








by the linguisb. (The differences betwesen Ghomsky's and Polanyi's con-
cepts of tacit knowing will be discussed in Section 3,)

If grammar, is not intended as a production model and yet can be
verified by introspective reports mbout grammar,, how does tacit compe-
tence itself come into beilng? Chomsky's "language-acquisition device!
resembles a black box: "Much information can be obtained about both the
primary date that constitute the input and the grammar that is the
‘eutput! of such a device, and the theorist has the problem of determin-
ing the intrinsie properties of a device capable of mediating this
input-output relation™ (47). Although worde like "input," "output,®
and "device" suggest a mechanistic rather than a mentalistic approach
to language learning, the terminology here 1s a side issue; to under-
atand Chomsky's hypothesis we need to examine what information he de-
rives from the input and output, and what he infers from it conecerning
a possible model for language acqulsition. He observes that the actual
speech heard by m child is meager in quantity and "degenerate in quality:"
although it may include some grammatical sentences, much of it is frag-
mentary and deviant in character (31, 201). In contrast to the defiei-
ent primary data, the output (grammar1) must be linguistically sophisti-
cated, for it provides the tacit competence that enables the child to
produce and understand a potentially infinite number of complicated sen-
tences. Because of the disparity between primary data and the grammar
that results, Chomsky concludes that language cannot be learned by infer-
encej he proposes that "a child must have the ability to 'invent' a gen-
erative grammar that defines well-formedness and assigns interpretations
to sentences" (201).

But & generative grammar cannot be lnvented ex nihile. Chomsky sug-
gests that a child possesses innate knowledge of linguistie universals,
deep-seated regularities which, he surmises, are common to all languages
without implying a point-by-peint correspondence smong them. (He argues
that a general theory of linguistics, one that aims for explanatory ade-
guacy, "incorporates anm account of linguistic universals and it attributes
tacit knowledge of these universals to the child" {27]}.) Equipped with
knowledge of these universals, a child encounters the fragmentary data
that he hears "with the presumptlion that they ars drawn from a language
of a certain antecedently well-defined type, his problem being to deter-
mine which of the (humanly) possible languages is that of the community
in which he is placed" (27). In order to solve this problem, he requires
certain andditional capacities, e.g. a technigue for representing signals
he hears and structural information about the signals; s knowledge of
hypotheses about language structurej a way of deciding which hypothesis
i compatible with the data he hears and uhat the hypothesis implies (30).
Somewhat laconically, Chomsky says that "The child who eequires language
in this way of course knows a great deal more then he hgs 'learned!"{32-33).

On the grounds that a child's ability to construct an abstract sys-
tem of grammar far surpasses what he can learn from experience and yet
all normal children speak, Chomsky postulates that language acquisltion

is made posgible by a biologically-given, species-specifie faculté de
langage, "one component of the total system of intellectual structures
that can be applied to problem solving and concept formation" (56). La
faculté de lanpgage thus has a specimlized function that enables human
beings to approach language problems in a unique way. Animals, lacking
thia faculty, remsin inarticulste.

3.

In "Sense-CGiving" Polanyi indicates his rapport with the orienta-
tion of Chomsky's work:

«vof distinet tendenecy to break with strict empiricism
and to revive the classical conception of language,

which recognizes the mental character of meaning, has
been expressed recently by Noam Chomsky, and my present
study supports this by showing that speech has the funda-
mentel structure of all meaningful uges of congciousness
in animals and men. (195)

Immediately, one notices & divergence from Chomsky's conclusion that lan-
guage 1s not only specles-specific but so highly speciallzed that it bears
no resemblance to animal behavior. This seemingly minor disagreement
points to more significant differences, in both approach and substance,
that will become evident in the course of discusslon. The most importent
one to note here is the difference in purpose. Whereas Aspects examines
issues from & methodological standpoint that stresses their role in lin-
guigtic theory, "Sense-Glving" examines them from an epistemological
point of view that is concerned with the process of using language
meaningfully.

Specifically, Polanyi's purpose is to show that although the acts
of endowing our speech with meaning and making sense of what we hear are
informal, they "possess a characteristic pattern that I shall call the
structure of tacit knowing" (182). Hence, when he begins bis essay with
a discussion of the "triad of tacit knowledge," he does so for theoreti-
cal, not methodological, reasons. The concept of the triad--with (1)
subsidiary particulars that make it possible for {2) a knower to grasp
(3) & focal entity—-is central to the epistemology he develops in

" Personal Knowledge; knowing is a conscious personal act which originates

in the knower's reliance on particulars that function like clues. Even
explicit knowledge can be understood only through tacit inference; ome
may have rulee and, agaln, rules for applying the rules, but ultimately
the interpretation must rest on tacitly understood principles that pro-
vide the existentisl foundation for knowing anything at all.

One can recoghize an initial distinction between Chomsky's and
Polanyi's views of tacit knowledge by considering the way in which
Polanyi articulates his concept in The Tacit Dimension {chep. 1), where
he differentiates four "aspects" that reveal diverse relationships be-
tween subsidiary particulars and the focal object: ths functional (or



pragmatic) in which the subsidiary clues, of which we may be only vague-
ly aware, are necessary to comprehénd the focal object; the phenomenal
(or transitive) in which the subsidiaries do not completely recede be-
yond our awarensss as we grasp the bond between either a whole and its
parts or the reversej the semantic (or heuristic) in whlch we dlscover
meaning as the subsidiaries confer significance on that to which they
vectorially point; end the ontological (or inbuitive) that enables the
knower to understand the (possibly future) implications of a complex
entity. Although Polanyifs concept is thus more specifle than Chomsky's,
an even greater distinction ean be found in its pattern of relation-
ships, vhere elther informal or formal knowledge can become tacit if it
is used subsidiarily. Most important, Polanyi's tacit knowing repre-
sents an mctive principle, not a passive onej it operates in the dis-
covery, as well as the recognition, of knowledge.

In "Sense-Giving" Polanyi counterbalances Chomsky's emphasis on
formal analysis by demonstrating the pivotal role of tacit knowing at
all levels of language study and use: "There could be no phonology if
we could not control and use meaningfully a complex pattern of vocal
actions withoub any expticlt knowledge of what we are deing when rely-
ing on these grounds for our utterances ef words" (184-85). Similarly,
in the case of grammar, we compose meaningful sentences by conducting
delicate integrations without necessarily being able to give a detailed
account of syntactic patterns. And beyond the level of the sentence,
we perform stil} more intricate integrations in what Polanyl calls the
communicative "triad of triads" as we write prose consisting of graph-
emes that combine to mean a word, which combines with other words to
form a sentence, which, in turn, combines with other sentences to pro-
duce discourse. The triads embedded in triads increase substantlally
in number and complexity when one moves beyond these elewsntary exam-
ples to a simple case of ordinary communication. To make the dimen-
sions of the problem immedimte, Polanyi presents an "exemplum," an enec-
dotal account of the manifold tacit processes that occur when a travel-
er writes a letter to a friend describing a landscape, which the recipi-
ent then is able to comprehend. The processes, known as "encoding" and
"decoding" in some linguistic circles, are called by Polanyi "sense-
glving" and "sense-reading” to emphaslze that they bear on weaning and
that they require personal judgments by the speaker-hearer.

