly, in my estimation, hisinsights provide away of escaping the
seductivespell of thisimpersonal ideal by meansof aprogram of acknowledging our commitmentsasthefragilegrounds
for upholding responsibly our limited but adequate approach to transcendent val ues, including the quest for truth. As
astudent of Polanyi’ sthought, | find it gratifying that culturally dominant intellectual fashions of today may rightly
be said to have finally accepted the sorts of critique Polanyi was advocating somefifty years ago. Unfortunately, it
cannot always be said that they have proved radical enough to have escaped the consequences of the ideal of
impersonal abjectivity. | believe one of theabiding strengths of Polanyi’ sthought isthat it fostersamong hisstudents
the ability to make such important discriminations, particularly insofar asthese have profound cultural implications.

Asan example of the continuing power of Polanyi’ s position for enlightening our own reflections, | would
like to consider the view of our current cultural situation advocated for the past decade or so by Richard Rorty. To
beginwith | can do nothing but heap unqualified praisefor his magnificent exposure of thefailure of the enterprise of
epistemol ogi cal foundationalismin PhilosophyandtheMirror of Nature(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979).
In this respect he devel ops the case against the recent philosophical tradition of the West as a member of the guild,
i.e., with the technical mastery that an outsider like Polanyi could not match. The conclusion that Western thought
had failed to establish an impersonal, objective vantage point with an uninterpreted access to reality was brilliantly
argued in afresh and philosophically erudite way, even if as students of Polanyi we already would have appreciated
this from another vantage point.

Inspiteof thismy suspicionsabout Rorty’ sproject aroseal mostimmediately when heseemedtofindtheonly
alternativeto therol e of the philosopher asthe cultural overseer to bethe " informed dilettante” (317). Similarly | was
puzzled by the severely limited view of “edification,” consisting in nothing more momentousthan finding new ways
of speaking, which he advocated in its place (360). Were such proposals genuinely radically new alternativesto the
ideal of classical epistemol ogy? Or werethey simply itsdying gasp? In Rorty’ smorerecent clarificationsof theseinitial
probings | believe that it can be shown, from a Polanyian perspective, that the latter isthe case.

InContingency, Irony, and Solidarity (New Y ork: CambridgeUniversity Press, 1989), Rorty defineshimsel f
asalibera ironist. By “liberal” he means someone opposed to human cruelty and suffering. By “ironist” he means
someone who recognizesthe contingency of all fundamental (or what he callsfinal) beliefs, including one’ sown, so
that the only worthwhile human endeavor is self-creation. No criterion of assessment of any sort ispossible, whether
for action or for our understanding of nature or for society. Moreover these private and public concerns have nothing
to do with each other: the demands of irony and liberalism are both equally valid, but can contribute nothing to each
other so must remain “forever incommensurable.”

For Rorty, thepoint of human existenceisto* seek consol ation, at themoment of death, ... .inbeingthat peculiar
sort of dying animal who, by describing himself in his own terms, had created himself” (27). Notice, Rorty does not
say who had created himself well, but simply who had the resources to be creative in no more profound sense than
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being novel (29). If thisadequately describes personal goal's, we might suspect that we know why Rorty wantsto
privatizethis: someattemptsat creativenovelty may bemorally perverse. Butthisisnot, infactit cannot be, Rorty’s
reasonfor privatizing. Ifitwere, hewould havetoadmit, hefeels, somethinglikeatranscendent moral normaccessible
independently of any community of discourse. Precisely thissort of claimwoul d beperversefor Rorty. Consequently
the only social goal hewill countenanceisthat of avoiding cruelty (65). He acceptsthe implication that there can
be no understanding of “progress’ in palitical life in the sense of asociety’ s becoming more “rational” (48).

InessenceRorty holdsthat human lifeispointless, if thisistakenin sometranscendent sense, just associal
progressisachimeraif it taken bebased on someobjectiveconception of justiceor thelike. Sincethereisnoneutral,
uninterpreted stance for anything like a“pure reason” to have adirect accessto redlity, then all that isleft to usis
towork out our life’ sprojectswithinthelimited space offered by our historical contingencies. Thebest wecanhope
for, in short, isto create ourselves without causing others too much pain.

Now whilethis portrait of Rorty’ srecent effortsto edify uslackshisrichly detailed and highly persuasive
descriptions, nonethelessinitsgeneral thrust this does capturewhat he proposes. Hereiswherel believe Polanyi’s
theory of personal knowledgebecomesextraordinarily valuableasadiscriminatingtool. Forinlight of Polanyi, Rorty
appears, paradoxically enough, still to betrappedintheideal of critical reason. By this| meanthat he seemsto hold
that either we have aneutral, direct, uninterpreted accessto reality in order to make any claims about the world or,
by implication, that wesimply giveup entirely any claimsto know reality becausetheway defined by critical reason
istheonlyway toknow it. Thoseof uswho understand Polanyi realizethat thereisamoreradical alternativetothis:
precisely within our contingent assumptionsto which we are committed we have apartial but adequate knowledge
of theworld.

There is an additional import to this value of Polanyi’stheory: because of its wide acceptance, Rorty’s
positionisculturaly significant. Itislikely that many Westernintellectualswill follow hislead in recognizing the
exhaustion of theideal sof critical rationality, but sincehisedifying discoursediscernsnoaternativethey will likewise
follow hislead in retreating into the realm of creative subjectivity and limited expectationsin the social sphere.

Twenty-five yearsago Polanyi pointed to the dangersfor culture that an inadequate theory of knowledge
couldhavein“TheM essageof theHungarian Revolution” (Knowing and Being, 24-39). Attheend of thetwentieth
century heisbeing vindicated again by eventsin Eastern Europe. Just asin the middle of this century, Western
intellectuals had difficulty in understanding theimport of aspirationsfor freedom in Eastern Europe, so today they
needtobereminded again. Consider, for example, Vaclav Havel’ srecent declarationthat our personal self isgrounded
intradition and “in that pre-reflective meaningfulness from which cultureisborn.” He goes on to explain:

Inthisworld, categories like justice, honor, treason, friendship, infidelity, courage, or empathy
haveawholly tangiblecontent, rel ating to actual personsandimportant for actual life. Atthebasis
of thisworld arevalueswhich aresimply there, perennially, beforewe ever speak of them, before
we reflect upon them and inquire about them. It owesitsinternal coherenceto something likea
“pre-speculative” assumptionthat theworldfunctionsandisgenerally possibleat all only because
there is something beyond its horizon, something beyond or above it that might escape our
understanding and our grasp but, for just that reason, firmly grounds this world, bestows upon
it its order and measure, and is the hidden source of al the rules, customs, commandments,
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prohibitions, and normsthat holdwithinit. Thenatural world, invirtueof itsvery being, bearswithin
it thepresupposition of theabsol utewhich grounds, delimits, animates, and directsit, without which
it would be unthinkable, absurd, and superfluous, and which we can only quietly respect (Vaclav
Havel or Livingin Truth. Ed. Jan Vladisav. London: Faber and Faber, 1987: 137).

Here we see full blown an alternative to the collapse of classical epistemological foundationalism, an
alternative that Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy can help us appreciate, understand, and defend, even if we disagree with the
parti cular metaphysi cal and theol ogical underpinningsof Havel’ sclaims. Being abletoidentify thedifferencesbetween
stances such as Rorty’ s and Havel’ s is one of the continuing contributions that Polanyi’ s theory makes; supporting
those, like Havel’ s, who uphold the sort of commitment to the transcendent val ue of truth which can shape history is
something that till needs to be done.

Personal Knowledge In Arts
DougAdams

My first report asfinearts' coordinator for The Polanyi Society (“Implicationsof Polanyi’s Thought Within
theArts: A Bibliographic Essay,” ThePolanyi Society Newsl etter (Spring 1975), pp. 3-5) contained referencestoafew
of Polanyi’ sbrief commentsontheartsand afew passagesin thesecondary literature. Asthe poet of Michael Polanyi,
Elizabeth Sewell had produced The Orphic Voice (1960) which expressed (through the poemsat the back and thetext
throughout) a Polanyian perspective; and she extended her inquiriesthrough a Polanyian perspectivein The Human
Metaphor (1964).

In subsequent reports in the Polanyi Society Newsletter | could point to whole dissertations and theses
exploring implicationsof Polanyi’ sepistemology for aesthetics or hermeneutics: most notably Carl PhillipsMullins
“Hermeneutical and Aesthetic Applications of the Thought of Michael Polanyi” (Ph.d. dissertation, Graduate
Theological Union, Berkeley, 1976) and John S. Nuveen’ sM.A. thesis(Pacific School of Religion) whichiswrittenin
poetry:

A Para-propositional Approach to My Belief
(Offeredfor Y our Perusal and Enjoyment, My Relief)

Michael Polanyi, Poet, in Two Books of His
Providesfor Me, I’ ve Found, the Best Resource Therels.

Barbara Bennett Baumgarten continues such significant inquiriesin her current dissertation work entitled
“Visual Art as Theology: the Development of a Post-Critical Aesthetic for Theology Based on the Epistemology of
Michael Polanyi” (Ph.d. dissertation in progress, Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley).
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Someof theseinquiriesareaided by Polanyi’ sownwritingsabout art (e.g., “ A Theory of Poetry” fromal etter
dated 19 May 1953, Gelwick Microfilm Collection of theNon-Scientific Writing of Michael Polanyi, Pacific School of
Religion; “What isaPainting?’ American Scholar 39, Autumn, 1970, 665-669; or Meaning, Chicago: University of
Chicago, 1975) which they then use in exploring the arts and developing an aesthetics: e.g., Adams and Mullins,
“MeaningwiththeArts: Thelmplicationsof Polanyi’ sEpistemology for theArts,” SudiaMystica, I, 2, Summer 1978,
28-48. What is amore recent development is the use of Polanyian epistemology by artists and art historiansin their
doing of art or art history. Herethefocal attention isnot on Polanyi’ sthought but rather asubsidiary relianceonitin
attending to the making or exploring of art. Artist Robert Irwin (introduced to Polanyi’ sthought by psychotherapist
Edward Wortz) has created art revealing Polanian insights much as Elizabeth Sewell’ spoetry has done. Irwin quotes
Polanyi often asin hisbook Being and Circumstance (New Y ork; Lapis Press, 1985).

My ownart historical andart criti cal work employsPolanyian epistemol ogy to see Polanyian parallelsinworks
of mgjor artistssuch asJasper Johns: cf. Doug Adams, TranscendencewiththeHuman BodyinArt: Segal, DeStaebler,
Johns, and Christo (New York: Crossroad, 1991). William H. Poteat in Polanyian Meditations: in Search of
Post-Critical Logic (Durham: Duke University Press, 1985) provides significant grounding for those discerning
Polanyian developments in the arts. Both postmodern visual art and postmodern art history show significant
developmentswhich Polanyi anticipated. Therewasatime (during thereign of modernisminartandart criticism) when
it wasinappropriateto observethe person of the artist aswell asthe person of the viewer (much lessthe communities
inwhich they stood) in doing or discussing art. But now the human body and explicit historical subject matter (often
explicitly religious subject matter) hasreturnedin abundancein visual art, and art history hasbecomemorehistorical.
Such developmentsreveal our tacit dimensionsasartist and viewer in thetriadic community structure of knowing and
doing which Polanyi reveal ed.

A summary of my own recent investigations drawn from my book noted above shows how far visual artists
aremoving in directionsindicated by Polanyi’ s achievement:

Human bodiesand biblical subject matter appear increasingly in contemporary American art. This
book explores perceptions of transcendence through the human body in the art and interviews of
four major contemporary artists. With George Segal’ s scul ptures, one moves beyond the sense of
lossstill evident in post-modern a/theol ogy and toward asenseof placeconnectedtobiblical subject
matter and acenter beyond oneself. In Stephen De Staebler’ sart, thereisarecovery of relationwith
religiousformsandtimesof graceful aging, dying, andrisingaswell asarecovery of thecommitment
to the dinner table conversation rather than the cocktail party chatter. Through Jasper Johns' art,
one perceives post-critical philosophies beyond subject/object and mind/body dichotomies. The
reaffirmationsof one’ sownbody inart, philosophy, and theol ogy extendto anappreciationof one's
relationships with wider communities and the earth as evidenced by Christo’s process art which
invites pilgrimageto seethe world as gift. Human bodies generate a sense of relation. Such art not
only exhibitswhole bodies (in contrast to modern art’ sfragmented parts) but al so generatesfamily
groupings reminding us of relations with others beyond self.

