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The implications of Michael Polanyi’s insight thatlall our
thought is incarnate, in the sense that our mental lives and
outlooks flow from our manner of indwelling, had never been as
effectively impressed on me as when I began to struggle to under-
stand the major new interpretation of Polanyi ‘s thought proposed
by Harry Prosch.l At first I was puzzled by what appeared to me
to be a consistent misreading of Polanyi’s understanding of the
relationship of reality to the dynamics of knowing. How was.xt
possible that Prosch, a collaborator with Polanyl,? ccu1§ miss
what I took to be such a basic element of Polanyi’s position?
Even more curious was the fact that such an interpretation ?f
Polanyi did not appear to me to cohere with many of Proscb 8
otherwise correct claims about Polanyi’s understanding of knowing
and reality. Surely Prosch could not be egpressing a view that was
so patently inconsistent. what was 1t that I was m}551ng?
Furthermore an elusive recollection was lurking in thg fringes of
my consciousness that intrigued me. I had the suspicion that the
substance of the position adumbrated by Prosch Ilhad gncountered
elsewhere, but without the framework of the Polanyian epistemotogy.

What allowed a meaningful pattern of interpgeta?ion to
emerge from these puzzling difficulties and vague }ntlmatlons was
a surmise on my part regarding the manner in which Prosch had
come to dwelto dwell in Polanyi’s theory of knowledge. Once Iwas able
to read Prosch in this way by trying to dwell in an.approp¥1§te1y
modified framework, his interpretation of Polanyi surprlsxpgly
enough seemed plausible and my former perceptlon of a serious
inconsistency in his exposition had larggly disappeared. Yet in
the final analysis I could not 3judge this approach to Polanyl_s
thought adequate. A}l I can claim for the proposal advanced in
this essay, then, is that it has been fruitful for my making
sense of Prosch’s exposition of Polanyi and may'be helpful gor
others who are similariy encountering difficulties‘ln understanding
Prosch’s interpretaticn of Polanyi. Whether it to any degree
accurately reflects Prosch’s existential commitments remains to
be seen.

very briefly, then, my proposal is to expose some egamplgs
of what appeared to be a fundamentally problematic reading by
prosch of Polanyi, to suggest a frame of reference for under=

standing Prosch’s interpretation coherently, and to indicate why'

I think this perspective is inadequate. My exposition presuppgses

a general familiarity with Prosch’s overall strategy of 'situating

polanyi as a philosopher in the capacious sensé'of cultural

physician to the diseases of the modern mind. Also presupposed
here--and needing to be acknowledged since this essay will direct
so little attention this way--is the valuable illumination of
many fine points in the Polanyian textual corpus provided by
Prosch’s sympathetic and careful reading.

Before pro further there is a preliminary observation
I should like to make in order to avoid a potential misapprehension
of the direction 1 am taking here. Even though I expect to
conclude this essay with what I take to be a more adequate under-
standing of religion based on Polanyi’s thought, the principail
focus of this analysis is not on religion as such. Thus the case
presented here does not turn on Polanyi’s personal religious
convictions.3 Nor in the first instance is it about Prosch’s
claims regarding the ontological status of the referent of re-
ligious expressions. 1In some respects he clearly has interpreted
Polanyi’s understanding of religious reference correctly.4
Rather my suggestion regards the fundamental level of basic
assumptions tacitly used by Prosch to guide his reading of
Polanyi’s epistemology which perspective, in turn, guided him to
his cenclusions about religion.

I

The first signal that Prosch’s intellectual orientation to
Polanyi was different from mine involved what appeared to he
nothing more than a matter of emphasis. As he began to expose
Polanyi’s philosophical "prescription" by introducing the elements
of "a new epistemology," Prosch explained the dynamic and creative
personal activity involved in the shaping of perception and by
extension all knowing. That even our sensual, perceptual stimuli
are selectively ordered and structured by our tacit integrations
is basic to Polanyi’s position. It almost appeared, however,
that Prosch’s emphasis on the act of integration which we make is
understood in such a way that it is placed as a polar opposite to
sensory data being completely causative and determinative of our
knowing (pp. 61~62), so that some middle ground of subliminal
stimuli contributing to an active integration by the perceiver is
not possible.