Having illustrated that tacit knowing applies generally to the use
of language, Polanyl turns to a speecial case, '"the more elementary fact
that a word ecan mean snything at all" (192). He observes that "The
brilliant advances of modern linguistice have cast no new tight on the
strange fact that language memns something® (192), a failure which he
traces to the tenets of extreme emplricism, behaviorism, and positiviam
that, on methodological grounds, exclude consideratlon of mental pro-
cesses.” Polanyi cltes the unsatisfactory attempts by Charles Morris
and ¥illard V. 0. Quine to explain meaning by conventionalism, or the
habitusl association of sounds and objects. One wishes that he also
had commented on Chomsky's use of an explicit procedure to "interpret”

sentences. The omisaion is especially noticeable because of Polanyi's
insistence that the formalization of meaning relies on the practice of
unformalized meaning. Indeed, he argues that even denotation, the simple
naming of an objeet, is an art like that of connoisseurship {Personal
Knowtedge 81).4 And the repeated use of a word, which establishes mean-
ing, requires a series of judgmenta as a person identifies different
situations on the basis of some particular feature; he must distinguish,
for example, what varlations are irrelevant, what variations are normal
changes, and what variations discredit a feature altogether (80).

Polanyi's stress on the pervasiveness of tacit knowing leads one
to ask what role 1s left for explicit knowledge in the use of lanpuage.
He poses the question himself in "Sense-Giving," where he answers rather
tersely with an illustration drawn from his "exemplum™: the traveler's
actual experience consists of subgidiary and focal elements, both of
which remain tacit; in his letter, the focal awareness of his experience
becomes subsidiary to the communication, which is explicit; the recipi-
ent understands the meaning of the letter by tacitly integrating the ex-
plicit language (195). Elsewhere, however, he places more emphasis on
the benefits that may accrue from the dimlectic nature of the relation-
ship between tacit and explicit knowledge. In "The Logic of Tacit
Inference" he describes the integration of particulars as an interiori-
wation thet bestows meaning, and the focusing on those particulars as
inteﬁt:rioiization that effaces the meaning of & comprehensive entity;
u N . s
msani:g“n(1ég).go are applied alternately, they can jointly develop

In The Tacit Dimension he shows, moreover, that the applieation
of the complementary processes of analysis and integration may result
in a modified meaning that i3 deeper tham the original because the de-
teiling of particulars provides s surer knowledge of them in the subse-
quent integration. Sometimes it may even be possible to state explicit-
1y the relations between particulars: "When such explieit integration
is feasible," says Polanyi, "it goes far beyond the range of tacit in-
tegration...The formsl rules of prosody may deepen our understanding of
s0 delicate a thing as a poem" (19-20). Although in "Sense-Giving" he
does not draw the obvious analogy between formal rules of prosody and
formal rules of grammar, his recognition of the advantages to be gained
from explicit knowledge helps to explain why he a-critieally accepts
generative grammar, summarily places it within a tacit framework, and
then directs his attention exclusively to Chomsky's views of language
acquisition and linguistie creativity.

One must acknowledge Polanyi'a context, as well as that of Chomsky,
to understand the import of the following passage:

Of the grounds on which language is learned, Chomsky
urites: ‘'The language-acquisition device im only one
comporent of the total system of intellectual strue-
tures thet can be applied to problem solving and



concept formation; in other words, the faculté de
langage 1s only one of the faculties of the mind!
[Aspects 56]. But he goes no further in defining
these faculties., My view is that the use of lan-
guage is a tecit performance; the meaning of lan-
guage arises, as many other kinds of meaning do, in
tacitly integrating hitherto meaningless acts into
a bearing on a focus that thereby becomes their
meaning. ("Sense-Giving" 196)

Chomsky, of course, does not Intend the language-acquisibtion device as

a model for language learning; he deduces it as a convenient structure,
within his theory, to account for the "invention" of an internal gram-
matical system, Without commenting on the nature of the language-
acquisition device, Polanyi turns to the way in which the faculty of
language might function, a point on which Chomsky remains sllent, except
to say (immediately after the remarks that Polanyi quotes) that it can
be expected to result in a specialized approach to language problems,
Polanyi offers an alternative view: "I would trace back the roots of
this faculty to primordial achievements of living things" (196). After
citing experiments that demonstrate the ability of animals to perform
meaningful integrations akin to those required in using language, he
concedes that human beings and animals achieve qualitatively different
results In communication: "We must acknowledge the fact that speech is
the application of complex rules of phonetics and grammar and must show
how the theory of tacit knowing accounts for the mecquisition and practice
of such rules" (197).

Unlike Ghomsky, he posits that tacit knowledge of a grammatical sys-
tem develops graduslly, along with parallel achievements, as. the child
explores the nature of what he encounters; among the things he encounters
is a language whose structure is represented by the rules of generative
grammar. These rules, according to Polanyl, the child acquires subsidi-
arily through the dynamiecs of tacit knowing that actualizes discovery:
"the questing iwagination vaguely anbicipabing experiences pot yet
grounded in subsidiary particulars evokes these subsidiaries and thus
implements the experience the imagination has sought to achieve't 1399-
200, italics in text). He adds that the questing imagination is guided
by intuition, an informed insight which makes discoveries within a co~

herent framework (203).

In Personal Knowledge he presents examples of primitive heuristic
acts, analogous to those of the guesting imagination, which occur at the
level of inarticulate lntelligencej whether animals master & trick, res-
pond to signa, or contrive a simple plan, one can distinguish a moment of
discovery from the routine acts of displaying or applying knowledge that
has been acquired (71-76). These elementary feats have a highly sophls-
ticated counterpart in the realm of articulate intelligence. Polanyi
aays of the scientist, "Having chosen a problem, he thrusts his imagina-
tion forward in search of clues and the material he thus digs up--whether
by speculation or experiment--is integrated by intuition into new sur-
mises, and so the inquiry goes on to the end" ("Sense-Giving" 201-202).
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Language learning proceeds in similar fashion, by a sequejice of advan-
ces "from the first babbled morpheme used as a word sentence, and from
the child's response to similar sounds used by adults, to the eventual
mastery of literary languags and culbure" (205). This sequence of lin—
guistic advances, unlimited in number, is thus motivated by the imagina-
tion-cum-intuition that Polanyi finds at work in all problem solving——
from the rat who must invent a new path through the maze after being
mutilated by K. S. Lashley to Lashley himself, who invenied the problem
and interpreted the rat's solution (196).

. Although the dynamics of tacit knowing provides a coherent explana-
tion of language learning, it does not seem to apply to a problem raised
by Chomsky and quoted by Polanyi: "The real problem is that of develop-
ing a hypothesis about initial structure that is suffieiently rich to
aceount for the acquisition of lenguage yeb not so rich as to be incon-
sistent with the known diversity of language" [Aspects 58] ("Senge-
Giving" 204). Choumsky makes it clear earlier in the passage that he
weans a hypothesis about innate initlal structure, a hypothesis he con-
siders mecessary because "the striking uniformity of the resulting gram-
mars, and their independence of intelligence, motivation, and emotional
state" suggest that many intricate linguistic patterns could not be
learned unless the child posseseed prior knowledge about the character
of lenguage (58). Polanyi's response sounds odd:

The dynamies of tacit knowing has made this problem
more manageable. We are no longer faced with the ques—
tion how people who learn to speak a language can iden-
tify, remember and apply a set of complex rules known
only to linguists. They do not identify these rules,
let alons memorize and explicitly apply them, and do
not need to do so. According to the dynamics of tacit
knowing, the rules are acquired subsidiarily, without
focal knowledge of them. ("Ssnse~Giving“ 204)

Chomsky's problem is how much innate knowledge to include in the language-
acquisition device that enables the child to *invent® grammary, not how
to explain the learner's ability to waster the rules of grammarsg.
Polanyi's reply appears to conflate the speaker's competence and the
rules of generative grammar, an oddity that car be construed either as
a misteken reading occasioned by Chomsky's ambiguity in using V"genera-
tive grammar" to refer to both, or (more likely) as a tacit rejection
of Chomsky's innateness prineiple.