L et me briefly amplify this comment upon the new and Polanyian sense of the body which isevident inthe
recent work of these contemporary artists. Each of De Staebler’ s earlier postmodern works featured afragmented or
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emerging body communicating an affirmation of the incomplete individual and his or her relation with the earth. In
contrast, theworksof modernartistssuch asBaskin or Gol ub exhibited fragmented bodiessymbolic of thedisintegration
of personandworld. De Staebler’ srecent Pieta (1989) introducesrel ationship betweentwo figureswho mergeinways
establishingasenseof placeandtimemissinginmuchmodernthought. Each of many early Segal worksfeaturedisol ated
individualsin lonely surroundings; but his recent works including Abraham'’ s Farewell to Ishmael (1987) provide
perceptions of family relations which transcend brokenness and affirm the earth. Jasper Johns' art has similarly
developedfromearlier body fragmentsandisolatedindividual sintotheful |l humanfigureanditsprogeny asin hismost
recent drawings of Seasons(1989).

Such perceptions of transcendent relations move beyond the connections which Charles Jencks cited as
characteristicof early post-modernart: “ For theM odernist predicament, often epitomizedin Y eats' words--Thingsfall
apart; the center cannot hold--we have the dialectical answer--Things fall together and there is no center but
connections” (Post-Modernism: The New Classicismin Art and Architecture p. 350).

De Staebler, Segal, and Johnshel p usperceivenot only connectionsbut al so relationswhich lead usto center
beyond self and to sense our place and time.

Chaos Theory, William Poteat’s Polanyian Explorations
and Indwelling
J. Stines

| would liketo point to three areasin which it might be claimed in Polanyian fashion that Polanyi said more
than he knew and in connection with which his thinking might continue to bear fruit eminently worth harvesting.

Thefirst arearelates to the emergence of chaostheory. It seemsto me that the relatively new attention to
so-called chaotic phenomena or the non-systematic systems generated by non-linear determinism--richly present all
around us but until recently ignored and/or masked by abstraction--offers both confirmation and arich new field of
exploration in tandem with Polanyi’s thinking. That extremely simple initial conditions in nature can give rise
unpredictably to extreme complexity, to novel comprehensionsor organizationswhich arethemsel ves not closed but
fraught with, in effect, infinite possibility, isadiscovery, if it may be called that, of chaos science which should come
asnosurpriseat al to studentsof Polanyi. Hiswork had already disclosed or was prescient of much that isnow coming
to the attention of the theoreticians of chaos, but which was forced upon their attention on other grounds than those
which originally engendered Polanyi’ sreflections. Polanyi’s sense that, both ontologically and epistemol ogically,
particulars become comprehended in boundary conditions which are irreducible and inexplicable in terms of their
subsidiariesand thelawswhichgovernthemwasalready apleafor attentionto non-linearity, but onewhichthescientific
and philosophical community largely tended toignorejust asthey ignored turbul ence and non-linear equationsexcept
when occasionally forced to pay attention, but even then, only to attempt to reduce these phenomenato linearity, or,
in short, to ignore them at anew level. Soit is perhaps not so much new observation per se asit is new attention to
perennial phenomena, which we can no longer mask, which underliesarich new areaof investigation and reflection.
Chaossciencecan, | believe, providean extremely fruitful h?rSmeneutical sourcefor unpacking Polanyi. Inturn, chaos



theory desperately needs Polanyi since, in spite of the apparent compatibility of the objective pole of its observations
with Polanyi’ sontological claims, many of itspractitionersare still immured epistemol ogically, however subtly, with
the bewitchment of theintelligence by the subj ect-object dichotomy. Tacitly, mind, in Cartesian fashion, isleft out of
thenon-linear loopsthat makefor resonation between knowing and being and emergence. Theresultant mental cramps
beg for massage with Polanyian balm.

Another areaof agendafor thefuture: | believethat thework of W.H. Poteat strongly suggeststhat, far from
nearing the end of Polanyi, we have scarcely begun. Clearly, Poteat’ swork in the post-critical tradition hasalife of
itsown, standinginmorethan linear relationto Polanyi. SincehisPolanyian Meditations: Insearchof aPost Critical
Logic, Poteat has published Philosophical Daybook; and two more volumes of his essays are in the wings soon, |
believe, tobepublished. Themutually enlightening rel ati onshi p between hiswork and Polanyi’ sdeservesand, | expect,
will receive much attention in the future.

| take as one example an essay by Poteat entitled “ For Whom Isthe Existence of ValuesaProblem: Or, An
Attempt to Show that the Obvious|sPlausible.” Itisan essay which thrusts upon thereader’ sattention, inarichand
ingeniousmanner, thewaysby which valueeverywhereandinescapably clingsto usasthevery vectoring of our being,
sinewed and pre-tended in our mindbodily integrity which is the tacit coefficient of all of our sense for the
hanging-togetherness of things. For Poteat, by virtue of akind of recapitulation of the original sin (manifest in our
Gnostic hatred of our incarnate existence), we despise our own mindbodily tensedness and orientedness and regard
it asabondagefromwhichwemust befree so that we can pronouncefreedomitself, and meaning, andvalue, illusions.

In the correlated theatre of the imagination the thinker is a solitudinous, i.e., disconnected, spectator,
observing in the mode of adetached and invulnerable god. From thistheatre of solitude we do not even envision an
audienceto whom we are speaking; and we are obliviousto that power which enablesusto claim, insofar aswe make
claims, which power itself is descended from the primal, inalienable being-in-the-world which each of usin our
mindbodily existenceis. Poteat makesanovel and powerful casefor the affirmation that we live and know from our
whole nature which itself prefigures, and is not divorced from, the nature of world. Oneway Polanyi would put this
would beto say that the logic of commitment to standards that arise within us (i.e., which are “ self-set”) is such that
“action and submission are totally blended in aheuristic communion with reality” (PK, 386). Inthisessay onvaue
by Poteat, | receive anew experience of the meaning and force of that passagein Meaning (thoughit isnot mentioned
by Poteat) in which Polanyi and Prosch claim that “weare addressed by natureto the attainment of meaning, and what
genuinely seems to us to open doors to greater meaning iswhat we can only verbally refuse to believe” (p. 18).
| believethat, bothinthedirectionssuggested by Poteat’ swork andin other but cognatedirections, thereismuch more
to be donein thefield of Polanyi’simport for value theory, ethics and culture critique.

That |leads meto another but closely related point of departurefor future exploration. It seemsto methat one
concept quitecrucial to ethics, the concept of violence, ispeculiarly parasitic onthephenomenon of indwelling. If we
think of “soul” in an Augustinian way, as orientation, violence will seem to be a negative corollary of ensoulment.
Violence seemsto have no phenomenological toehold in relation to disensoul ed bodies or inanimate matter.

That is, the concept that violence is occurring is parasitic upon our sense that the violent phenomenaare a
violation of something which isbeing achievedin the victim of violence, something whichisirreducibletoradically
contingent material processes or, that is, to potential energy. Hence, particulars are violated, or are the objects of
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violence, only insofar aswetakethemtobean abodeor dwelling placeof areality or ameaningwhichthey areachieving
whichisirreducibletomaterial processeswhicharetakentobedisensoul ed. Our post-animisticreductionist mentality
has made the very notion, for example, of “violence to the earth” seem, both popularly and to the hard-nosed
materialist-technologist- industrialist, the crassest silly superstition. Polanyi’s concept of indwelling gives us an
important way beyond that mentality--away which is much more and other than amere return to Aristotle, however
much it seemsto echo him at certain points. To recall Heidegger and Holderlin it seems, both from Polanyi and chaos
theory, that it is not only man who “dwells poetically, upon the earth, beneath the sky” but all of the actual, whichis
tosay, thehumanworld. Theconcept of indwelling particularsin responseto our senseof their promisefor, or bearing
upon, thefuture can give new power and comprehensi on for sensibilitieswhich eco-catastrophe, especially, isforcing
into our awareness. Weneed to expl oit Polanyi’ sconcept of indwellinginthat direction. Further, asthiscomment has
already implied, | find Hei degger’ sway of thinking about dwelling inrelationto building and thinking highly resonant
asboth promisingandfulfillinginrelationto Polanyi’ snotion of indwelling. For Heidegger our timeof need, our sense
of homel essness, is descended from amemory of dwelling; and remembering would call usforward into our past and
if youwill,are-membering of dwelling. Inthisprimal contextwebuildfor thesakeof futuredwelling. Heidegger seems
tobesayingthat if wearegoingtodeal withthereal housing shortagewemust search anew for themeaning of dwelling.
Polanyi and Poteat greatly enrich our effortstofill-in the portent of Heidegger’ s poetry here.<F129M >q<F255D>
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The Problem of Objectivity in
Post-critical Philosophy

Philip Lewin

Inthisessay, | wishto suggest aseries of parallels between Michael Polanyi’ s post-critical philosophy and
thework of other thinkers. | will usethe problem of objectivity to illuminate these parallels, and will try to suggest a
way of approaching Polanyi’ s notion of personal knowledge through treating objectivity through the dual themes of
appropriation and passion. Thisaccount will reveal what | think isapossiblelimit of post-critical philosophy, which
I will framein terms of the problem of hegemony. Briefly exploring thislimit will allow meto conclude by situating
Polanyi’ s position, as | understand it, with respect to certain currents of postmodern thought.

| focus on objectivity in this essay, since elucidating in what waysit is possible is fundamental for how we
understand scientific practice. The question of objectivity, in turn, impinges on how we understanding a number of
related i ssues concerning therole and status of sciencein our culture. Let me mention some of theseissues by means
of several alternative dichotomies. First, is scienceto bethought of asproviding universal, trans-cultural knowledge,
applicabletoall humansinall timesand places; or isit specificto aparticul ar technological and social infra-structure,
culture-specific, and even gender-specific? Second, doesscience, insomeway, “mirror” nature, revealing the“real,”
thatis, essential ontological structuresof theworld; or isscienceprimarily asophisticatedinstrumentality for achieving
limited human ends? Third, does the accumulation of scientific knowledge within disciplinesindicate“progress,” in
the sense of both deepening our understanding and also bettering the quality of human life; or isthis accumulation
simply domain- or research community-specific, reflectingan overall increase of information but, precisely becauseit
iscommunity-specific, offering no further purchase on more general human concerns? Has our increased knowledge
of informati on-management and the computer sciences made uswiser?our increased understanding of medicineless
disease-ridden? our advances in cognitive science and neuropsychology any more sane?

These questions over the degrees of science's universality, realism, and progress are not new, but our
continuing inability toresolvethem indicatesthat they may reflect fundamental tensionsin how we, inthe West, have
conceivedtherelation between our theoriesand theworld. That is, these questionsmay not besimply the consequence
of conceptual confusion, but may beaporiaat thecoreof our thinking. That, atleast, ishow | think of them; they implicate
our historical condition asknowers. In part, they reflect alingering fascination with empiricist epistemol ogy and the
ideological supremacy of Western thought, both the positiveideal of certain knowledge and the reluctanceto subject
our praxistocritical scrutiny. Inturn, thiswilled effort not to seeoursel vesclearly hassupported themyth of objectivism,
which emerged during thehegemony of logical empiricism, by assuming the epistemol ogical statusof theobservation
to be unproblematic. While the critiques provided by Polanyi and others-- | believe Brown (1987) providesthe best
recent account -- may help usdefinitively undermine objectivism and concomitantly foster aricher and moretenable
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notion of objectivity, itisnot clear that such critiquesenableusto overcometheseaporia. Indeed, | will try toelucidate
afourth aporiathat emergesfrom Polanyi’ sthought, between theindividual’ s personal knowing and the community
of knowers through whom such knowing is made possible.

|. Polanyi and Postempiricism

Thepresupposition withwhich objectivismrisesand fallsisthat observationistransparent, that it ispossible
to perceive without also apperceiving. The tenacity of this position is all the more remarkable given its repeated
refutation by the actual practice of scientists. A number of postempiricist philosophers of science, of whom Kuhnis
the best known, have begun to consider the social practice of science. We have become more conscious of how
scientists are educated within particular paradigmsor research traditions, consisting of theory, method, and research
strategy centered around afew key exemplars which embody the central assumptions and promise of the tradition.
Budding scientistslearn particular ways of seeing, usually by studying textbooks written by the skilled practitioners
of the paradigm, and aretaught by professorswho themsel ves subscribeto it. Postempiricist philosophersof science,
suchasHesse(1979), haveshown how images, model s, and habitsof |anguage-- inadditiontoexemplars-- lead members
of adisciplinary community to apperceivethenovel asin someway familiar, asanother instance of awell-understood
range of phenomena to which already known understandings can be applied or easily adapted. For the logical
empiricists, discovery remained an uninvestigatable phenomenon, unclearly related to protocol statements. For
postempiricists, discovery isthe process of analogizing the strategies that were successful in the case of exemplars
to new phenomena, new “puzzles.” Observations are tightly wed to theory, for it is the ability to see a hitherto
unexplained problem as a puzzle, as one more instance of the same kind of phenomenon that has been successfully
explicated in other instances, that allows normal science to proceed. In this view, observation without theory, even
if possible, could only generate pre-paradigmatic science, science bereft of afruitful research program.