That something more substantial than emphasis was involved
appeared to be more likely when Prosch began to explain the struc-
ture of tacit knowing (pp. 66ff). In his discussion of the
semantic aspect of tacit knowing Prosch so identifies "meaning"
with the intentional activity of the knower that meaning can only
be understood as existing in a mind and cannot be "any sort of
detached, objective “thing’ existing independently of a purpose
held by some mind" (p. 69). While the thrust of this claim has a
defensible interpretation, the disjunction {"only in the mind" vs.
"detached, objective “thing’") seemed overdrawn. Polanyi can
quite comfortably speak of levels of meaning, the meaning of
particulars, and the joint meaning of entities without such harsh
dichotomies.5



Again in his discussion of the ontological aspect of the
structure of tacit knowing, Prosch’s expositidh implies that this

dimension is applicable only to cases of perception (pp. 70-71).
The reason for this move appears to be that this allows Prosch to
restrict an objective reference independent of our intentionality
to certain sorts of tacit integrations, namely those that are
"cases of immediately experienced, sensible experience." Only in
these cases would there be presumably a comprehensive entity
which might show itself in ways beyond our expectations and so
continue to affect our perceptions.6 By now Prosch’s apparent
restriction of the ontological dimensicn to cases of perception
appeared to me to indicate a ccnsxstent pattern of downplaying
the metaphysical implications of Polanyi ‘s thought.7

My growing confidence that I had come upon a deliberate
{whether reflectively formulated or not) pattern of interpretation
in Prosch’s exposition was confirmed for me in his discussion of
discovery (pp. 93-105). The understanding of discovery primarily
under the rubric of prejection (p. 97) implies that the meaningful
coherence affirmed in the discovery is created rather than
discerned by the scientist. Further, the claim to have made
contact with reality through the discovery, which I took to be
foundational for Polanyi,8 is reduced to our belief in it. Bp-
parently 1nterpret1ng the guiding role of reality in scientific
discovery in this intentional way is necessary lest Polanyi be
understood to be claiming some sort of "mystical connection with
reality established by an act of faith" that infallibly authenti-
cates scientific truth claims (p. 98). That Polanyi maintained
that reality has the power to draw our minds to it was more a
possibility he entertained rather than anything about which he
firmly decided (p. 98}.

The rough outline of the pattern for the interpretation of
Polanyi’s position by Prosch had emerged sufficiently so that I
could make this preliminary description of it. The creative
mental capacity of human subjects projected meaning onto the
world of natural experience by means of the universally operating
structure of tacit knowing. Some of these meanings, which were
the correlates of the comprehensive objects of our acts of per-
ception, referred to realities existing independently of our
projections because they were natural 1ntegratlons of comprehensive
entities that would manifest themselves to us in unthought of ways
in future perceptions. Other meanings were projections whose
reality consisted solely in the mental satisfaction they engen-
dered. These were transnatural integrations whose meanings were
not integrations of perceptual objects {except incidentally
insofar as an artifact or symbol might be involved) but of incom-—
patible qualltles producing a mental satisfaction. Their reality
thus consisted in this enriched form of mental existence fox the
knowing subject so that such meanings had no existence independent
of the minds that created and continued to sustain them.

The meaningful realities projected by science and. religion

thus have a common ground in the structure of tacit knowing
sustaining them. But since two radically different or distinct
kinds of tacit integrations were involved, the realities projected
had no ontologically common ground: in science the realities
referred to perceptual objects existing independently of our
knowing them, whereas in religion they were integrations of incom-
patibles existing only in the mind.

II

Prosch’s interpretation of Polanyi now had a coherent appear-
ance to me. What became puzzling now was hew Prosch had arrived
at this position in the first place. My reading of Polanyi was
informed by such different assumptions that, were it not for the
fact that I agreed with nearly everything Prosch said beyond this
fundamental level, it almost appeared as though we were talking
about two competing intellectual systems instead of the thought
of the same person. Understanding this question required the
identification of some form of indwelling which might account
intelligibly for the shaping of Prosch’s interpretation of Polanyi.