When Polanyl turns to the issue of linguistic creativity, a simi-
lar puszlement ocecurs in his Introductory phrase to the following pas-
sage quoted from Aspectg:

Another great problem is ',..the fundamental fact
about the normal use of language, namely the speaker's
ability to produce and understand instantly new sentences



12

that are not similar to those previously heard in any
physically defined sense...nor obtainable from them by
any sort of "generallzation™ khown to psychology or
philosophy' {Aspects 57-58]. ("Sense-Giving" 196)

Although Polanyi's opening phrase conveys the impression that Chomsky
regards the explanation of creativity as a problem, this cannot be what
he means. In the sentences preceding the quotation, Chomsky claims

that it is ewpirical linguistics that cannot account for the phenomenon
of novel gentences, whereas explicitly formulating the “eresative aspect"
of language now lies within the power of generative grammer. It must be
remenbered, of course, that Chomsky interprets creativity as simple pro-
ductivity, a restriction he accepts in order to construct a formal gram-
mar which, by definition, precludes the judgment of the speaker-hearer.
In such a theory, "rule-governed creativity" rather than "rule-changing
creativity" is the desideratum (Current Issues in Linguistic Theory 22).
Even theough Chomsky considers the issue closed, Polanyl seems to use the
phrase "Another great problem" to re-open it because he has consistent-
1y investigated languege not as a theoretical art but a practical one.

In Personal Knowledge he indicates the consequences of practicing
this art: "Our choice of language is a watter of truth or error, of
right or wrong--of 1ife or death" {113}. A proper choice, furthermore,
cannot be made passively from a thesaurusy it requires passionate intel-
lection ms one encounters novel experiences and creates linguistic pat-
terns that modify bobh language and thought. Polanyi drawa a distine-
tion bebween assimilating experience within an interpretative framework
and adapting that framework to encompass new experience: "The first
represents the ideal of using language impersonally, according to strict
rules; the second relies on a personal intervention of the speaker, for
changing the rules of language to fit new occasions. The first is & rou-
tine performance, the second a heuristic act" (105). In "Sense-Giving"
he atiributes the impetus for this rule-changing creativity to the striv-
ing imagination, which evokes the subsidiary particulars that make pos-
sible new tacit integrations (200-201). Thus, language learning and the
creative use of languege spring from the same source: the dynamic powers
of imagination and intuitlon that function &s prime movers in the strue-
ture of tacit knowing. :

Because Polanyi maintains, contra Chomsky, that language is root-
ed in cognitive powers that human beings share with the higher animals,
he concludes "Sense-Giving" by addreeging what he calls the "ancient
question" of why animals can neither invent language nor learn to use
it (206).° Quite simply, animals have = limited capacity for dealing
with abstractions. An ape, for instance, may learn to ride a bicyele
becauge all of the clues necessary for doing so are lmmediately pre-
sent; on the other hand, a child learning a language must grope in a
speculative way to discover abstract particulars that lie beyond his
immediate situation (206). Polenyi makes a similar distinction in
Personal Knowledge when he says, "To speak is to contrive signs, cbserve

their fitness, and interpret their alternative relations; though the
animal possesses each of these three faculties, he cannot combine them"
(82), Humen beings are able not only to combine them but to use the
combination in the yet more abstract taslk of applying the two operation-
al principles that control linguistic representation and the manipula-
tion of symbols (78). 1In "Sense-Giving" he draws the inference that
"man's unique linguistic powers appear to be dus simply to his higher
intelligence" (206).

One must add a curious postseript to Polanyl's conclusion. In
Aspects Chomsky does not pay much attention to the question of why ani-
mals cgpnot magter language; he concentrates on the argument that la
faculté de langage results from a neural development found only in the
human species. Later, however, he turns to the issue again. In
Language and Mind (publ. 1968; based on the 1967 Beckman Lectures) one
finds statements that sound like a dissenting antiphonal response to
those in "Sense-Giving": W"As far as we know, possession of human lan-
guage is assoclated with a specific typs of mental organization, not
simply a higher degree of intelligence. There seems to be no substance
to the view that human language is simply a more complex ipstance of
something to be found elsewhsre in the animal world! (62). Moreover,
in challenging the view that attributes the acquisition of language to
intelligence rather than biology, Chomsky invokes Polanyl's image of
the clever but linguistically-impoverished ape by contending that "even
at low levels of intelligence, at pathological levels, we find & com-
mand of language that is totally unattainable by an ape that may, in
other respects, surpass a human imbecile in problem-solving ability and
other adaptive behaviorn" (g). This "rejoinder," with its counter-echoes
of language and substance,® calls attention to one of the several ways
in which Polanyi's thought diverges from that of Chomsky. We must now
conslder how the divergences noted in this paper qualify Polanyi's
stated support for Chomsky's work.

4.

Although Polanyi and Chomsky share the premise that language is a
mental sctivity, their theories present different explanations that stem
from basically different questions. Chomsky asks, 1n effect, how the
mind can construct (or invent) the exquisite design revealed by analysis
of linguistic structure; Polanyi asks how the mind of someone can use
the intricate design of linguistic structure to convey meaning. Chomsky
answera his question in Aspects by postulating the existence of a bio-
logical wechanism with innate linguistic properties; Polanyi responds
in "Sense-Giving" by showing that the acquisition of linguistie struc-
ture, as well as the creative use of language, 1s a personal achieve-
ment made poasible by tacit knowing combined with individual intelli-
gence.

Polanyi's essay, however, does more than provide an slternative to
Chomsky's hypothesis; it offers an eplstemological grounding for the
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formal rules of generative grammar which, in Aspecis, appear to exist
autonomousiy. Although purportedly they make explicit the tacit knowl-
edge of intermalized grammar, their function remains a mystery because
current generative theory excludes the problem of how lsnguage is used.
"Sense-Giving" confers significance on the rules by incorporating them
into a theory of meaning that acknowledges the dialectic relationship
between tacit and explicit linguistic features in human discourse.
Polanyi's reflections on Chomsky thereby demonstrate that formal lin-
gulstics has much to gain by taking into account its enabling taci
coefficient. . -

NOTES

1Some of Chomsky's ideas have been altered and refined during the
past twenty years, but it is the purpose of this paper to discuss the
ideas in Aspects to which Polanyi responded, not to trace the develop-
ment of Chomsky's thought. Hence, his other work will not be consider-
ed. I do, however, make one reference to Qurrent Issues in Linguistic
Theory to clerify a point, and I quote a few pertinent remarks from

Language and Mind.

2A detailed account of these processes lies beyond the scope of this
paper. For a careful study of the relations that exist between tacitly
formed concepts and their expression in language, see Robert E. Innis,
"Meaning, Thought, and Language in Polanyi's Epistemology."

3A telling case, unmentioned by Polanyi, is that of Leonard Bloomfield,
who admits that the exclusion of meaning is a weak point in language
studies but declines to include it because "We have defimed the meaning
of & linguistic form as the situation in which the speaker utters it
and the response which it easlls forth in the hearer" (Language 139);
and giving 8 sclentifically accurate description of every situation that
prompts people to speak cannot yet be accomplished (140}.

AOn this point he is supported by Edward Sapir, who says that len-
guage "humbly works up to the thought that is istent in, that may even-
tually be read inte, its classifications and its forme; it is not, as
is generally but naively assumed, the final label put upon the finished
thought" {Language 45).

5Wi11iam Hl. Poteat ("Further Polsmyian Meditations") artfully recon-
structs the way in which Polanyi himself alternately applies the tacit
and the explicit in the writing of Personal Knowledge.

6Polanyi's correctness in calling thls question an auncient one is
amply attested by Roy Harris, who surveys the "ethological" concept of
language in the cultural context of the Western tradition (The Language
Makers 168-187).

7For an evaluation of ethological research that may make Chomsky's
conclusion premature, see John Lyons, Noam Chomsky, 138-42.

8The pointedness of the response raises the question of whether there
may have been correspondence or other contact between Polanyi and Chomsky.

REFERENCES
Bloomfield, Leonard. Language. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1933.