Polanyi not only anticipated many of these arguments (Kuhn, Hanson, and Toulmin areall cited by Polanyi
(1946, p. 12) ashaving donework “whose conclusionsoverlap[ ped]” hisown), but provided accountswhich continue
tosurpasstheunderstandingsof many postempiricists. Postempiricismingeneral hasremained enthralledtotheallure
of aCartesian tradition that both privileges cognition over the affect and that continuesto subscribeto the possibility
that epistemic processes may be made fully explicit (the Cartesian “clear and distinct”). So impoverished does the
understanding of affect continue to be among postempiricists that the most persistent strains within contemporary
philosophy of science have been concerned with questions of paradigm allegiance, paradigm change, and paradigm
incommensurability, asthough insofar as such commitments were not exclusively cognitive they must beirrational .
Thisdenigrationof theaffect al soinformsthepracticeof scienceinthereigningtraditionsof experimental psychology.
Cognitive psychology has been dominated by information-processing models of the mind, which treat mental
processes as though they had the clarity of algorithms; and cognitive science has largely endorsed models that
postulate modular organization of mental capacities, as though epistemic functionswere ontically distinct.

Polanyi’s emphasis on personal knowledge completely challenges these understandings. In the particular
case of scientific discovery cited above, where Polanyi’ s description of a“heuristic field” suggests discovery isfar
morethan atactic of analogizing, aswell asinthe general case of how the affect stands with respect to the cognitive,
Polanyi describesafar moredeeply embedded rel ationshi p between knower and real ity than postempiricismoffers. He
notesthat at the heart of our ability to acquire knowledge about the world “isan indwelling: that is, a utilization of a
framework for unfolding our understanding in accordance with the indications and standards imposed by the
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framework” (Polanyi, 1969, p. 134). Our livingisnot only withinaparadigm community that | egitimatesaparti cular way
of seeing and doing, aspostempiricistswould haveit. Itisalso anindwelling withinalife-world that sustainsadeeply
personal senseof how thingsare, ametaphysic which guidesour empirical inquiry. Personal knowledgeencapsul ates
thisindwelling, prizing our commitment asindividual stothefiduciary mode, “ torealizethat wecanvoiceour ultimate
convictions only from within our convictions -- from within the whol e system of acceptancesthat arelogically prior
toany particular assertion of our own, prior tothehol ding of any particular pieceof knowledge” (Polanyi, 1962, p. 267).
Atthe sametime, itisthis“act of commitment initsfull structurethat saves personal knowledge from being merely
subjective. Intellectual commitment isaresponsibledecision, in submissiontothecompelling claimsof what ingood
conscience | conceiveto betrue’ (Polanyi, 1962, p. 65).

In unpacking thefiduciary mode of personal knowing, Polanyi anticipated much of Habermas' concernwith
universal pragmatics, specifically Habermas' identification of the human interests of truth, appropriateness, and
truthfulness. Habermas writes,

A participant in communication acts with an orientation to reaching understanding only under the
condition that, in employing comprehensible sentencesin his speech acts, he raises three validity
claimsinan acceptableway. Heclaimstruth for astated propositional content or for the existential
presuppositions of amentioned propositional content. Heclaimsrightness (or appropriateness) for
norms (or values), which, in a given context, justify an interpersona relation that is to be
performatively established. Finally, heclaimstruthfulnessfor theintentionsexpressed (Habermas,
1979, pp. 65-66).

As Habermas suggests, my intending of truth is equally an intending of truth addressed to others as well asto self
and world. And thuswithin science, the ground islaid for what Polanyi called “conviviality” (cf. Polanyi, 1962, pp.
203-245).

A critique which further supplements Polanyi’ sis made by the phenomenology of Schutz and Heidegger. |
will not explore their contributions in any detail here, except to point out that the articulation of the structure of
intentionality by Schutz (1967) provides a cogent account of the intersubjective conditions of the constitution of
knowing, while Heidegger extended Husserl’s transcendental analysis to the existential problematic of Dasein
in-the-world. Both, withHusserl (1970), poi nted out that that whi ch objectivismwoul d unproblematically takeas* given”
is only transparent because the presuppositions through which the “given” is apperceived mutually co-define the
possibilitiesof perceptionwithinalife-world. Thelife-world, likethe research community which sharesaparadigm,
isintersubjectively maintained. ItisaMit-welt, aliving-with-others, resulting from aunique historical determination,
developing its own ethnography. The intentionality of the knower is embedded within it. Intentionality cannot be
reducedtoreified cognitivefunctions, aspostempiricismwoul d haveit. Rather, itisasyntheticmomentinwhichnoesis
and noema are one, in which a disciplined and circumspect inquiry anticipates the elucidation of as yet unknown
ontological profiles. Asanticipatory, it embodies Heidegger’ sinsight in Being and Time (1962) that the primordial
ec-stasis of Dasein’stemporality is openness to the future.

Heidegger specified three forms of pre-understanding which make possible focal knowing. Vorhabe (or
fore-having) isthetotality of our skillsand ways of seeing resulting from our education into atradition; Vorsicht (or
fore-sight) are our theoretical understandings; Vorgriff is our hypothesis. In a particular instance, Vorhabe and
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Vorsicht function peripheraly (i.e., tacitly) to define a horizon for our intuitions. The act of knowing brings into
conscious reflection that which has already been anticipated by the life-world.

Heidegger called this moment of understanding one of ereignis, “appropriation” or “enownment.” Itisa
momentinwhichtruthunveilsitself, makesitself accessibletotheknower. Objectivity, far frombeing decontextualized,
istheact of appropriatingthroughthehorizonsof one’ sworld. Itistoanticipatethat onewill fulfill anontol ogical horizon
prior to knowing what one will find; anticipation is not determinate, but it is heuristic. Heidegger’'s hermeneutic is
analogousto Polanyi’ s concept of the heuristic field. “We assume that the gradient of adiscovery, measured by the
nearness of discovery promptsthe mind towardsit” (Polanyi, 1962, p. 403).

Thelinesof forceinaheuristic field should stand for an accessto an opportunity, and for the obligation and
theresolveto makegood thisopportunity, in spiteof itsinherent uncertainties (Polanyi, 1962, p. 403, Polanyi’ sitalics).

For Heidegger as for Polanyi, acquiring knowledge about the world is not an act of detachment, but of
collaboration between acircumspectful approach by theknower tothe phenomenon, guided by anallowed accessibility
of the phenomenon to be known. The dangerousfiction of objectivism, that it isboth possible and desirable to avoid
such guidance, destroys the very conditions for objectivity.

While postempiricist philosophy of science now generally acknowledgesthat background knowledge does
play alegitimateroleinobjectiveinquiry, ithasamuch moredifficult task clarifyingtherol ethat affect plays. Asl have
indicated above, treatment of theaffect for themost part hasnot advanced beyond the position of thelogical positivists,
who held that valueinquiriesare meaninglessby definition and theintrusion of theminto scientific discoursecan only
contaminateit. Postempiricistsin their turn effectively disregard the affect altogether, thereby rendering scientific
practice arational while alienating us from the deepest currents of our existence.

However, even in formulating the problem of the affect, we pre-judgeit through a set of cultural presuppo-
sitionsthat indiscriminately lumpstogether all val uecategories. Thepositivistsmadethisprejudiceavirtueby seeking
the complete separation between fact and value, and though this demarcation has proved to be untenable, the
denigration of all value categories continues to haunt our thinking about science. Just as the lingering fiction of
objectivism that observer and object are epistemologically separate must be replaced by the reality of their joint
complicity inappropriation, sothelingeringfiction that all value categoriesare anathemato science must bereplaced
by arevised and differentiated understanding of them.

Toalimited extent, this has been attempted. Both Polanyi (1946) and Jacob Bronowski (1958), for instance,
pointed out the dependence of science on the democratic values of respect for truth, open inquiry, and free
communicationand criticismamong membersof thesci entificcommunity, and morerecently, | sragl Scheffler (1982) has
argued for recognition of what he calls“cognitive emotions,” such as curiosity and areadinessfor surprise. | might
also note Piaget’s lifelong concern with the affective experience of “felt necessity” (1986), which provides the
legitimating moment in cognitive advance. And of course, Polanyi made intellectual passions central to personal
knowledge. Sadly, though, these have been relatively isolated currentsin amuch larger stream which continuesto
conceivescientificinquiry intermsof disembedded reason. If theideal of decontextualized reason, reasonindependent
of itslife-world, hasbeen only reluctantly abandoned within philosophy of science, theideal of disembodied reason,
reason independent of affect, has continued to dominate how scientific inquiry is understood. We need away to

21



re-incorporatethe affect with the cognitivewhile at the sametime preserving alegitimate suspicion towardit. Let me
try to provide an initial demarcation that | believe to be both necessary and useful of two areas encompassed by the
affect, that of “passion” and that of “emotion.”

Speaking roughly, we can say that emotion isthat which movesus. Theimpetusfor it comesfrom without,
but it activates a powerful unconsciousforce within. When we are caught up in the throes of emotion, our experience
is frequently that we have been seized by a power stronger than we intend, that both the stimulus and the response
whirl in afrenzy that the cogito at best can witness but not control. In some cases, the cogito may belost entirely to
what werefer toasa" state of abandon.” It isaffect-as-emotion that corruptsobjectivity, that weneed to guard against.

But passion is significantly different. The phenomena about which | am passionate invite the manner of
approach to them. Passion is simultaneously that to which | am committed, and with respect to which | am passive,
patient. My passions are directed toward those areas of experience which, as | appropriate them, guide mein turn.
Passionisakintotheeroticof Plato; itisthelovefor truththat motivates. Rather than being swept away, weareimpelled
onward by passion. This does not mean that we may not also be observant, cautious, expectant. More to the paint,
it means that we need not be so enraptured with the conviction of our insight as to be blinded by emotion, asto lose
our critical sensibility. To bepassionateininquiry isto prizethetruth; itisto manifest acircumspection and carethat,
initsturn, isrewarded by that which isunveiled.

I would arguethat culturally we have covered over, to our 10ss, thisdistinction between passion and emotion
by leaving them largely undifferentiated within aglobal model of affectivity, and relegating the affect to asecondary
status bel ow the primacy of cognition. Thiscovering over isnot accidental, but reflectsthe general thrust of Western
thought to cel ebrate the mind and reason at the expense of the body and affect. It wasadanger of which Polanyi was
well aware(e.g., Polanyi, 1962, p. 182).

Polanyi’ s solution was to try to consciously re-incorporate what he called the “intellectual passions’ back
into our conception of science. Interestingly, much of his insight was shared by Charles Sanders Peirce. Polanyi
pointed out that weknow morethanwecan say; likewise, Peircesaw that “ however man may haveacquired hisfaculty
of diviningthewaysof nature, it hascertainly not been by aself-controlled and critical logic. Evennow hecannot give
any exact reason for his best guesses’ (Peirce, CP, 5.173). To elucidate this feat, Peirce described what he called
“abduction,” that is, the human power to makefruitful guesses, which bears strong affinitiesto Polanyi’ s sense of the
intellectual passionsthat underliethefiduciary mode. Thesuccessof abductionisbased onthepremisethat “thehuman
mindisakintothetruthinthesensethat in afinitenumber of guessesit will light uponthe correct hypothesis’ (Peirce,
CP, 7.220). Similarly, Polanyi pointed out that,

Our vision of reality, to which our sense of scientific beauty responds, must suggest to usthekind
of questionsthat it should be reasonable and interesting to explore....Intellectual passions do not
merely affirm the existence of harmonies which foreshadow an indeterminate range of future
discoveries, but can also evoke intimations of specific discoveries and sustain their persistent
pursuit through years of labour. The appreciation of scientific value merges hereinto the capacity
fordiscoveringit (Polanyi, 1962, pp. 135, 143).