An obvious candidate that would likely come to mind is what
might be loosely called the philosophical tradition of American
naturalism. This tradition has fostered@ a strong tendency, which
certainly has not been universally practiced, to develop positive
reconstructions of religious symbols and Jdoctrines from within
some version of a naturalist perspective. William James’ effort
to indicate the potential "pragmatic" consequences for psycho-
logical well-being that might be derived from helding religious
beliefs is one well known example.

More fitting for this inguiry might be George Santayana’s
attempt to explore religious doctrines as poetic metaphors
upholding the ideals necessary to sustain authentic or meaningful
forms of life. He explained that religious doctrines

. . . beguiled the intellect, ne doubt, and were mistaken for
accounts of external fact; but they enlightened the imagina-
tion; they made man understand, as never before or since,
the pathos and nobility of life, the necessity of discipline,
the possibility of sanctity, the transcendence and the
humanity of the divine, for the divine was reached by the
idealizaticon of the human. The supernatural was an allegory
of the natural, and rendered the values of transitory things
under the image of eternal existence.9

Even though Santayana denies the reality of any sort of tran-
scendent reference to doctrine, he does try to reappropriate its
meaning positively.

Quite a different perspective, but still within an underlying
naturalist approach, is provided by John Dewey. His emphasis on
knowing as continuous with the activity of biological life led him



in his mature period to view the normal institutional patterns of
religious beliefs and practices as distractions working against

intelligent human activity. Yet there is a religious "quality"
to experience, particularly when it is connected to a sense of
the whole. The whole, however, which may be expressed in @

heighten apd most captivating way through a work of art, is never
the object (since it is always a "quality") of an experience and
so has no transcendent or ontological counterpart.ll

This brief sketch should at least point to what I have
called the naturalist tradition in American philosophy and also
should indicate why I found it potentially helpful. Is there any
evidence, though, that Prosch approached Polanyi ‘s theory by
dwelling in this philcsophical heritage? There is, of course,
the obvious surface similarity that Prosch has used Polanyi’s
theory of tacit knowing to provide an essentially positive and
naturalist reconstruction of art and religion.

Circumstantially there are further hints. Meaning clarifies
its understanding of religion by way of both James  and Santayana’'s
positions on religion.ll I am not aware of any such use of a
naturalist author on religion elsewhere in the Polanyian corpus.
Were these textual clarifications contributed by Prosch?l2

furthermore Prosch’s portrayal of Polanyi as a philosopher
speaking out of and to the broader, dominant issues of culture is
quite like the actval role Dewey performed for much of the first
half of the twentieth century in the United States. This simi-
larity evidently was on Prosch’s mind when he was working on his
exposition. The comparison was so strong in his view that he
felt the need to distinguish how Dewey and Polanyi situated the
dynamics of knowing very differently {(pp. 7-8). This suggests at
least that Dewey’s philosophical position had some influence on
Prosch’s stance even if only by providing a background from which
to distinguish Polanyi’s distinctive coptribution. But could
this point to an even deeper connection?

I believe so. In order to indicate it, howewver, we would
need to extract something like a basic set of assumptions that
runs through the naturalist philosophical tradition.13  such
assumptions would be tacit in the sense that they would form the
pre-articulate, meaningful, existential stance out of which the
naturalist philosopher raises questions and discerns possibilities
for relevant responses. At this level one feature that emerges
is the simple acceptance of existence as an unguestioned and
unquestionable fact of experience. Whatever exists is dependent
on its material conditions, and this is as far as we can carry
questicning. Why existent things require no explanation is never
explained, as though inquiry could be arbitrarily cut off, This
seems to require the additional assumption that ultimately being
is not intelligible, and that all we can know of the real are
aspects of the material world that we experience through our
imaginative constructions. That such intelligible experiences
might direct us to the ground of intelligibility seems disallowed

from the outspt“ Keep in mind that the claim here is not that
these assumptions are reflectively held and defended by argument;
rather they more accurately can be described as shaping thé
manner of indwelling of a philosophical perspective, permitting
some questions to emerge in a particular way and others not at all.