Chomsky, Noam. Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. Cambridge, Mass.: The
MIT Press, 1965. '

Chomsky, Noam. Current Issues in Linguistic Theory. 7The Hague: Mouton,
1967. '

Chomsky, Noam. Language and Mind. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World,
1968. '

Chomsky, Noam. Syntactic Structures. The Hague: Mouton, 1957.
Harris, Roy. [The Language Makers. Ithaca: Cornell Univ. Press, 1980.

Innis, Robert E. '"Meaning, Thought, and Language in Pelanyi's
Epistemology." Philosophy Today 18 (Spring 1974}, 47-67.

Lyons, John., Noam Chomsky. Rev. edn. New York: Penguin, 1978.
Polanyl, Michael., "The Logic of Tacit Inference.” (1966). Xnowing and

Being: Fssays by Michael Polanyi. Ed. Marjorie Grene. Chicago: Univ.
of Chicago Press, 1969. _138-58. .

Polanyl, Michael., Personal Knowledge. Chicagoe: Univ. of Chiéago Press,
1958, Corrected edn., 1962.

Polanyl, Michael. "Sense-Giving and Sense-Reading." {1967). Knowing
and Being: Essays by Michael Polanyi. Ed. Marjorie Grene. Chicago:
Univ. of Chicago Press, 1969. 181-207.

Polanyi, Michasl. The Tacit Dimension. 1967. Gloucester, Mass.:
Peter Smith, 1983.

Poteat, William H. "Further Polanyian Meditations.® Pre/Text 2
(Spring-Fall 1981}, 173-85.

Sapir, Edward. Languape. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1921.



16

POLANYI AND JUNGIAN PSYCHOLOGY

James H., Hall is a Dallas psychiatrist, who has written on
the relationship of Polanyi's epistemology to Jungian psychology.

He has two bocke on Jungian psychology, Jungian Dreanm
1

Interpretation: - A Mandbook of Theory and Practice and Clinical
2

Uses of Dreams: Jungisn Interpretations and Enactments and a

paper, "Polanyi and Jungian Psycholegy: Dream-Ego and Waking-
Ego,"3 all commenting on th? relationship of Polanyi'’s thought to
Jungian psychology.

Hall notes several reassons for his interest in Polanyi:

(1} Polanyi is one of the major theoreticians of science
whe, 1like Jung, attempts to bridge the tension between‘ inner
subjective experience and outer social and scientific forms;

(2) Polanyi, 1l!ike Jung, has relevance for the conceptus
alisation of religious experience, as attested by an increasing
number of theological dissertations discuassing his work; and

(3) although Polanyi himself did not apply his comcept of
focal and tacit knowing to the imagery of dreams, he raised no
objection to that possible extension of his language inte the
intrapsychic field of subjective experience. Hall furtber notes
that "a fourth reason for my concern with Polanyi's work is the
possibility it offers of applying Jungian dream theory in such a
wey that the specificity and grain of the dream image is

preeerved without reduction, while a form is provided for

relating the structure of complexes, as revealed in dreams, to
our central clinical focus of understanding the structure and
fluctuations of the waking-ego.

From these declarations of intent, it may be observed that
Hall sees the nature of the relationship between Polanyi's work
and that of Jung as s parallel, possibly as a corroboration
because of certain similarities which he notes. Secondly from
the ﬁse of technical language and jargon, we note that Hall is
writing for those already initiated into the language of Junmgian
psychology. This 1is certainly appropriate in the Journal af
Analyticai Psychology, analytical paychology being the name
applied to Jungian psychology.

The parallel with Jung which Hall sces in Polanyi is in
Polanyi's concept of focal and tacit structure. The obvious
parallel between focal/tacit knowing and psychoanalysis is the
parallel with conscious/unconscious knowing. Polanyi did not
make reference to the unconscious and neither does Hall draw on
this paralletl. Instead he notes the nature of the way in which
"perception of a comprehensive entity involves the tacit reliance
upen cues, in a subsidiary way, in order to attend to the entity
perceived." it is the "intrinsic satisfaction in the discovery
of more comprehensive entities" in which Hall sees a parallel
between the creative activities of a scientist and the "movements
of analysis in discovering for the 2nalyeand more comprehensive
ways of understanding the process of individuation."

This is perhaps as good a definition as one could hope for
cf the purposes of analysis, assuming one understands what is

meant by individuation. Yet in an age so positivistie that the
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validity of any psychological insight is called into question,
perhape more justification is required tham to proclaim knowledge
as a belief stated with universal intent, This is am impertant
peint in Polanyi's epistemology. Polanyi attempted te show that
even the most would-be objective sciences involve an element of
personal commitment of the kanowers to the things known. Many
have been too ready to accept that Polanyi lets you believe
anything you want or even that he justifies any beliefs that
people might want to choose.

More important than simply adhering to a particular belief
is the.attempt to convince others in the convivial order of the
esgential correctness of the knowledge we hold. Perhaps mowhere
is this message more important than for the various echools of

psychoanalysis, holding many pointe in common but distinguished

historically by unique sets of beliefs organized around
particular individuals. Becduse of the extreme doubt by so many
nurtured in a positivistic culture, it seems there is a

particular burden wupon such students of the mind to state not
only their beliefs but also the grounds upon which uanderstands
are held to be true, There are inevitably many ambiguities in
the attempts te study something so complex as = person's
unconscious, but the conclusions on which psychological therapies
are practiced are based on careful observations of individuals in
particular cultural settings, and there is yuch te be gained from
an ongoing review of what  is ultimately convincing and
believable,

Perhaps it is unfair of me to hold Hall to this task since
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he writes for those already convinced by the analytical psycho-
logical outlock. But having just returned from a sabbatical in
Oxford, I am particularly struck by the extent to which life in
American wuniversities is characterized by extreme forms of
specialization, which 1leads to a deference to experts in narreow
areas of knowledge. 1In Oxford and elsewhere in Europe I found it
much more common for colleagues in my "specialty" and outsiders
as well to be much more confident and willing to challenge
expertise and to assume that there was a common intellectual
framework din which ideas could be debated and in which assent
could be given to claims to knowledge.

Hall. in dome rather interesting disclosures reflects this
dilemma for modernity and in particular American modernity. He
talks in some detail about his own experiences in training and
how he inereasingly became more interested in Jung's work. He
Fells us that Polanyi had read his discussion of tacit knowing
and "told me that it was an accurate reflection of his thought.
However, he did not wish to comment on the application of his
concepts to dreams."s- He reminde us that Polaryi had been a
clasemate of both Franz Alexander, 1later a Freudian psycho-
aralyst, and Jolande Jacobi, the distinguished Jungiam, but he
himself had not studied either Jungian or Freudian theory."” He
might have gone on to add that Polanyi was quite dubicus about
psychoanalysis, seeing in it a kind of dogmatism justified in a
scientific-appearing language of mechanical foreces. The basis of
the claims of knowledge of pschoanalysis has received a great
deal of thought over the decades much of it stimulated by Polanyi

himself. We in the modern age seem to vacillate between a
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nature and its fecundity for future disclosures, and (2} the theory of
tacit knowledge as an explanation of how persenal knowjedge functions.

Of the two, the latter, it seems to me, is the operative one. Without
the distinction between focal and subsidiary knowing, the appeal to "heuristic
visfons" becomes vulnerable to the charge of romanticism and idealistic
atmospherics, whether it be of the poetic, religious, or metaphysical variety.
To explain tacit knowing mecessitated Polanyi's forays into psychology.

"My main task," he says, "will be te survey the non-strict rules of
inference--in other words, the informat logic--on which science rests. This
non-strict logic will be seen to rest to some extent on psychological observations
not hitherto accepted as the foundations of scientific inference." ("Logic

and Psychology," American Psychologist, 23, 1, January 1968, p. 27.)