To summarize my remarksto this point, | would offer amodel of objectivity that stressesthe dual aspect of
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passion and appropriation. Passionateappropriation resultsfromacareful submissiontothephenomenonthat clarifies
what it anticipates. Knowledge is personal, in Polanyi’s sense, precisely because it results from lived-experience,
experiencefore-shadowed by the guidance of one' sinterpretive horizon, and unveiled through one’ s circumspectful
approach.

[1. Polanyi and Postmodern Thought

If the preceding section has presented a defensible model for objectivity grounded in personal knowledge,
wemust still consider how the objectivity of thesingleindividual standswith respect tothat of other individuals. One
common solution, understanding objectivity in terms of intersubjective corroboration as Popper proposed and
postempiricism has generally endorsed, is simply to beg the question. Unless the claims of each subjectivity are
warranted, those claimstaken collectively have no necessary purchase ontruth. That is, intersubjective corroboration
may | egitimateintersubjectivedel usionasreadily asobjectivity. Wemust, then, groundthetruth-claimsof acollective
intheindividual personal knowledge of its membership.

Theontological orientation of personal knowing, whilerealized and enacted within acommunity, was seen
by Polanyi to have precedence over the community: “The discipline required to regul ate the activities of scientists
cannot bemaintai ned by mere conformity totheactual demandsof scientific opinion, but requiresthe support of moral
conviction, stemming from devotion to scienceand prepared to operateindependently of scientific opinion” (Polanyi,
1946, p. 54). Itisthecommon dedication to truth shared by scientiststhat bondstheir community, rather than any prior
link to each other. Thus, even thoughtacit knowledgeisinitially constituted by means of an apprenticeshipwithinthe
scientific community, such mediacy is eventually abandoned with mastery. “The authority to which the student of
science submitstendsto eliminateits own functionsby establishing direct contact between the student and thereality
of nature. Ashe approaches maturity the student will rely for hisbeliefsless and less on authority and more and more
on hisownjudgment” (Polanyi, 1956, p. 45).

Thequestion raised by Polanyi’ spositioniswhether itisin fact possiblefor knowersto function asvirtually
independent epistemic agents, or whether the tacit dimensions of knowing absorbed through a knower’ s education
not only enable but also constrain the epistemic act. That is, might the very passion that roots us in fiduciary
commitments al so condition what and how we see, on the one hand, while preventing us from seeing phenomena of
equal or greater significance, on the other? | can frame this issue by asking whether such commitment is properly
understood as personal (in aPolanyian sense) or as hegemonic (in a Gramscian sense). | believe that thisis another
limit question, afurther aporiarevealed at the point where anindividual emergesfrom hisformativetraditions. | feel
that Polanyi’ sthought takes usto this point but not beyond it. However, other streamswithin contemporary thought
can help usexploreit further. Theintent of such exploration isnot to discredit or undermine Polanyi’ s contribution,
nor isit to resolve thisaporia. Rather, it isto elucidate aregion into which Polanyi’ s thought did not extend.

Theway inwhichdiscursivepracti cessuch asscienceexerciseshegemonic control over regimesof knowledge,
especially within the human sciences, has been a central concern for both Marxist and poststructuralist thought. For
instance, Foucault’s (1977) work has been important in indicating that knowledge and power are fundamentally
intertwined, not only inthe explicit Baconian sensethat knowledge allows usinstrumental control over nature, butin
the more subtle waysinwhich our constitution of aworld |eads usto demean and derogate any who would challenge
that constitution (knowledge asthe power of exclusion, of repression, of labeling), whileignoring the consequences
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of knowledgefor social regulation. Onthe one hand, we have astakein legitimating our own submissionto theforces
of discursive regimes prevailing during our own periods of apprenticeship. Onthe other, our necessary participation
indiscursive practicesas mature practitionersinvol ve usin the modern forms of power, which for Foucault no longer
take the shape of repression by force (which was the form of repression of most concern to Polanyi), but of the use
of knowledgefor disciplineby normalizationand theinternalized imperativesfor efficiency and production -- of goods
and services, of regulated behaviors, of health, of more information and knowledge.

I nterestingly Polanyi conceded much of this though without the cautionary overtones of poststructuralism.
Hisdistinction between General and Specific Authority (1946, pp. 59ff) or betweenfreeandtotalitarian societies (1962)
isprecisely Foucault’ sdistinction between forms of oppression through force emanating from centralized authorities
and the diffuse forms of control through self-restraint characteristic of discursive practices. Polanyi argued that the
gambleof an*emotional and moral surrender to science” during apprenticeship wasredeemed by theaccesstoreality
which this gamble made possible with maturity. He believed that the hegemony within science was benign: “The
government of science...exercisesno specific direction ontheactivitiesunder itscontrol. Itsfunctionisnot toinitiate
but to grant or to withhold opportunity for research, publication, and teaching, to endorse or discredit contributions
put forward by individuals. Y et this government is indispensabl e to the continued existence of science.” Otherwise
“thejournalswould be flooded with rubbish,” with the“ nonsense” of “cranks,” with “immature, confused, fantastic,
or else plodding, pedestrian, irrelevant material,” with the publicity of “swindlersand bunglers’ (Polanyi, 1946, pp.
49-50).

Onemay grant Polanyi’ spoint that agreat deal of shoddy work isdoneunder the name of sciencewhilestill
askingif wemay beso sanguineabout itspowersof exclusion. Sincetheearly fifties, therehasbeen acontinuing series
of critiqueswhich indicate hegemonic consent and ideol ogical bias shaping not merely the sociology of science (e.g.,
the small numbers of women and minority scientists) or the styles of scientific research, but the actual content of
scientific findings. These studies have been conducted in arange of areas including, but not limited to, molecular
biology, primatol ogy, anthropol ogy, and cognitiveand moral devel opment. Tociteonly oneexample, Keller (1983) has
shown how BarbaraMcClintock’s*“lifetime of cultivated attentiveness’ to the genetics of corn reveal ed the hitherto
unsuspected activity of cytoplasmic DNA. Thisfinding wasmarginalized for many yearsby molecul ar biol ogistswho
refused to consider that such aphenomenon was possible, whose personal knowledge privileged only the activity of
nuclear DNA.

Again, Polanyi anticipated in ageneral way the points made in these specific studies. “1 accept it moreover
asinevitablethat each of usmust start hisintellectual development by acceptinguncritically alargenumber of traditional
premissesof aparticul ar kind; andthat, however far wemay advancethenceby our ownefforts, our progresswill always
remainrestrictedtoalimited set of conclusionswhichisaccessiblefromour original premisses’ (Polanyi, 1946, p. 83).
The question raised by postmodern concerns, then, lies in understanding the degree of constraint entailed in those
premises, both in terms of conclusions drawn and the use of those conclusions to delegitimate various groups and
perspectives, and in terms of the complicity to participate in the regimes of democratic inquiry through which the
production of knowledge for socia regulation is encouraged. Under this reading, objectivity, even as passionate
appropriationin the context of personal knowledge, is severely compromised by asocial embeddednesswhichit can
afford neither to discount nor acknowledge, and sotowhichit must remain systematically blind. Whether weultimately
rest easy with Polanyi’ s account of personal knowledge or cometo historicize it within the peculiar coerciveness of
modernity | leave as an open question.
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| believethereareseveral moral sto bedrawn from seeing Polanyi’ spost-criti cal thought fromthe perspective
of other traditions. First, | have argued for amodel of objectivity as passionate appropriation, grounded primarily in
phenomenological considerations, which | believe complements Polanyi’ smodel of personal knowledge. Second, |
believethat raising theissue of hegemony inthediscursive practicesof scienceletsusseeoneway inwhich objectivity
may befallible. Thegap between our embeddednessintradition (acentral issuefor poststructuralism) andthefiduciary
component of affirming our beliefsout of our deepest commitments(acentral i ssuefor post-critical philosophy) points
toward an aporia in the structure of human knowing deserving of further exploration, even as it eludes resolution.
Further, if the creation of consensus among scientistsindicatesthe play of hegemony within scientific communities,
thenthepoststructuralist critiqueof scienceasadiscursive practice may be seen ashaving extended Polanyi’ scritique
of logical empiricismintothesocial realm. Third, theepistemicmodel semergingfrom postmodernthought, particularly
fromfeminism, areinformed by insightsinto knowing that are compatiblewith Polanyi’ s. For instance, McClintock’ s
“cultivated attentiveness’ can be elucidated in the context of personal knowledge. Finally, the concernsraised here
may provide aground to link Polanyi’ s prescience with contemporary traditions of inquiry, and thereby engage his
thought as an active voice in current debates.
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The* Other” Postmodern Theorist: Owen Barfield's
Concept of the Evolution of Consciousness

Richard A. Hocks

[EDITOR SNOTE: Richard Hockswasa coll eague of Owen Barfield in the English Department at the University of
Missouri, Columbia, when Barfield was a visiting professor there in the sixties. Barfield and Hocks soon got into
the habit of attending philosophy lectures together, and Hocks first heard of Polanyi when Barfield invited himto
attend alectureon Kant by avisiting philosopher, Marjorie Grene. Barfiel d’ sconver sation about Greneimmediately
stressed her connectionwith Michael Polanyi, and Bar field himself spokeadmiringly of Polanyi’ swork. Hocks' essay
hasevolvedfromanearlier brief articlein TAD’ spredecessor, “ ThePolanyi Society Newdletter” (X, 2, Winter, 1983)
in which he commented upon the complementarity of Polanyi and Barfield and included a short annotated Barfield
bibliography.]

Preface

A number of years ago in the publication which has evolved into this one, | examined Owen Barfield and
Michael Polanyi as" Complementary Theorists.” Thefollowingessay attemptsto giveamorecomprehensiveoverview
of Barfield’ sconceptual framework thanwaspossibleintheearlier brief format. | shall again beconcerned, though not
equally, with Polanyi and Barfield, whose similaritiesand compatibility in thought remain tantalizing. Like Polanyi,
Barfield’ sthoughtisat onceintricateand far-reaching, incorporating atheoretical perspectivethat crossesand enriches
many disciplines. Readersof Traditionand Discovery may, likethepresent writer, findit useful periodically toevaluate
Barfield' sdoctrineby placingit alongsidePolanyi’ smajor tenets, exploring certainbasi c parallel saswell asappreciating
the di scriminations between two major thinkers of our erawhose mutual admiration was frequently expressed. | am
calling OwenBarfield above*“the‘ other’ postmodernist” not only toinsinuatethissimilarity with Michael Polanyi but
toproposethat both of them comprisean alternativelineof thought with sufficient intellectual hefttodialoguefruitfully
with some of the reigning postmodern critical theory in the academy, especially French and German deconstruction
which, for all itspreoccupationwith languageand variousencoding mechani sms, for example, doesnot regard language
asthevehicleof ameaning higher thanitself: hence JacquesDerrida swell knownterm*logocentrism,” or theerroneous
belief that language does mean morethan itself. Contrastingly, Barfield and Polanyi might well be thought of astwo
postmodern figuresinterested in what Barfield calls“the rediscovery of meaning” through the translucent power of
language. Finally, in order to introduce as much concision as possibleinto the complexity of Owen Barfield’ stheory,
| shall organize my exposition around four key “Barfieldian” concepts al of which are deeply interconnected and,
hopefully, will mutually constitute the core of histhought.
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I: The Appearances