Such assumptions, I believe, are still fairl T e i
the contemporary kmerican philosophical climate.lz PT;qg:;HZEEe;:
?hat one of Prosch's major aims is to present Polanyi’s thought
in a favorable light to the contemporary intellectual world (see
e.g., p. 273) and to the extent that Prosch, who is a respecteé
member Qf the philosophic guild, has been imbued with many of the
assumptions of this community, then to that extent might his
reading ofhPolanyi been shaped in this way. The hypothesis thaé
I should like to propose now is that the primary reason that
Prosch holds that science and religion do not have a common
grqunﬁ in some ontological sense is not primarily due to textual
evidence (al?hough it clearly is dependent upon this) but that it
is due to his starting point, his manner of indwelling, within
which he understands the Polanyian corpus. ’

111

What I have tried to do so far is to offer a

account of how’Prosch might have come to his reading o?liﬁf;:;i
and how FProsch’s version of the underlying pattern in Polanyi's
thought might appear to be coherent. Nonetheless, T am stiltl
convinced that this approach to Polanyi’s thought is too restric-
tive in its underlying assumptions to allow the full scope of his
1n5}ght5 to be developed, especially with regard to religious
beliefs. I should like to indicate briefly why 1 believe this to
be true, no so much to persuade those who approach Polanyi as
PFosch does to change their stance as to clarify or bring to
light some of my own less freguently noticed assumptions.

By the time I had come upon the writings of Michael Polanyi
some twenty years ago, I had undergone a transition from a form
of religious consciousness that might be described as somewhat
c!o§ed, self-assured in a rather rationalistic way, and doctrinally
rlgld to one yhich was open to all manner of new thought forms
while maintaining a critically informed commitment to the tradition
that orlglnélly had engendered my religious self-awareness. In
epistemological terms I think it legitimately could be said that
I had come to realize that a religious faith did not need (as my
prior form of dwelling in the tradition implied) indubitable
foundations whether of a scriptural, ecclesiastical, or doctrinal

sort in order to be faithful to th i
O Phw e e reality disclosed through the

I recall this autobiographical event onl i
r utc ¥y because it places
my rea@1ng of ?olapyl in a context. I turned to the thougkt of
Polanyi at this time in an effort to heip myself thematize how
the process of breaking out of one’s assumptions to a more adequate
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understanding of reality can be performed even though one does
not formulate explicit, indubitable c¢riteria which could imper-
sonally legitimete such a transition.l5 I thought, and still do,
that Polanyi’s account of personal knowledge offered a conceptual
framework for understanding our ability to develop intellectually-
-even in radically novel ways--without requiring such developments
to be mere chance or arbitrary caprice.

What I discovered in Polanyi’s theory is the acknowl edgement
of a tacit orientation to reality in all our efforts to make
sense of our environment, an orientation which functions by
guiding us throughout the entire range of our knowing activity.l®
Even though a technically precise explanation of this point is
not to be found in Polanyi, his basic claim that all knowledge is
grounded metafhysically on a contact with reality I believe is
fairly clear.1?7” nassumed throughout this interpretation are the
implicit claims that reality is intelligible and that the human
mind, through its creative efforts, can discover aspects of this
intelligibility to the extent to which its forms of indwelling
would permit. The functioning of such a tacit orientation to
reality sustaining all our intelligent activity could then offer
an account of the origimpal problematic that led me to consider
Polanyi ‘s thought.

This ontological reference tacitly guiding all knowing also
provided a basis for understanding religious forms of knowing,
Polanyi’s marvelous analyses of Christianity as a heuristic
vision fostering a sustained effort at breaking out and of mystical
practice as attempting to break out of the normal controls our
minds exercise to shape our perceptionsl8 both point to the
character of transcendent reality as it is encountered in human
experience. It is the intelligibility of reality at its infinite
source that sustains this heuristic vision and the mystical form
of contemplation.l?