This psychological evidence permits the extension of tacit knowing
as a factor in & wide variety of human behavior and thought, for example,
elucidating the role of the "convivial pursuit of scientific truth" by
the scientific community. Scientists, however innovative and creative,
nevertheless think, imagine, reason, and speculate with concepts and images
¢ . derived from their formal schooling and by which, as Thomas Kuhn pointed
out, newcomers are inducted into the guild. This fund of concepts becomes
the subsidiary resources for the focal problems of the scientific practitioner,
The space Kane devotes to this topic is well deserved.

In Chapter 3 Kane discusses Polanyi's treatment of the mind-body problem
and finds it self-contradictory. Polanyi states that his theory of knowledge
retains the dualism of mind and body, but Kane argues that Polanyi's concept
of emergence contradicts it (p. 135). Kane asks (p. 135):

Are ordering princ}ples ontologically independent laws? Are
they unique instances of physio-chemical mechanisms or are they

as distinct as the meaning of the words on this page are from

the ink which transcribes them? Is there a 'far side' of reality
that merges with the physical in man's thinking? Do mind and
body constitute more than a rhetorical dualism?

Kane concludes that for Polanyi it turns out to be no more than that

and leaves no room for a knower independent of physical and chemical processes

(138).

The durability of the mind-body problem is a tribute to philosophers'
genius for so stating a problem that it can neither be solved nor left
unsolved. To be sure, meaning and ink differ radically, if only the chemical
composition of ink is considered. But ink marks are symbols that have
referents which they denote, among whiéh are neanings.

Perhaps the ontclogy of mind that Polanyi sought can be found in the
separability of symbols from their referents. OQur cortical apparatus does
not prevent us from thinking and imagining what does not yet exist as an
actual entity, e.g., tomorrow's sunrise or a disembodied soul. Conceptions
of what might be and ought to be are independent of actuality, albeit their
realization many not be. It may sound paradoxical te say that the reality
of mind s witnessed as much, if not more, by the possibility of falsehood
as by its grasp of truth,

Mind, therefore, is not bound by the law of matter, because symboTs
are not so0 bound, albeit they can be used by a symbol using knower so as
to formulate the behavior of matter. Polanyi's insistence on including
cortical functions as subsidiary clues does fudge the distinction because
cortical functions are elther symbols or they are not. It is this power
of ontological detachment from the physical actualfty that makes it possible
to construct problems and theories for their solution; indeed to presuppose

a rational order.
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Whether or not this ancient problem can stand another flogging, it
does not impair the heuristié value of Polanyi's epistemoTogy. As Kane
notes, the structure of the theory sheds light on some important problems
as to how knowledge is acquired and used.

As far as education, especially formal schooling, is comcerned, the
tacit-focal apparatus illuminates some of its most important puzzles as
no other theory does. For example, the standard efforts to justify liberal
education elicit more respect than belief both in and out of the academy.
This is so because its defenders try to show that the context of these
liberal disciplines function by the resurrection of schoel studies in daily
life situations, and in doing so inform and ennoble conduct.

The familiar counterexamples to such claims underline the importance
of the problem and what a Polanyi analysis does to enlighten it. For the
truth of the matter is that unless school learnings are reinforced in daily
life by their use in a vocation {e.g., as academic philosophers, historians
or scientists and literatures do)}, they are soon forgotten. Vet the difference
in the associative and interpretive resources of those who did and those
who did net study these disciplines is easily discernible. As Polanyi
might put it, for the non-professional these studies provide a residue
of conceptual and imagic structures that subsidiarily make sense out of
Tife situations as they push their way into the focus of our attemiion.

We think and perceive with these structures that remain Tong after the
details by which they were mastered are forgotten. The subject matters
ﬁggtfocal when studied; they become subsidiary in post-school life.

Moreover, the focal-subsidiary distinction emables us to make a case

for aesthetic education. If the aesthetic experience entails perceiving

images of human import, then the "educated" perception and construal of
images as embodied in the arts is fundamental in the formation of mind.
Educationally this is important because advocates of the Tiberal studies
or the studies prescribed for general education confront an awkward chasm
between the sclences and the arts. The exception is Titerature which has
occupied a dominant place im the classic curriculum, but even literature
is rarely taught as a performing art, but rather as an item in the history
of culture. Similarly, when the other performing arts are included in

the general education requirements, they are also likely to be taught in
terms of their history.

In part this situation arises because ordinary citizens make no pretense
of becoming proficient in any of the performing arts, hobby painters and
closet poets to the contrary notwithstanding. Beyond sketchy instruction
in musfc and drawing in the elementary grades, formal schooling does not
include the arts in the required roster, and colleges as a rule do not
require them for admission.

Nevertheless, if the culture, in any important sense, is driven by
images embodied in language ‘and ritual they do become an important ingredient
in the subsidiary store with which the citizen confroqts the world. The
associative and interpretive uses of schooling are affected by these gaps
in formal education.

It may be said that just as God dia not make man and leave it to Aristotle
to make him logical, so human beings formed and responded to images in
the several sensory modalities long before professional artists taught

them to do so. VYet just as the study of science refines commonsense theories
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and explanations, so does the work of the artist refine and clarify the
human import of everyday images.

I do not fault Kane for not exploring this area in depth. He does
refer to Polanyi's discusston of the imagination, but the role images in
all phases of cognition, including the scientific, is of more than incidental

importance in the "heuristic vision" of intellectual possibility. The

haste of philosophers to get to logical and scientific thought is understandable, 5

but not excusable inasmuch as such aesthetic categeries as balance, rhythm,
organic unity are the subsidiary resources ef so much of our thought and

action.

Call fer Papers

I anticipate that the Polanyi Society will again he allotted

a three hour pre-session meeting on the first day of the 1985

American Academy of Religion Annual Meeting. Polanyi Society

members planning to attend the AAR thus can plan to attend

our meeting Nov. 23, 1985, at the Anaheim Hilton, Anaheim,

CA. At the Dec. 8, 1984 AAR pre-session meeting, we - |
discussed altering the format of this upcoming gathering to

allow presentation of one formal paper, We will again also

include three to five short papers (1«3 pages) summarizing

work in progress. The formal paper will be circulated in

advance and will be allocated 1 1/4 hours for discussion; the

balance of the session will be devoted to discussion of the

brief papers. If you wish to present the formal paper at the

1985 meeting, please send me a 500 word proposal by May 15,

1985, Proposals should treat philosophical and/or

theological applications of Polanyi's thought., I will ask b
several persons who attend the pre-session meeting regularly
to review proposals with me. TIf you would like to present a
short paper reviewing current work, please send me a
gg;;graph indicating the character of your work by August 1,

S

Phil Mullins

Polanyl Socieéty Coordinator for Religious Studies
Humanities

Missouri Western State College

St. Joseph, MO 64507
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¥EWS AND NOTES

THE SUMMER SEMINAR ON PCLANYI WITH RESEARCH IN THE POLANYL ARCHIVES will be .
held July 29-August 3, 1985. Gene Reeves, coordinator, reports that there is room
for some additional participants. For further information see p. 39 of this
issue.

William H. Poteat's Polanyian Meditatiops which has been shared as an unpublished
manusceript but unavailable to few besides Poteat's students will be published next
year by Duke University Press. James Stines reviewed Poteat's Polanyian
Meditations in the Winter issue of our newsletter in 1982. This publication of
Poteat's major work on post-critical thought will be a significant contribution
which we will all want to read and to discuss.

Kenneth J. Shapiro author of "Validation in the Human Sciences,” Tradition &
Discovery, XII(llo. 1, Fall, 1984-85) has just published with Duke University
Press his work, Bodily Reflective liodes: & phenomenclogical Method For Psychology.
Joseph Lyons of the University of California at Davis says of Shapire's book:
"Here we have not only a new method for psychology but perhaps the first stage

of A new breakthrough....Shapiro's project here...may be, at long last, a continu-
ation of that first step that Herleau-Ponty took before his untimely death."
Shapiro makes use of Polanyi's structure of tacit knowing in his project.