Owen Barfield’ shook Saving the Appearances, A Sudy in Idolatry isstill the best overall exposition of his
theory of the evolution of consciousness. Y et no one, | believe, has pointed to a certain almost humorous “twist”
embeddedin histitle, whichisthat it really means saving the phenomena, inasmuch asour word “ phenomena’ comes
tousfromthe Greek word for appearance, although we now habitually usetheword“ phenomena’ to denote precisely
thereverseof what merely “ appears’ tous.! For Barfieldthephilologist, however, thehistory of languageisthegateway
into understanding the history of consciousness, so the fact that the word “ phenomena’ comes from the word for
appearanceisamatter of far-reaching implications. Barfield believeswe must “save” or rescue the phenomenaif we
are to rescue ourselves. Rescue from what? From the separateness we attribute to them as part and parcel of our
subjectivity inour dualism between subject and object, betweenwhat Emerson oncecalledthe me” and the* not me.”
Thisbelief indualismfrequently goesby thenameof Cartesi anism, named of coursefor thephilosopher ReneDescartes,
whofirst proposeditinasystematic way. But theissuefor Owen Barfieldisnot really aphilosophical armchair debate
with Descartes; therearenumerousmodernthinkers, some, for exampl e, descending fromthelatework of William James,
who dispute Cartesian dualism. Barfield' s concern is not just with the idea of dualism and separateness but with the
actual condition and experience of it. To save the phenomena, therefore, it isimportant both to understand and to
experience them as something other than, so to speak, a collective lump of otherness. It is necessary that we cometo
an awareness of the extra-sensory link between ourselves as subjects and the phenomena with which we are
surrounded. This link--a missing link, if you will, so long as it remains unacknowledged--is called by Barfield
“participation,” partly toborrow fromthewel | known anthropol ogical school of Durkheimand L evy-Bruhl, but primarily
becauseit conveyshbetter than another word (suchas* construct” or “link™) therel ationship Barfiel d wishesto establish.
Participation is crucial to saving the phenomena, for an understanding and experience of them can teach us that
phenomenaare in point of fact appearances--not in any sense of artificiality or illusion, of course, but as that which
is made manifest. And what is made manifest, further contends Barfield, is spirit. The phenomena are thus
spirit-made-manifest-as-matter (Barfield doesnot holdto aneo-oriental view that matterismereillusion). For ustoarrive
at thisrealizationispotentially to rediscover humanity asspiritual also, bothinitsnatureandinitsorigin, for it opens
the door to the possibility that our relationship with the natural world is and aways has been fundamentally
“sacramental,” despite our predisposition to lapse, so to speak, from the marriage. Otherwise, asBarfield putsit, “the
more able man becomes to manipulate the world to his advantage, the less he can perceive any meaning in it.”2
Participation thus includes the discovery that the nature and origin of phenomena, on the one hand, and the nature
and origin of mankind, on the other, are profoundly and inextricably bound together. Thisviewpoint relatesto what
we usually call “ecology,” but at a deeper level than that issue is routinely addressed.

Inthecaseof Barfieldian participation, thereisat |east onemajor aid and onemajor obstacletoitspersuasion
and acceptance. The magjor aid is the science of physics and its implications. Those various assumptions voiced by
Werner Heisenberg, Niels Bohr, or David Bohm, that the activity of the observer implicateswhat is observed; or the
morefamiliar assumptionthat all matter isultimately adynamicfield of sub-atomic particles; eventheroutinepractice
of constructing models--these assumptions begin to press home the implication that, if nothing else, participation
already residesineachandevery act of human perception, for nooneyet claimstoactually “ see” thesub-atomic particles
which physicsinforms us are the ultimate constituent of reality. What occurs in human perception, Barfield argues,
iswhat he calls “figuration”; and what is perceived by us all isa“collective representation” (unless, of course, the
reader can seetheparticlesand/or waves!). L et menote, however, that participationin human perception canonly take
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us so far, for it remainslargely unconscious and does not yet reveal the phenomenain avastly different light. But it
isat least abeginning, an important one.

If the implication of physicsis amajor aid, then the major obstacle to the persuasion and acceptance of
participationisthe“idolatry” of Owen Barfield’ ssubtitle--i.e. positivism. For Barfield, positivism asan obstaclelies
notsomuchinits“ism” asinitshabitual way of experiencingtheworld. Y et evenideol ogically, positivism, tobesure,
canmeanmany things; for Barfield’ spurposesit usually meansmaterialism, theview that matter isall there“reallyis,”
or rather that thereisnoimmaterial agency at work inthevery faceand appearanceof matter, including ourselves. And
if amighty fleet can be saidtohaveaflagship, then positivism--idol atry--hasbeen dominated aboveall by thedoctrines
of Darwinian and neo-Darwinian evolution. What is very important to mention at this junctureisthat, for Barfield,
Darwinism--not evolution per se but Darwinism--is the view which enforces the specious belief in phenomena as
separate, as “other,” and, of course, as matter through and through. Darwinism is in that respect the forefront of
positivism; and to Barfield, the historian of consciousness, the fact that those two views had their formal birth at the
sametime--inthemiddleof thelast century--iscertainly noaccident. Positivismingeneral and Darwinismin particular
are thus the principal obstacles to a renewed sense of the world based on participation and therefore to saving the
phenomena by understanding them in their true appearances. Whether it be a special moment of epiphany, asin an
art form such as poetry or music which recreates the world anew, or el se the more familiar world in response to our
perception, theappearances, contendsBarfield, aretheactivity of animmaterial agency made manifest asphenomena.

For Polanyi, | suspect the Barfieldian “ appearances’ are often comparable to what the chemist/phil osopher
calls"aphysiognomy,” whether in nature or human nature. Whilemany readersmight object, however, that Polanyi’s
obvious (and important) debt to Gestalt psychology is not the same as Barfield's “ appearances’ conceived of as
spirit-made-manifest-as-matter, | do think Polanyi frequently overlaps Barfield on thisissue, primarily because his
distinctive exposition of the Gestalt experience, if you will, is so deeply tethered to his profound concept of
“indwelling” --thetermitself evocative of Spiritin Augustinian theology. Thisdescription from Personal Knowledge
isan example of music’s“ physiognomy”: “By dwelling in a harmonious sequence of sounds, we acknowledge their
joint meaning as atune: ameaning they have in themselves, existentially.”3

What is hardly disputableisthat Polanyi and Barfield share the same critique of Barfield' s “idolatry”--i.e.
positivism in general, Darwinian epistemology in particular--and that both see this “inversion” (to use Polanyian
terminology) as a hindrance to rediscovering meaning and thus diagnosing our condition of alienation borne of
excessive scientism or observationalism. The alternative epistemology to such Barfieldian “idolatry” is, of course,
“participation,” theconcept most remarkably consanguinewith Polanyi’ stheory of indwelling and of tacit knowledge,
aparalel | shall returnto presently.

[ Participation

| have proposed above that, for Owen Barfield, human participation is crucial in any endeavor to savethe
phenomena, but in Barfield's spectrum of thought there are levels and degrees of participation, and there are also
categories of it that correspond to epochs of time or periods of history. First, with regard to its levels or degrees:
participation as the activity present in human perception, as “figuration,” turns out to be the same power named by
Coleridgeinhispoeticsas” primary imagination,” the“ repetitionin thefinite mind of theeternal act of creationinthe
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infinitel AM.”* Coleridge’ sformulation claimsaspiritual source for the human imagination present in perception;
indeed thevast network that comprisesthoserel ationshipsin Coleridgeisthe subject of Barfield’ smonumental study,
What Coleridge Thought (1971). That study epitomizes Barfield's lifelong interest in the ontology of the poetic
imagination proper, what Col eridgewent ontodefineas" secondary imagination.” This, Coleridgetellsus,is”anecho
of theformer, co-existing with the consciouswill, yet still asidentical with the primary [imagination] inthekind of its
agency, and differing only in degree, and in the mode of its operation.”® For our purposes “ secondary imagination”
isinBarfieldian or Coleridgeantermsahigher level of participation than ordinary human perception, inasmuch asthe
poet or artist consciously expressesthe phenomenathrough language. To put thisanother way, poetic utterancereally
“speaks’ the participation that human perception fails to reveal easily to us until and unless we are forced to think
seriously and deeply about it with the aid, say, of physics and itsimplication of the presence of human “figuration.”
The poetic imagination thereby rescues or “saves’ the phenomenafrom that lump of othernessreferred to earlier. It
islargely dueto Coleridgein particular and the Romantic Movement ingeneral that Barfield believestherewereat | east
some healthy “ symptoms of iconoclasm” to positivistic thinking even asit began to settleinto idolatry so solidly by
the 19th century.

Now despite many shimmering discussions of thevital nature of poetry and language, such as, for example,
Emerson’s famous essay “ The Poet,” Owen Barfield is anything but naive when it comes to expecting most readers
or hearersto agree with him that language has the same kind of extra-sensory link with the represented phenomena
that human perception haswith the unrepresented particlelife within phenomena; and that what poetry accomplishes
in the one case is similar to what careful consideration of advanced physics does in the other case. Even so, “the
relation,” hewrites, “between collective representations and language is of the most intimate nature.. . . .Those who
insist that words and things arein two mutually exclusive categories of reality are confusing the phenomenawith the
particles. They aretrying to think about theformer [the phenomena] asif they werethelatter [the particles]. Whereas
by definition, it is only the unrepresented which is independent of collective human consciousness and therefore of
humanlanguage.”® Inother words, if consciousnessiscorrel ativeto phenomenain participation, itisevenmorelikely
that languageis likewise correlative to our collective representations. Poetry and the artistic imagination that utters
and mediatestheworldthroughlanguageand other formsof artisticexpressionpointtoalevel of participation“identical
inthekind of itsagency,” as Coleridge put it, to primary imagination or normal human perception.

Thereis, however, still athird level of participation over and beyond that of poetic or artistic utterance, and
that isthe systematic or trained use of imagination on behalf of the perception of qualitiesin nature. Thislevel, called
by Barfield “final participation,” involves enhancing our figuration to the point of rendering the unrepresented as
phenomenal or apparitional--saving the appearancesin the fullest, most self-conscious sense. Such “final participa-
tion” takes Barfield beyond Coleridge proper and is one of the most difficult doctrinesin his entire thought, one that
cannot bemuch elaborated hereand, indeed, liesprimarily inthefuture, foritisvirtually unfound asyetinwestern culture
except in certain rare instances. Even so, it isacapability Goethe apparently exhibited in his scientificinvestigations
of the morphology of plant life. More importantly, it is the capacity that Rudolph Steiner, Barfield's principal
philosophical mentor, incorporated into his spiritual science.” What may be most hel pful to consider at this stage, |
believe, arethe stratification and level sof participation we have considered thusfar: that of normal human perception
rightly understood but not generally experienced, that of poetic or artistic utterance, and, albeit briefly and preliminarily,
that of final participation--the systematicimagination, thetrai ned observation of andindwellingin, sotospeak, nature’ s
“inside.” Now thesesamethreelevel sof participation correspondinanimportant way to Barfield' sthreeprincipal stages
in the evolution of consciousness, which is, when you think about it, the consideration of participation under the
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framework of lineartimeand history. First,“ original participation,” likehuman perceptionnow, waslargely unselfconscious,
although the experience of it would necessarily be different from our present experience of perception (welive now,
not then, in the wake of the “ Cartesian experience”). Second, participation through poetic utterance corresponds to
Barfield’ ssecond stage, for itinvol vestheindividual’ sself-consciousattempt to“ reattach” to natureandto phenomena
those extra-sensory qualities no longer intrinsically experienced; and it should not surprise anyone to discover that
thegrowth of modern scienceinthe 17th century would bethetwin, or moreproperly thealter ego, to thissecond stage
in the evolution of consciousness eventually brought to fruition and epitomized by the early 19th-century Romantic
Movementinliterature,amovement that produced Col eridge, among others. L astly, final participation hasnot yet been
achieved, althoughit may beforeshadowedin certainexceptional individuals. If thereader canthink of thesethreelevels
of participation and the three stages of the evolution of consciousness as homologous, one might try momentarily
borrowingfrom 19th-century biol ogy theterms* ontogenetic” and“ phylogenetic” devel opment: hencethethreelevels
of participationinanindividual (theontogenetic) couldbesaidto* recapitulate” thethreemajor stagesintheevolution
of human consciousness (the phylogenetic). At which point the same reader might well retort: “Wait aminute! That
ontogeneti c/phylogenetic recapitul ating thesisisold, quasi-outmoded evolutionary jargon; this Barfield is supposed
to be anti-Darwinian?’ Indeed, heis. But heis not anti-evolution.

When addressing the issue of scientific discovery through tacit inference, Michael Polanyi makes the
Coleridgean/Barfieldian point that we“ must turn to the exampl e of perception” wherein “the capacity of scientiststo
perceiveinnaturethepresenceof lasting shapesdiffersfromordinary perceptiononly by thethefact that it canintegrate
shapes that ordinary perception cannot readily handle.”® This analogy with Coleridge's theory stressing the
“differencein degree” of perception between primary and secondary imagination results from both thinkers' similar
emphasis on the integration of particulars to meaningful wholes--what Coleridge denominated the imagination's
“esemplasticpower” (i.e.moldinginto oneness), orits* unity inmulteity.” Suchconceptual apposition between Polanyi
and Coleridge/Barfield, whereby the transition from perception to discovery--scientific or creative--is continuous,
dependsprofoundly ontheir shared view of participation. Polanyi’ srecurrent themethat our “ seeing” “indwells’ the
object and changesits nature; or that when we attend from aword or object to its meaning we interiorize as opposed
to our looking at aword or thing so asto exteriorize or alienateit--this perspectiveisthe ana ogueto Barfield’ swhole
ontology of participation and (differing only in degree) poetics. Polanyi’ sanalysisof the“from. .. to” act of knowing
even parallels Barfield' s distinction between our accessing a“ history of consciousness’ rather than merely looking
ata“history ofideas.” Thekeynotefor boththinkers, then,isthemind’ sparticipatory activity. AlthoughBarfield begins
with poetry and Polanyi with scientific discovery, their epistemol ogy and language theory overlap. “ A set of sounds,”
writes Polanyi, “isconverted into the name of the object by an act of tacit knowing which integratesthe soundsto the
object to which we are attending. . . . When converted into aword they no longer sound as before; they have become
asit weretransparent: we attend from them (or through them) to the object to which they are integrated.”® To which
Barfield, following Coleridge, might add that the vital ray of relation between the ordinary word and its object isthen
recapitulated at a higher level through poetic utterance, not unlike avalid scientific theoremin Polanyi’s scheme.

[11: Evolution, the False and the True

Thefierce debate between evol ution and creationism often seemsaconflict between science and academia,
on one side, and fundamentalist religion, on the other. For by evolution is generally meant Darwinism, or rather a
neo-Darwinism buttressed by the science of genetics. Although Owen Barfield’ sthought, strictly speaking, isno part
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of thisdebate, hiswork sheds considerable light on it. His evolutionary perspective may suggest to casual readersa
figurelike, say, Teilhard de Chardin or perhaps Karl Jung, but one reason such comparisonswould bein error isthat
Barfield, unlikeeither, challengesdirectly and forcefully the neo-Darwinian analysis of prehistory. Hiscontentionis
rather that of the evol ution and history of consciousness, an approach hegenerally contraststo our more conventional
history of ideas, especially when treating human thought, say, from the Graeco-Roman ageto the present. Andindeed
hisrichest analysesof textsand culturefall withinthat timeframe. Furthermore, any reader of Barfield soon discovers
that his deep engagement with philology, the history of language, is the nourishing root of the method by which he
engages the past at the level of the history of consciousness. How, then, does this necessarily relate to the broader
question of Darwinian evolution? After all, itisnot common for someoneto be engaged with ahistory of theWestern
mind and then impinge on the different topic and vastly different time frame of biological evolution; indeed, should
aphilologist even want to enter such turbulent waters?

Theanswer isthat Barfield' sprecoccupationwiththehistory of consciousnessisdifferent fromeventhemost
saturated analyses of the past, such as Erich Auerbach’s Mimesis. Barfield maintains that, in any thoughtful
consideration of evolution, it is both more reasonable and more illuminating to hold that mind, or consciousness,
precedes matter rather than the reverse--though not individualized mind or self-consciousness. Not only does the
origin of language point toward this supposition but also the content of the great myths, indeed even the very
archetypesthat athinker like Jung expl oresso deeply yet without ever consi dering that that they might inhabit theworld
“outside” thehuman head--or avast coll ection of human heads. | n other words, evolutionfor Barfield beginswithmind
asanterior to matter, asagiven “field” out of which, asit were, matter compresses. Barfield' sthesis herein does not
merely challengethe Darwinian argument; in asenseit turnsthat argument onitshead: for not only doesmind precede
and bring matter into being, and aform of intentionality replace chance-ridden natural selection, but the very same
physical evidence used in support of the received position isnever directly challenged or discredited, but interpreted
differently.

Furthermore, in Barfield’ sview human self-consciousness evolvesin turn from world consciousness by the
same kind of compression or focusing modality that characterizes the coming into being of matter itself. As he puts
itinawonderful image, mankind “ has had to wrestle his subjectivity out of theworld of hisexperience by polarizing
that world gradually intoaduality.” ** Theword“ gradually” ismost important hereinreminding usthat Barfieldreally
does mean evolution, but it also suggestswhy he alwaysilluminates so well the older textsthat heinterprets: for that
gradua “wrestling” process reveadls itself especialy in the thought, art, and literature of the West from the
Graeco-Romanworldtothecloseof theMiddle Agesand thebeginning of thescientificrevolutioninthe 17th century.
His contention that self-consciousness has emerged from a broader world consciousness has, to quote a favorite
expression by one of my colleagues, “ al theforce of unnoticed significance newly made obvious,”** especially when
placed al ongsi desomeof theconvol uted theoriesabout theorigin of language--such as* animism” or “themetaphorical
period.” The authority of Barfield's discussion about the period from the Graeco-Roman world to our own--his
illumination of Aristotle, Aquinas, Galileo, the Romantics, and many others--derives from his premise about the
centripetal evolution of self-consciousness from world consciousness. To put this another way, his
hi story-of-consciousness approach draws not merely on the ideas of a given period or author from that period, but
isreally ahistory of agivenperiod’ s“figuration.” Infact, oneof thetruly seismicimplicationsof Barfield' sview isthat
the phenomena--i.e., the appearances--undergo changein responseto the evol ution of consciousnessitself. And what
this meansisthat participation evolves aswell.
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A listener can of course reject Barfield' s evolutionary argument out of hand, assumeit “unscientific,” and
thelike; itisnot aview which, stated by itself, islikely to compel immediate assent. Neverthelessit does (at theevery
least) make hisdiscussions of specific historical, philosophical, and literary topics downright luminous. From Poetic
Diction, 1928, through Saving the Appearances, 1957, to What Coleridge Thought, 1971, numerous readers have
experienced an illumination comparable to that expressed by C.S. Lewiswhen he dedicated The Allegory of Loveto
Barfield asthe “wisest and best of my unofficial teachers.”

Two additional points should be made. First, if Owen Barfield’ s view of evolution seems not to be modern
but peculiarly “traditional,” theological, or, say, “mystical” (as opposed to scientific), one might well reconsider the
implicationsof quantum mechanicsandthelikethat wereraised earlier. Second, if Barfield’ sown view of evolutionis
carefully thought out, oneof our most important discoveries--1 mean about thequestion of itsvalidity--isthat TheOrigin
of Species, published in 1859, occurred at a period in recent history when self-consciousness had so fully achieved
itsascendency, itshegemony, that it could nolonger evenfed any extra-sensory link with phenomenain participation:
hence one could not even conceive of aconcept of prehistory wherein matter wasn’t assumed to be totally separate
from mind; matter, according to Darwin and Lydell and other Victorians, simply must have preceded mind, since it
obviously did (and does!) precede self-consciousness. Whenever we think the other person is wrong about such
important matters, itisparticularly crucial tocast light, not just onthat person’ serror, or evenwhy thepersoniswrong;
itisespecially important to explain how that personinevitably cametothewrong conclusioninthefirst place. Perhaps
more than any other thinker, Barfield enables his reader to go “inside” the thinking of his opponents and get us to
understand, on the grounds of hisargument, just how the other person cameto think the other way around. Evolution,
in any case, is not merely about phylogenetic history; evolution also hasits own history.

It is probably accurate to describe Polanyi, like Barfield, as both an evolutionist and an opponent of
Neo-Darwinism, althoughthegroundsof hisexplicit critiqueof Darwinareadmittedly very differentfromBarfield' s.12
Yet for all the difference in their respective philosophical agendas, including their views of evolution, Barfield and
Polanyi really doend uptogether inoppositionto Darwinonsimilar epistemol ogical and ontol ogical grounds. If Barfield,
aswe have seen, insists that mind precedes matter, Polanyi’ s view of reality as structured by hierarchical boundary
conditions offers a comparabl e generic challenge to the Darwinian mind set, when he concludesthat “ the operations
of ahigher level cannot beaccounted for by thelawsgoverningitsparticularsformingthenextlower level. Y ou cannot
deriveavocabulary from phonetics; you cannot derivegrammar from avocabul ary; acorrect use of grammar doesnot
account for good style; and a good style does not provide the content of a piece of prose.” 3

IV: Polarity

A true understanding of the principle of polarity in Owen Barfield is perhaps the ultimate prerequisiteto a
genuine understanding of all the major facets of histhought, including the evolution of consciousness. It isgenerally
not known that Coleridge was the first person to use the word “ polarity” to mean something other than magnetism,
and Barfield' s1971 study of Coleridgeisessentially thestudy of polarity anditsramificationsthroughout Coleridge' s
thought: for example, the well known conception by Coleridge of the literary imagination as “the reconciliation of
opposites’ really derives from his non-literary work in natural philosophy and his contention there of polarity asthe
exponential law governing individuation, a conception found later in Karl Jung as well as among Coleridge’ s own
contemporariesin Germany. But Barfield himself hasgreatly extended Coleridgean polarity in hisown thought. One
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of the better placesto encounter it isin this passage from hisbook Speaker’sMeaning. “ A polarity of contraries,” he
writes, “is not quite the same as the coincidentia oppositorum, which has been stressed by some philosophers, or as
the' paradox’ which (whether for the purposes of irony or for other reasons) isbel oved by some contemporary writers
and critics. A paradox isthe violent union of two opposites that simply contradict each other, so that reason assures
us we can have one or the other but not both at the same time. Whereas polar contraries (asisillustrated by the use
of theterminelectrcity) exist by virtueof each other aswell asat each other’ sexpense. For that very reason theconcept
of polarity cannot be subsumed under thelogical principle of identity; in fact, it isnot really alogical concept at all,
but onewhich requiresan act of imaginationtograspit. . . . Unlikethelogical principlesof identity and contradiction,
itisnot only aform of thought, but also theform of life. It could perhaps be called the principle of seminal identity. It
isalso theformal principle which underlies meaning itself and the expansion of meaning.”*#