Bruno Manno rveports on correspondence with Goutam Blswas of India who has
published an article on Polanyi, "How Is Knowledge of !lan Possible? An Enquiry
Into Philosophical Anthropology," The Visva-Bharati Quarterly, 47(Nos. 3 & 4).

The article by Biswas takes the sition that philesophical knowledge of man as
man has to be founded on knowledge of man as a whole and uses Polanyl's episte-
mology to show how this can be possible without the reductions of other approaches.

W. A. Gus Breytspraak of Ottawa University in Kansas City sent in a selectlon of
On Beceming Carl Rogers by Howard Kirschenbaym (Dell Publishing Co., Delacorte
Press, New York, 1979 that has on pp. 297-299 a personal account of Carl Roger's
interactions personally with Michael Polanyi. The account seems misleading, how-
ever, by supgesting that Polanyi and Rogers did not share much in actual intellectual
contact. It neglects the well known fact that Rogers and Polanyi share in a

major conference and published their views in Man and the Science of Ham In 1963.
Richard Gelwick was present at some of the meetings between Rogers and Polanyl

at the Center For Advanced Studies at Stanford and recalls that Rogers was more of
a listenter to Polanyi than a proposer of ideas, but Polanyi apprecilated Roger's
work for its daring refusal to reduce the study of human beings to the logic of
postivist sclence.

Frederick Kirschenmann, a founder and supporter of the Polanyl Society, has
written recently from the Kirschemmann Family Farms, Windsor H. Dakota 38423.
Since leaving the directorship of the Consgortium For Higher Education Religion
Studies 1h Dayton, Ohio that hosted the May conference of 1972 that led to our
soclety and communlcations network, Fred and his wife Janet have been operating
the Kirschenmann Farms.ile is pleased with Fritjof Capra's Turning Point, which,
like The Tao of Physics, has many complementary ideas to Polanyl's views,

Walter R. Thorson,JProf. of Chemistry, University of Alberta, Ldmonton, Canada
T6G-2G2 has published several papers pertaining to the work of Owen Barfield

and "Scientific Objectivity and the Vord of God,'" Journal of the American
Scientific Affiliation , June, 1984, pp. 88-97, He will be lecturing in Oxford
this July at a joint meeting of the American and British Scientific Affiliations.
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FROM CONVIVIUM

EVERYMAN REVIVED
The Common Sensa of Michael Polanyl
(To be published by The Book Guild - June 1985)

Chapter | The Power of ldeas. Michae! Polanyl, himself a scientlIst,
belleved that a disastrously mistaken understanding of sclence was one of
the root causes of the violence, hatred and tyrannies of our time. Men,
stitt ¢lred by 1ideals, are Imprisoned by the sclentific "outlock in a
scepticism which cannct allow any reality to their 1deals, Thelr utoplian
1dealism and thelr passlonate scepticism can then fuse lInto viclence and
despalr. He searched for a truer imterpretation of sclence that couid
Itberate Everyman from this sinister distortlon.

Chapter 2 Everymsn and Knowledqs. The distortion arises because
sclent 1fic knowledge Is generally held to be lmpersonal, atrogether clear
and preclse, obtalned and veriflied according to strict rules, And sclence
has given man such vast power that Its way of knowing has become the model
for all our knowledgs., 8But parsons, values and ldeals cannot be known In
this sclent |flc' way and so their reailty is called in question. Polanyl
shows that this is a false ldea of sclence; That sclence Itself woutld be
impossible It all knowledga were explicit, lmpersonal and exact. The story
of the oid Mystery play of Everyman Is introduced as an [fiuminstion of the
argument, 1i{tustrating man's ralationship with knowledge,

Chapter 3 Dlscovery, The accepted view of sclentitlc knowledge as
entirely Iimpersonal, expliclt and exact cannot aliow for sclentlfic dls-
covery, which is the vital core of sclence, Polanyl knaw from experlenca
That the grest sclentiflc discoverles are not achleved by followlng rules
but by the Intultive sensing of a problem and of the direction In which to
lock ftor Its solutlon, by leaps of Imagination tollowing on long periods of
Immersion In the prcbiem, and by the passlonate personal quest for intel-
fectual beauty as the sign of reallty,

Chapter 4 Tacit kiowing, To glve a true account of the process of
discovery we have to admit anather klnd of knowing, not wholly expiiclt or
tormally logical, that can lead to new knowledge, Our ordinary powers of
percept lon provide a model for such knowledgs. In perceptlon ;e rely on
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all sorts of clues of which we are not fully awarae, and thus learn from
chlidhood to ses a stabie world of solld objects, to recognisa a face or
read a mood. We focus on the object or the face, and not on the particular

soparate clues on which we sre relying. As Polanyl put I+, we attend from

the clues to the cbject, In the same way, when we have learnt the skl led
use of a tool we do not sttend to the Yool but to what we are dolng with
It, To focus on the tocl can destroy our skill In using H.

Alt knowledgs, Polanyl says, Involves thls kind of personal skill
which he calls tac!t knowing. Sclentists use the same averyday skill, onty

- backed by more speclal %raining; they too rely on ciues which they cannct

make fully explicit,

Chapter 5 Reality. Polanyl belleved In a reallty existing indepen=
dont ly of us and gradualiy accessible to our understanding. We know when
we are In contact with this reality by our personal recognition of a pro-
fundity and coherence which leads us on, always promlsing to reveal nore,
Reality appeals to the Christopher Columbus In each of us; with falth in
reallity we can commit ocurseives to our lIncomplete knowlsdge and venture out
to explore lts oceans,

Chapter 6 Truth and the Free Soclety, Since sclentiflc understanding
Is always based on taclt knowlng, 1t can only be learnt by sppremtlceship
to a master skitied in Ws practice; It cannct be reduced to a set of
rules, Sclentists accept the authorlity and traditlon of the community of
science, But this Is an avthority which encourages originallty and crea-
tive dissent, Polanyl found In the community of sclence a model of the
free soclaty, whose values must be sustalned by tradition and authority but
which must encourage continuasl relnterpretation, Only a bsllef In the in-
dependent reality of truth and ofher valuas can enzd le a soclety to permit
this process to go on, i

Chapter 7 Moral Inverslon and the Unfree Soclety. The sclentiflc out=
took which denles the reallty of values makes mep distrust all morallty as
hypocritical, But men still moved by moral passions may then turn to vio-
lence and tha amoral cult of power as the only authenmticity, Polanyl traces
this theme In titerature and politics, showing how the 'moral finversion'
thus produced has insplred both the Individual anarchist and the totallta-
rian regime,

Chapter 8 A Many-Level World, But how can men escape from thls des-
tructlve sclent iflc out look? How can human freedom and responsibitity be
real In the world of Inexorable physical law which sclence saems to show
us? Polanyl turns to the mode! which some blologlsts now find most convin-
cing, the model of the world as a hlerarchy of levels of exlistenca, Tha
lowest level, Inanimate matter, can be studied by physlcs as controlled by
physical laws, but with the advert of Ilfe ancther leve! emerges, stll!
suwbject to physical and chemlcal laws bul also to Its own ditferent princli-
ples, The laws of the lower level do not entirely determine and cannot




fully explaln what happens on the higher level. The same pattern 1s found
at sach fevel of the hierarchy up to the responstble freedom of man; each
tevel s stlll obeylng the laws of the lower lovels, but within these has
froedom to explore creastlivaely its own principles,

Chapter 9 Mind and Body, Tha [deas of taclt knowing and the hierarchy
of levels dissolve the oid problem of the relation of mind o body., The
mind can be sald to be the meaning of the body, It can never be explained
by studylng the braln, any more than a message can be discovered by study-
tng the Ink and paper on which it Is written, Thus the mind is not a sepa-
rate thing Inslide a physical body, but nor Is It ldentlical with the brain,
for no higher level principle can be explained on a lower leve!, The mind
can be free, as common sense says It Is, although erbodied 'n & physical
structure,