Obviously, Barfield’ sconceptionhereisaltogether different fromwhat weusually mean by polarity, aswhen
wespeak of soci ety’ shecoming polarized, forinstance; butlessobvioudly itisjust asdifferent from Cartesiandualism,
which is perhaps more appropriately called dichotomy, certainly not unity or “seminal identity” through opposition.
In Soeaker’s Meaning, Barfield is concerned with the polar transformation that recurs between the expressive and
communicativemeaninginlanguage. Suchtransformationisrevealed through Barfield' sattentive study of philology,
especially thehistory of language. A “ speaker’ smeaning,” thatisto say, reveal spolarity with“lexical meaning” when
languageis studied over along period of time. Such polarity in languageisin fact one of the keysto the evolution of
consciousness, for the semantic approach Barfield invokes enables oneto look into the past, not just atit. A word like
“furniture,” for exampl e, whichthe OED tellsusonce meant, or included, “faculty & furnitureof mind” hascontracted
its meaning centripetally over the course of time; whereas, on the other hand, words like “ gravity” or “focus’ have
expanded their meaningscentrifugally over time. Such continual polarity occurs, accordingtoBarfield, because“when
we use aword, we re-enact, or adopt, or reanimate . . . the thought of previous users of the sameword or some part at
least of that thought. It may beavery small partindeed. But wemust bedoingjust that thing to someextent; for otherwise
we should not be uttering aword at al, but simply making anoise! Of course the same thing istrue of the previous
speakersthemsel ves, and of other speakersbeforethem.” > Barfield has pointed out again and againin adozen books
and numerous essaysthat, when welook back into the history of any so-called abstract or immaterial word, we come
toaperiodwhenita sohadaconcreteor outer meaningaswell, like“ gravity” or “focus’--meaning“ heavy” or “weighty”
and “fire-burning hearth,” respectively. Thereare even wordssstill inthe process of compl eting that polar transforma-
tion, such as“noble”’ or “gentle,” which obviously no longer connote only “class’ or “blood” --in fact almost do not
meanthem! But thisisalso the casewith outer or material language, like“ furniture” ; the processby whichthese have
lost their inner meaning, writes Barfield, “isclearly the obverse, or correlative, of thevery process by which so many
[more] other words have lost their outer meaning.”® One notes that he does not say “reverse” but “obverse,” or
“correlative’ --that isbecause heisthinking polarity, not just dichotomy. Barfieldisespecially fond of il lustrating both
processes, thecentrifugal andthecentripetal, by the Greek word pneuma, whichin St. John’ sGospel isrepeated several
timeswithin avery few verses and correctly translated, first, as“ spirit,” then “wind,” and then again “ spirit.” What
wehaveinthat exampleisasort of captured moment just bef orethesplitting apart of awordintowhat eventual ly would
beitsouter and inner meanings, aprocesswhichintimewoul d be expressed by two different wordsaltogether, “wind”
and“ spirit.” Barfield sometimescitesacontemporary exampl e of thissame processin our own useof theword “ heart”
to refer at once to the physical organ and to the seat of affections. Should “heart” evolve like pneuma, there could
eventually comeatimewhen, say, aword like“ cardium” might refer exclusively tothe physical organ, and “ heart” to
theinner meaning. But for us now to say that wind was once “ametaphor” for spirit would be quite asinappropriate
asfor future generationsto look back and assume that “heart” wasin our day “merely ametaphor” for the cardium.
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Thisentireissueiswhat makesapoem like, for example, Shelley’ s“ Odeto the West Wind” soinstructive, for inthat
poem Shelley consciously reconnectsthrough poetic utterance the meaning of spirit and wind which wereoriginally
one. The poet in such instances re-utters imaginatively what was once an utterance outside the confines of any
individual creative mind like that of asingle poet. It is not accidental, then, that whereas the ancient world thinks of
the poet as “inspired,” the modern world thinks of the same poet as“imaginative”; the first isto be “ possessed by”
agenius or daemon without; the second (as Col eridgean poeticswould propose) israther to be “in possession of” the
daemon within. Hence the relation, historically speaking, between “inspiration” and “imagination” isthat of atrue
polarity or “seminal identity.”

Thisisbut someof thephilological or semantic context of polarity inBarfield’ sanalysis. Thefactis, polarity
properly understood and grasped by theimagination isreally aconception that ramifiesthroughout all of histhought.
Themainissuesabout polarity arethat it alwaysinvolvesinterpenetration aswell asjuxtaposition, that it requiresan
act of imagination to grasp it (precisely since it cannot be subsumed under the logical principle of identity and
contradiction), and that it is, in Barfield’ swords, “not only aform of thought but also the form of life.” ¥
We have seen already Polanyi’ sviews about language sufficient to indicate their affinity with thetenor of Barfield's
argument in Speaker’ s Meaning. Barfieldian polarity, inasmuch as he proposesit asaliving immaterial agency, may
not be quite the sameas Polanyi’ sconcept of “complementarity,” yet they do have morethan alittlein common. “We
cansee,” writesPolanyi, “two complementary effortsai ming at theel ucidation of acomprehensiveunity. Oneproceeds
from arecognition of awholetowardsan identification of its particulars; the other, from the recognition of agroup of
presumed particularstowardsthe grasping of their relation in thewhole.”® Thisconceptual model overlapsBarfield
in part because it evokes, once again, Coleridge’ s concept of “unity in multeity” which he derivesfrom the principle
of polarity. “1 have called these two efforts complementary,” Polanyi continues, “ since they contributejointly to the
same final achievement, yet it isalso true that each counteracts the other to some extent at every consecutive step.”
In short, “an alternation of analysis and integration leads progressively to an even deeper understanding of a
comprehensiveunity.”® Polanyi’ sexpositionintheseand similar passagessufficiently parallels, | believe, Barfield's
analysisof polarity earlier inregard to thelexical/expressive aswell as expanding/contracting rel ationship withinthe
living history of language.

To restate more generally, then, the Barfield-Polanyi consanguinity: Polanyi’s complex epistemology,
including conceptionslike* self-givingintegration” (asdistinct from* self-centeredintegration”), although primarily
adiscrimination between cognitioninart asopposed to science, isin effect one of many analoguesto Barfield’ smajor
and ruling argument about participation and polarity, whether as human perception, poetic imagination, or even the
shifting of consciousness in its evolution over the length of Western history. In the distant past of “original
participation,” thehumanmindwasfar more* subsidiary” than“focal.” Historically speaking, thebeginning of modern
science in the 17th century corresponds to a shifting emphasis through the devel opment of self-consciousness and
acorresponding de-emphasisin participationillustrated, for instance, intheearlier Medieval theory of the humorsor
thecosmol ogical assumptionsdramatized, say, by C.S. Lewisin TheDiscarded |mage--what ThomasKuhnmight call
apreceding “paradigm.” Poetry and imaginative art afterwards would cometo articulate in a self-conscious way the
participational relationship nolonger experienced as part of normal human perception. To put much of thisin another
way, poetry istothe epistemological actin Barfield what science, if properly understood, i sto the epistemol ogical act
inPolanyi.

Aswith knowing, so too, though less obviously, with being. Barfield' s metaphysical views, radiating outward from
his arguments regarding poetry and language history are f%%orabl e, | believe, to Polanyi’s explication of reality as



stratified structures or “boundary conditions.” Part of their shared view herein no doubt stems from each man’s
profound sense of hierarchy traceableto acommon sourcein Augustine, although alsoin Barfield’ scaseto suchloved
textsasthe poetry of Milton, Dante, and the Romantics, the phil osoiphy of Plato, the scientific thought in Coleridge,
and especially thespiritual scienceof Rudol ph Steiner. Thetwo especially meet, moreover, intheir energetic opposition
towhat Barfieldcalls“idolatry,” i.e. positivism, which hol dsthat onecanaccount for thehigher level withinastratified
systemof reality by thelower. Barfieldin particul ar critiquesDarwinisminthiscontext, and both heand Pol anyi espouse
anon-Darwinian concept of evolution. Thefact that Polanyi does not as a philosopher of science propose something
like Barfield' s neo-Col eridgean theory of Logos does not alter the “Barfieldian implication” otherwise of Polanyi’s
analysisof being. Apart fromthe parallelsintheir respective viewson imagination and art, then, Polanyi and Barfield
complement each other in their fundamental epistemological and ontological perspectives, and in their mutual
preoccupationwith and commitment towhat Barfield calls* theredi scovery of meaning” without resortingtotheuneasy
“two-truth” solution of science and humanities, a“solution” which seems mainly to have deepened the malaise and
made people hunger for something else.?

L et me now end thisessay where| began, but with what | hopeisaheightened sense of where we have been
inthese pages. Theappearances, asin Barfield' s Saving The Appearances, are ultimately united through polarity with
phenomena--recapitul ating the very history of that word--so that to rescue the one isto rescue the other by making
luminousoncemoretheir faceandthereby our rel ationshiptothem (analogously, Richard Gelwi ck, commenting onthe
Gestalt-likenatureof factual statementsin Polanyi’ sthought assertsthat when“ thistacit structureisignored and values
areregarded asinferior to facts, we also lessen our humanity”2%). Furthermore, a participating relationship between
subject and object, between percipient and phenomena, is ultimately for Barfield apolar one; and thereisnotimein
the evolution of Western consciousness when human perception has not been in fact a participating, polar agency.
But therecertainly have been periodswhentheordinary person’ sawarenessof thisparticipation hasbeenless, or even
minimal. In the middle of the 19th century, for example, such sense of participation was so minimal that out of that
experiencecamethetwindoctrinesof Darwinismand positivism. Eveninour owntime, our experienceof participation
is often minimal; however, we now have the capacity to reconsider it in the light of post-Cartesian philosophy,
post-Newtonian physics, as well as post-critical thinking. To really understand polarity at al is to understand
polar-predominance, for equilibrium is by definition hardly ever the case. In Barfieldian original participation, the
predominating pole was outside the human subject in the world itself. The evolution of consciousness in the West
away fromoriginal participation hasmeant al sothegradual reversal in predominancefromthe polewithout tothepole
within, toward self-consciousness. That centripetal polar-predominanceprobably reacheditspeak inthemiddleof the
last century, and The Origin of Species along with the beginnings of positivism are in a sense its appropriate
touchstones or markers. Admittedly it remains to be seen whether ecology, the new physics, Polanyi’ s post-critical
epistemol ogy, or atruly comprehensivetheorist likeBarfield himself arerather early symptomsof agradual re-reversal
in polar-predominance from asomewhat i mprisoning subjectivity outward toward theworld and thusinthedirection
of something like“final participation.” Short of that, it issurely aperspective and abody of thought which, without
itsexhibiting ascintillaof trendiness, deservesamorefrequent hearing in this eraof postmodern deconstruction with
itsdenial of thesacramenta “transparency” of languageaffirmed by Polanyi and expostulated soextensively inBarfield.
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(Athens: Univ. of Georgia, 1971), pp. 13-97.

8. Michael Polanyi, Knowing and Being (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1969), p. 138.

9.1bid, p.145.

10. The Rediscovery of Meaning, p. 16-17.

11. SeeWilliamHoltz, “ ThermodynamicsandtheComicand Tragic M odes,” WesternHumanitiesReview, 25
(Summer, 1971),p.203.

12. For Polanyi’s views on Darwin and evolution see Personal Knowledge, pp. 382-390; for an excellent
analysis of Polanyian thought in this domain see Marjorie Grene, The Knower and the Known (Berkeley: Univ. of
CaliforniaPress, 1974), pp.185-201, and passim.

13. Knowing and Being, pp. 154-55.

14. Owen Barfield, Speaker’ sMeaning (Middletown: Wesleyan Univ. Press, 1967), pp. 38-39.

15.1bid, pp.23-24.

16.1bid, p. 56.

17.1bid, p.39.

18. Knowing and Being, p. 125.
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19.1hid.

20. Thesetwo " restatement” paragraphsareextracted almost verbatimfrommy earlier short articleon Polanyi
and Barfield (see“Editor’ sNote”). | believetheexplosion of postmodernist theory isitself apart of that wider “ hunger
for something else” other than the “two truths’ of science and humanities.

21. Richard Gelwick, TheWay of Discovery: Anlntroductionto the Thought of Michael Polanyi (New Y ork:
OxfordUniv. Press, 1977), p. 146.

PRINCIPAL WORKS BY OWEN BARFIELD
History in English Words (Michigan: Eerdsmans, 1967; first published 1926 by Faber and Faber).
PoeticDiction: AStudyinMeaning (New Y ork: McGraw-Hill, 1964; first published 1928 by Faber and Faber).
Romanticism Comes of Age (Middletown: Wesleyan, 1967; first published 1944 by Rudol ph Steiner Press).

Saving the Appearances. A Sudy in Idolatry (New Y ork: Harcourt Brace and World, 1965; first published
1957 by Faber and Faber).

WorldsApart (Middletown: Wesleyan, 1963).

Unancestral Voice (Middletown: Wesleyan, 1965).

Foeaker’ sMeaning (Middletown, Weselyan, 1967).

The Case for Anthroposophy (London: Rudol ph Steiner Press, 1970).

What Coleridge Thought (Middletown: Wesleyan, 1971).

The Rediscovery of Meaning and Other Essays (Middletown: Wesleyan, 1977).
ThisEver DiversePair (Edinburgh: FlorisBooks, 1985).

Owen Barfieldon C.S. Lewis, ed G.B. Tennyson (Middletown: Wesleyan, 1989).
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Book Reviews

David Holbrook (ed.), What Is It To Be Human? New
Perspectivesin Philosophy. Avebury Seriesin Philoso-
phy. Aldershot, Hants, England: Avebury, 1990. L 27.50.
Brookfield, VT: Gower Publishing Co. $49.95 (est.). Pp.
158. ISBN 1-85628-055-1.