Chapter 10 What is a Person? Polanyi has shown the I[imitatlons of
fmpersonal rules and tests of our knowledge; he rests the validity of
knowledge on the knower as & person., What then is a person? A sentient,
responsible, creative being? But the prevailing conception of knowledge
cannot allow such a beling to be known, @

Such a belng cannct be known by any laboratory analysls!_;?uf can be
known by our taclt powers, and Polanyl hss shown that these sre necessary
for sclence too. The highest qualities and Ideals of man thus have as
great a claim to reallty as the physical and chemical facts known by
science, indeed the highest levels have the deepest reallty sccording to
Polanyl's detinltion of reallty, And without the reality of psrsons there
can be no science,

Chapter 11 The Poet's Eye. There sare different ways of being In
comtact with reallty, The poet's way, for Instance, can be as vaild as the
sclant Ist 's; each Is sppropriate to & dlfferemt ftevel of existaence, Both
nesd talth and tralned powers of Imaglinatlon,

A comparison of Polanyl and Wordsworth 1liustrates this,

Chapter 12 A Meaningful World. The old disputes between science and
rellgion may thus be resolved, Religion may need to becoms more |(lke
sclenca really is; the religious community as vital as the sclientlific,
Retigion cannot Ignore science, but wiil have to stop cringing bafore an
outmoded concept lon of sclence, The difference Is not that sclence deais
with fact and religion with tantasy, but that the religious viéw sees a
different ‘levet; and invoives the whole person mors daeply, requiring more
commitmant ,

Everyman can have no guaranteed certainty of knowledge iIn any sphere,
But science does not tell him, as he has suppossd It did, that the world Is
maaningless, He can take heart and explore in ftalth all s riches of

meaning,
Drustila Scott

*
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"FROM COUVIVIUM

RORTY AND THE SCOPE OF NON- JUSTIFICATORY PHILOSOPHY = 1

In his Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Princeton U.P. 1979), Pro-
fessor Rorty rejects the whole not lon of 'Justificatory! and !foundationat?
(or critical) phitosophy, which aims to assess from some superlor and
external standpoint the claims to truth and validity ot the other sclences,
He identiftles that cbJective with virtually the whole of modern phllosophy,
stemming from Descartes, Locke and Kant, Like Polanyl, whom ha mentlons

only twice and then In restricted and misleading comtexts, he rejects thae
ldea of belng sble to assess one's own representatlons or bellefs from a

transcendental standpolnt by Inspecting the relations between +hem and

their objects (293 -~ compare PK 304), Alsc tike Pofanyl, he rejects the
idea that 'whatever cannot be discovered by a machine programmed wilth an
approprlate algor!thm cannat exist "ob ject ively" and thus must somehow be a
"human conventlon™! (342), No 'JustIflcation!' Is possible except by what
we already accept and what Is cohersat with i+ (177). He axposes the
genet icist fallacy in Locke = the assumption that a cousal account of how
our representatlons or bellets arlse Is +herefore a Justiticatlon for hotd=
Ing them. This Is a fallacy hldden by the notlon of 'foundat lons' (140,
152) . Hls own pos!tion, ‘epistemological behavicurism', concedes that there
Is no neutral matrix, which philosophy would study and formulate, for as-
sessing the correspondence to reatlty of our perceptlons and bellefs (178),

While rightly loceting Linguistic Analysls within 'Just tflcatory?
phllosophy (8, 134n, 172, 25N, Rorty finds himself needing Just|ficatory
and systematic philosophy In order to have something to oppose, He Iinvokes
the later Wittgensteln, Heldegger and Dawey, as providing an essent lally
reactive 'edltylng® philosophy which critlcises systemat Ic phllosophy for
Its attempts of find a neutra! mstrix or transcendental standpolmt (366},
Edltylng phllosophy Is Intentionally peripheral, unzble to use argument,
and taken to be 'not really philosophy', for 1 does not alm to find new
truths and I+ decries views without having & view sbout views, It alms to
keep options open and the conversation ging and so to prevent phllosophy
from becoming sclence (369-72). This s, | prasume, what Rorty does In
Part | of his book, where he argues 2agalnst the whole |dea of the mind and
the need to have a view of i+, In Part 1| he does the same with regard to
knowledga, tn nelther case does he alm to provide an alternative view
(6=7), Positlvely he sess a rola for hermeneutics, precisely as not filting
the cultural gap volded by the demise of epistemoiogy and as a struggls a-
galnst the idea thet there Is a set of rules which will make all discourses
commansurate and so settle all disputes ratlonatly (315-6), Rather, ha
recommends It as an attempt from within a 'normal' discourse to make sense
of an shnormal ona without trying to make It commensurate with that normal
one (318-21), Yet he does have deflnite views about mind and know ledge,
his ‘'eplstemological behavlourism', For, to criticlse ons view ls to
prasant, implicltly at least, an outtline of a counter=view, Parhaps he
should not have argued agalnst views of mind and knowiedge,

v
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fn Part |1 | shall briefly conslder Rorty's positive positlions and
shall argue that his rejection of Justificatory philosophy restly needs
Polanyl's accoumt of commitment and that his asccourt of 'the mertal'! re-
qulres the theory of the tacit Integratlon of jevels within a comprehenslve
ot Ity, This wlll provide an organic criticlsm of his dichotomy of Just|-
ticatory or edlitying phllosophy, In the meantime, | state simply that |t
neqlects the possiblllty and actuallty of systematlc, non-|ust|flcatory
phitosophy, as may be found In much of Husserl's own phenomeno logy, as wel |
as In that of Scheler, Ptinder, Merloau-Ponty and Rlcosur, or In classical
and Scholastlc phllosophy, or In Polanyl, Nor do such thinkers proclalm
the latest mothod as the only one and try to lmpose I+ on all = very much
the contrary., Rorty says of such an attempt that it would take away cholce
and make Man an 8tre-en-sol (376), He criticlses Sartre for trylag to
create a new systematic philosophy out of the fnsIght that man's essence Is
to have no essence and so for trying to tind new *ruths from I+ {378), But
Rorty himselt errs In taking man to have no essence; for human tfreedom Is
not the Sartrean total freedom of a 'Nothingness' o be anything but a j§=
mlted and situated freedom to work with or against the grain of our nature
and sltustions, A systematic phliosophy can try to describe the structures
of human nature and the human sltwvatlon and the scops for cholce left opan
by them, Cholce requires an unchosen range of options and a simltar set of
preferences, the one to choose from and the other to choose by. Cholce and
responsibl ity oxlst on a2 higher leve! and require the Jower level of a
glven, yst not closed, nature and situation.In and through which to express
themselves, The higher level Is one of judgment and declsion gulded by
values, To describe H and I+s values and the possibilities and exlgencles
of the lower lavel fs, In a sense, to provide 'more objective truths' as
Rorty says, and to which he cbjects (383), Yet subst Itut Ing & Ypseudo-
cognition tor cholce' and 'clatming that moral decisions are based on kpow=
ladge of the natural world'! (383) need nct be phtlosophy's form of bad
tatth, That, | would say, lles In the pretence of Just ificatory phiiosophy
to make a new start and to betleve nothing until It has been Justified
white contlinuing, as Descartes openly asvowed, fo live by one's exisking
and unjustitlied beiliefs (ct, PK 269-72), In saying this, | suggest that
Rorty himselt takes knowledga of nature as 'normal' and rogards decislon
and value as 'abnormal!, Systematic philosophy straddies the gap between
description and justitficetion, cognitlon and cholce, getting the facts
right and telilng us how to live (387). But, while the flrst is an error,
the othars are nat. It is only the (taclt) metaphysics of bare ané neutral
fact and of a neutral and meaningless unlverse confronting msn a#t 8 seif-
defining subject {(with no essence), ail impiied in tha 'Naturalistic Falla-
cy?, which creates the dichctomles of description and evaluat lon, knowing
and choosing, {On the former, contrast FK Chaps, 11 and 12,) On any sane
out fook, our actlon s based on what is the case, on the possibiilvies snd
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necessitles of our situstion. To think otherwlse Is what Edmund Burke
catled 'mataphyslical madness', To cut duty off from the tacts of our slitua-
tion Is alther to be mad or to deny that we have any dutles but only whim
and fancy, Of course any account of what we can and should do leaves open
the cholce actually to do It and the responslibliity for declding what
exact ty one's own part lcular clrcumstances require. Rorty seems ‘o ovoke a
Sartrean and analytic freedom devold of values and totally srbitrary, In

tn Part {1 | shall brieftly conslder Rorty's positive posltions and
shall argue that hls rejectlion of Just itlcatory philosophy real ly needs
Polanyl's account of commltment and that his account of 'the mental' re-
qulres the theory ot the taclt Integratlon of lavels within a comprshens | ve
ont ity, _This wlil provide an organic ériticism of his dichotomy of Justi=-
tlcatory or editylng philosophy, In the meant Ime, | state simply that It
neglacts the possibility and actuality of systematic, non-Just ificatory
response to an object Ivist foreclosure of freedom (cf, R.M, Harae, freadom
and Reason p.4). This elther denles It or provides a mechanical casulstry,
tlke' Kant's @ priorl categorical Imperativa or Bentham's fetlclfic ealcu-
fus, Just as there are no algorithms In theory, so there are none for
practice, But Rorty seems to have only a subjectlve and irresponsible free-
dom to set agafnst natural o moral objectlivism, not the personal freedom
In responsible commitment to self-set yet self-transcending standards,
'The freedom of the subjective person to do as he pleases is overruled by
tha freedom of the responsible person to do as he must® (PK 309,

| conclude that a truly edlitying philosophy (alming at Blidung) needs
to be a systemstic yet non-just!ficatory one, conducted with a sense of
personal responsibl!ity and describing the structures within which personal
responsibiifty operates and the standards and wvalues which guide It,
Readers of Coavivium wili know that this Is to be found In the writings of
Polanyl. Explicitly, Polanyl confines philosophy to a presuppositional
approach, that articulates those ultimate beliefs which we find curselves
hoiding and without which we cannot think or act (FK 269, 299), This |s
post=critical and flduclary phllosophy which artlculates the structures of
commitment and provides a critique of doubt, and which alone can be self-
consistent (PK 299), Yet, as one might expect, Polanyl's explicit statae-
monts do not account for atl hls practlce. They leave out the descriptive
slde, the eplistemoioglcal and onteological structures of taclt Integrat lon.
| have already indlcated how +hey are needed in the artlculation of cholce
and responsibitlty. 1n Fart Il | shall show how they are needed by Rorty's
own accounts of mind and knowledge.

R.T. Allen



FROI{ CONVIVIUM
A COMMENT ON THE 1984 REITH LECTURES BY JOHN SEARLE
The Relth Lectures 1984, Minds Bralns and Sclence by Jjohn Searie,

These were easy lectures to listen to and easy to read, belng crisp
and clear In style, and sometimes funny,. Jbhn Searle dealt competeantly
with some of the muddied ideas, lettovers from Carteslan thinking, which
confuse us @out minds and brains, He is particulariy good on Tart Ificlat
Intefiigence;! he believes and proves that wachines cannot t+hink although
‘they may simuiate thinking,

But when he comes 1o his central point, which is to convince us that
there Is no mind-brain problem; that "nalve mentalism' and 'nalve physical~
Ism' are both true, and compstibie, the crispness and clarity of style Is
not enough to make It work, 'All that exists s physical particies, thelr
properties and relations'; this Is his nalve physicallsm, and the nalve
mant aifsm ts "mental states are real, conscious, subjective, intentional
and can cause things to happen in the physical worid,' He belleves enthu-
stastically in both, but has he the tools to fit them together? It ever
arguments needed a dose of Polanyl, | thought, these do. Reading them. sent
me back to Polanyl, and when | read again the essay on "™he Siructure of
Conscloushess” In Knowing and Belng, ! found Sesrle’s tormulatlons very
superticial In comparison,

Thesa are some of the Polanyl ldeas which | think Searle's argument
lacks, Flrst, the goup of ideas whlch Inciudes the notlon of levels and
boundary conditlons and the structure ot tack knowing, Searie starts
talking about levels as Though he was going Yo daveiop a Polanyl sort of
arqument . He explalns how an oblect can be described on two lavels. far
Instance a hammer described on the higher level is .soltd and heavy; this
welght and solldity s caused by the behaviour of particies at a {ower
fevel and can also be described In these terms, 1f | raise my arm, at the
higher lavel it can be sald that my Intentlon to raise my arm causes I to
move, but at the lower leval the expianatlon §s that a series of neuron
tirings starts a chalpn of events which resuits in the comtraction of the
muscies, But this presentration lacks the structure of ideas which would
make It possibhle to show how mind is nevertheless real and {ndependent.
Brains cause minds, Searle says; electrochemical processes cause conscious-
ness, This sesms to me §lke saying that planos cause music or the letters
on a page cause Hamlet, For the mind to be reai and independent we need the
not fon that the higher level Is made possible, and [imited, by the lowar,
but not determined by I+ - In fact the idea of boundary condit¥lons,. With
the help of thls Idea one can see that no comprehensive ent ity existing on
a higher fevel can be tully described In terms of its fower level constitu-
ents, since the higher level embodles laws which a2re not observable on the
iower flavel, So llfe canncd be tully described in terms of physlics and
chemistry, nor mind in terms of neurophysiology. Minds are, as Ssarle says,
blological, but they are more, Searle defines mind as 'the sequenca of
thoughts and teallngs and experlences that make up our mental [lfe.,” But
thls leaves out the characteristic of mind which Is most unaccountablie it
we ars trying to think of mind as caused by the braln; that Is, Its rela-
tlon to external reality; Its capacity for distinguishing truth from error.
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The 1ack of these |deas also makes It lmpossible for Searle to see how
tree will can be real, although he Is sure that it s, As Polanyl wrote,
if mind and body were two aspects of the same thing, mind could not con-
calvably do anything but what the bodily mechanism determined, The other
group of Polanyl ldeas which |s needed Is that of Indwelling and the convi-
vial recognitlon of other minds. Searie complains that soma people he
talks to object that mind, consclousness, and sub Ject Ivity are unsultable
subjects for sclentific study, But so they are, It sclent {tic means Impar-
sonal, laboratory type study. As Polanyl says - “to dapersonallze our know-
ledge of llving belngs would result, If strictly pursued, in an alienation
that would render all observatlons of tlving things meaningless... We know
another person's mind by the same integratlve process by which we know
11f0... we experience a man's mind as the Jolnt meaning of his actlons,”

There ‘Is nothing, Searle says, more mysterlous @out how one chunk of
matter can think, than about how ancther chunk can be alive. Perhaps not
more mysterfous but certalnly nof less, and these lectures are ad 3
convincing abolitlon of mystery,

I+ has always been the trouble zbout getting rid of Cartesian think-
Ing, that 1¢ you simply say - 'mind and matter are not two thlngs, they are
the same thing' - and you don't have a good theory of thelr retatlonship,
you end up with Jjust matter, however much you want to hold onto both,

Drusllla Scatt
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EMERGENCE1: More dirt comes out of a hole
than yon oan get back énto it..

EPICYCLICAL STRUCTURE OF.IMPLICIT BELIEFS:
The wolf never lacks a pretext agalnst the
lanba

ERROR (RISE OF)¥ You vin some, you luse some,
but, you havetto suit up for them all.