Thisbook includesthe proceedings of aconfer-
ence held at Downing College, Cambridge, in September
1987, conducted by Mr.Holbrook, Dr. DavidLambandDr.
Wolfe Mays. Most of the contents have already been
published elsewhere. Mr. Holbrook, Emeritus Fellow of
Downing College, hasbeenamember of Conviviumsince
itbegan; Dr. Mayswaslikewiseamember for many years;
andDr. Lamb, alsoat theUniversity of Manchester andthe
Editor of the Avebury Seriesin Philosophy, has recently
joined us. Several other members attended the confer-
ence, which was a part of Mr. Holbrook’s campaign
against reductionist and mechanistic views of man. (See
his Education, Nihilism and Survival, 1977; Education
and Philosophical Anthropology, 1987; Evolution and
the Humanities, 1987; Further Sudiesin Philosophical
Anthropology, 1988.) <T>Mr. Holbrook’ s contributions
are the opening report on the conference, at the end of
which are printed comments by some of the other partici-
pants; a reprint of a paper from The British Medical
Journal, 1985, on“Medical EthicsandthePotentialitiesof
the Living Being;” and the two concluding surveys, “A
HundredY earsof Philosophical Anthropology” (reprinted
from The Sources of Hope, R. Fitzgerald, ed., 1979) and
“Changing Attitudes to the Nature of Man: A Working
Bibliography.” Dr.Lamb hascontributed“TheMeaning
of Death,” a detailed paper on the medical and moral
problems of defining death, deciding that someone has
died, allowing someoneto die, ending attempts at resus-
citation, and theremoval of organs, and “ Further Consid-
erationsof Ethical ProblemsinMedicine” (reprintedfrom
hisDowntheSippery Sope, 1987), onthelegal and moral
problems of the right to refuse treatment, passive eutha-
nasia, and living willsand Natural Death Acts. And Dr.

Mays has contributed “ Linguistic Analysisand Phenom-
enology,” areduced version of his introduction to Lin-
guistic Philosophy and Phenomenology (W. Mays and
S.C. Brown, eds., 1972), with a new appendix on “The
Concept of aPersonanditsEthical Bearing,” and“ Michael
Polanyi: Recollectionsand Comparisons,” apaper froma
conferenceon Polanyi and Phenomenology in1977 (orga-
nized by Convivium) and published in the Journal of the
British Society for Phenomenol ogy, 1978.

At first sight the contents appear to have little
connection with oneanother and with some of the discus-
sions at the conference, as reported in the opening chap-
ter. Yet there is at least the following scheme. Mr.
Holbrook’ s opening and closing papers set out the chal-
lengeof reductionist and mechani stictheoriesof manwith
their moral and educational implications, the need for an
alternative, and sources where that may be found, espe-
cially Polanyi, MarjorieGrene, phenomenol ogical biology
and psychology, and psychoanalysis. Dr. Mays then
gives amore specific account of some of the alternative
sources--Polanyi and phenomenol ogy--while Dr. Lamb,
with athorough grounding in medical and legal practice,
and Mr. Holbrook in his companion paper, reveal how
scientific, medical, and technological issues and proce-
dures regarding illness, death, transplants, and so forth,
necessarily raiselegal and moral questionswhichlimited
views of personsinevitably ignore or distort. Those are
serious questions, the answers to which have grave
consequences for the life and death of patients and those
yet to be born.

For readerswithageneral knowledgeof philoso-
phy and the general themes addressed, the most reward-
ing paperswill be those by Dr. Lamb with their detailed
referencestomedical andlegal practiceandopinion. Such
readers, like the reviewer, may feel that Mr. Holbrook’s
swift surveyssometimessuperficially assimilateonethinker
or ideato another and missthedistinctivenessof each. He
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also glosses over conflictsamong his alternative sources
yet expresses cauti on regarding criticism of someaspects
of Freud and the gloominess, nihilism and amoralism of
Sartre. Somewouldregard Freud asalmost equal ly reduc-
tionistand mechanisticas, say, behaviorism. Again, while
“philosophical anthropology” as an inquiry pursued un-
der that name does apply to many of the persons and
movementsmentioned (e.g. Schel er, Plessner, Buytendijk),
all of whomhavepresented genuinealternativestoreduc-
tionist and mechanistic views of man, yet the very views
towhich Mr. Holbrook isrightly opposed arethemselves
exampl esof “ phil osophical anthropology,” althoughtheir
authorsmay, inpositivist fashion, explicitly repudiatethat
notionandfail really toarticulatetheir notionsof man. The
conflictisonewithin thefield, though positivist philoso-
phies, allied to the reductionist versions, repudiate the
ideaof philosophical anthropology just asthey repudiate
metaphysics and ultimately philosophy itself. And the
exigencies of compression make the surveys read like
students’ essays. “AsMaslow says...,"” “AsBiswanger

says....

Y et the book, likethe conference, is, | presume,
addressed to the general reader concerned with some of
thereal problemsof our time. Unfortunately, theeconom-
icsof publishingandtheconsequent pricemilitateagainst
that aim, and perhaps a paperback version would have
been more appropriate. All the same, the three contribu-
tors have tackled a very important task, and their efforts
to spread awareness of the dangers of limited and dis-
torted images of humansalong with alternative and supe-
rior views deserve support and success.

R.T.Allen
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Notes On Contributors

Submissions for Publication

Doug Adamsteachesin the Theology and the Arts program at
Pacific School of Religionandthe Graduate Theological Union,
Berkeley. His most recent book is Transcendence with the
Human Body in Art: Segal, De Staebler, Johns and Christo
(1991).

R.T. Allen is a teacher and author as well as editor and
coordinator for the UK Polanyi studies group; he recently
publishedavolumetitled Michael Polanyi inthe Thinkersof Our
Time series.

John Apczynski isonthefaculty at Saint Bonaventure Univer-
sity; heis author of Doers of the Word (1977).

Walter Gulick teaches in the interdisciplinary humanities
program at Eastern MontanaCollege. Gulick hasbeenactiveas
apaper writer or respondent for many yearsinthe Polanyi study
group which meetsannually in conjunction with the meeting of
the American Academy of Religion.

Richard A.Hocksisamember of theEnglish Department at the
University of Missouri, Columbia. Much of hisscholarship has
focused uponHenry Jamesincluding Henry Jamesand Pragma-
tistic Thought (1974) and Henry James: A Sudy of the Short
Fiction (1990). Hocks also haslong-standing interestsin both
the thought of Owen Barfield and Michael Polanyi.

Philip Lewin teaches in the humanities program at Clarkson
University in Potsdam, NY . Hisspecial interestsare epistemol-
ogy and narrative and philosophy of science.

David Rutledgeisaprofessor of religion at Furman University
; last year he gavethe Rockwell Lecturesat Rice University on
“Humans and Planet Earth: Networks of Mutuality.”

James Stinesisonthefaculty at Appal achian State University;
hisrecent interest in chaostheory isexploredin hisshort article
here but also in alonger paper (“Polanyi, Chaos Theory and
Time") which he delivered at the Spring 1991 Kent State
University Polanyi Centennial Conference.

Articles, meeting notices and notes likely to be of
interest to personsinterested in the thought of Michael Polanyi
arewelcomed. Review suggestionsand book reviewsshould be
senttoWalter Gulick (seeaddressesl|isted below). Manuscripts,
notices and notes should be sent to Phil Mullins. All materials
from U.K. contributors should first be sent to John Puddefoot.
M anuscripts should be doubl espaced typewith notesat the end;
writersareencouragedto employ simplecitationswithinthetext
when possible. UseMLA or APA style. Abbreviatefrequently
cited book titles, particularly books by Polanyi (e.g., Personal
Knowledge becomes PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are
preferred, although longer manuscripts (20-24 pages) will be
considered.

Manuscripts should include the author’s name on a
separate page since submissions normally will be sent out for
blind review. Inaddition to thetypescript of amanuscript to be
reviewed, authorsareexpectedto providean electroniccopy (on
either a5.25" or 3.5" disk) of accepted articles; it is helpful if
original submissionsare accompanied by adisk. ASCII text as
well as most popular IBM word processors are acceptable;
MACtext canusually betranslatedto ASCII. Besurethat disks
includeall relevantinformationwhichmay help convertingfiles
to Word Perfect or ASCII. Personswith questionsor problems
associated with producing an electronic copy of manuscripts
should phone or write Phil Mullins (816-271-4386).

Insofar as possible, TAD is willing to work with
authorswho have special problems producing electronic mate-
rias.

Phil Mullins

Missouri Western State College

St. Joseph, Missouri 64506
e-mail:(mullins@acad.mwsc.edu)Fax (816) 271-4574

Walter Gulick

Eastern Montana College
Billings, Montana 59101
Fax (406) 657-2037

Richard Allen

20 Ulverscroft Rd.

L oughborough, Leicestershire
LE113PU
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Polanyi Society

Membership/Renewal of Membership
(Please print or type)
Name Date
MailingAddress
Telephone:  Work Home

e-mail address:

Institutiond relationship

Study Area(s) [JArts []Communications& Rhetoric[] Literature[] Philosophy [] Philosophy of Science
[ Religion [] Theology []Education []Psychology []Psychiatry []Science and Technology []Economics[]

Sociology []Law [JHistory []Political Science []Other
Primary Interestin Polanyi (key words)

Membership Fee: [JRegular Annual, $20; []Student,$12.
Pay to: Polanyi Soci ety

Thisis: [JNew Membership [JRenewal [] DataUpdate, havepaid dues

Publications: Pleasegivecompl etefactsof publicationssothat it canbeindexedandlocated. Thesis/
dissertation: I ndicateschool and degreeaswel | asother data:

Members renewing subscriptions do not need to complete the full form above. Note only address changes and recent publications.
If your address label is correct, please tape it to this form. The membership cycle follows the academic year. Subscriptions are due
September 1 to Richard Gelwick, University of New England, Biddeford, ME 04005. European subscriptions (5 pounds sterling) are
handled by R. T. Allen, 20 Ulverscroft Rd., Loughborough, Leics, LE 11 3PU.
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The Polanyi Society and Allied Meetings
November 22and 23,1991
Kansas City, Missouri
Reqistration for the AAR meetings not required for participation
Joint M eetingof ThePolanyi Society and TheNorth American Paul Tillich Society

Time: November 22,1991 2:00-4:00p.m. Place: RoomY oung B (3rd Floor)
AllisPlazaHotel, 200 West Twelfth, KansasCity, MO 64104

Symposium: “Post-Critical I nterdisciplinarity: thePolanyi-Tillich Dialogueof 1962”
A. Arnold Wettstein, Rollins College. Presiding

Richard Gelwick, University of New England.
“Polanyi’ s Search for aPost-critical Logic in Science and Theology”

CharlesMcCoy, Pacific School of Religion/GTU
“ The Post Critical and Fiduciary Dimensionin Polanyi and Tillich”

Durwood Foster, Pacific School of Religion/GTU
“”Faith and Knowingin Polanyi and Tillich”

ThePolanyi Society Centennial Banquet

Time: November 22, 1991 7:30 -9:30 p.m. Place: Room Turner B (3rd Floor)
Allis Plaza Hotel, 200 West Twelfth,Kansas City, MO 64104

Richard Gelwick, University of New England. Presiding
Panel Presentation: The Tacit Victory and the Unfinished Agenda:
Panelists: Martha Crunkleton, Bates College
JoeKroger, St. Michael’ sCollege
Daniel Hardy, Center for Theological Inquiry/Princeton

The banquet can accomodate 25-40 persons. The Polanyi Society guaranteed reservations for 20. Menus and fina pricing for the
banquet meal are not presently available but will be in the $20-25 range. Please make reservations for the banquet as soon as
possible but no later than November 8, 1991. To reserve send a check for $20 to Phil Mullins, MWSC, St. Joseph, MO 64507.

Regular M eetingof ThePolanyi Society at theAAR

Time: November 23, 1991 9:00 to 12 noon, November 23, 1991 Place: Room McShann A (third floor)
Allis Plaza Hotel, 200 West Twelfth, Kansas City, MO 64104

Phil Mullins, Missouri Western State College. Presiding

Ronald L. Hall, Francis Marion College " Critical and Post-Critical Objectivity”
Martin Moleski, Canisius College. Respondent

Phil Rolnick, Greensboro College “Immanental Principle and Personal Transcendence: Polanyi’s Teleology of Progress’
Diane Y eager, Georgetown University. Respondent

Participants are expected to have read the papers. Papers can be ordered for $5.00 from Phil Mullins, MWSC, St. Joseph, MO 64507
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