Polanyi’s later efforts to explore religious meaning are
fully comprehensible in this light,. Religious symbols, myths,
and rituals require a form of indwelling that permits a breaking
out toward transcendent reality. The truth in such symbols and
myths does not consist in their factual substratum (if any at
all), but in the way they allow us to experience the significance
of the elements of the world, 20 namely in light of their tran-
scendent reference, The ritual performance of myth similarly can
carry us away through its transnatural integrations into the
sense of the whole--"the world that lies beyond and under or
through all its parts"2l--because of its tacit ontological
reference. Unless one participates in the act of worship, one
cannot perform the transnatural integration that allows God to be
seen as the focal point fusing meaningfully the incompatibilities
of ordinary experience_22

This was simply assumed, according to this reading, in
Polanyi“s later explorations of religious meaning. The major
focus of these efforts with respect to religious symbols is to

L

deferd their plausibility by challenging the false conception of
the universe that ultimately rendered all human activity meaning-
less. If the culturally deminant picture of the universe that
reduced the meaing of everything to its material substratum could
be challenged intelligently, Polanyi believed that people might
once more "seriously entertain those [religious] meanings as
representation of the way things could indeed bhe."23

Theological reflection, accordingly, has as its aim not the
establishment of facts somewhat in the manner of the natural
integrations of scientific inguiry; nor does it populate the
universe with "ghostly beings" (p. 257) without relationship to
the world of ordinary experience. Rather it attempts to clarify,
purify, and formulate the implications of the meaningful inte-
grations of the whole that is discerned while being carried away .24

If we grant, then, that reality is ultimately intelligible
and that it always is a tacit component of every act of knowing,
then the transnatural integrations of religious symbeolizations not
only share with science a common dimension in the structure of
tacit knowing: they also have in common a tacit orientation to
reality appropriate to their respective manners of indwelling.

What can be concluded from these reflections? Most signi-
ficant, I believe, is the recognition that Polanyi’s stance with
respect to the ultimate intelligibility of reality and our ability
to be aware of it in some way is not unequivocally expressed in
his writings. Even though it requires (at least) a temporarily
empathetic shift in existential commitments toward the dwelling
in a naturalist perspective, Prosch’s exposition can be appreciated
as a consistent reading of Polanyi whose textual statements could
indeed bear the meaning Prosch claims to have discovered in them.
Furthermore the manner of indwelling through which an interpreter
comes to understand the significance of Polanyi’s writings now
appears to be constitutive (in some respects at least) of this
understanding. If this is so, then it would appear that any
analysis of the implications of Polanyi‘s thought must take into
account reflectively the fundamental assumptions of the inter-
preter and how they enter into the reading of the texts. Prosch
has shown us, in brief, that Polanyi s is not a settled system
and that to be faithful to Polanyi requires going beyond him.

Notes

1'. Micbael Polanyi: A Critical Exposition. Albany: State
Unlverglty of New York Press, 1986. Subsequent references to
Prosch’s study will be ipdicated parenthetically.

2. Michael Polanyi and Harry Prosch, Meaning (Chicago: The Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1975), pp. ix-xi.
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3. Polanyi was very reticent to speak about such highly personal
matters. The available evidence suggests that, while he was

attracted to elements of Christianity and for a period in his
early twenties considered himself a "completely converted Christian
along the lines of Tolstoy’s confession of faith," he did not
consider himself to be a Christijan in the fully committed sense
of a communicant and regular churchgoer. See, for example, his
letters to Karl Mannheim, 19 April 1944 and to Gilbert Doan, 3
June 1968 in the Collected Papers of Michael Polanyi, Joseph
Regenstein Library, University of Chicago (4:11 and 7:1). Perhaps
his stance is best captured by William Scott’s conviction "that
he considered the Christian religion at its best to involve an
encounter with and surrender to a preexisting reality and that he
must have had some visions himself, however ineffable, of this
reality.™ “The Question of a Religious Reality: Commentary on
the Polanyi Papers," Zygon, 17 (1982}, 86.

4. For example, when Prosch helds that it would be a mistake to
interpret religious myths or sacred stories as representing
ordinary facts in the world (pp. 174 and 237), he certainly
presents Polanyi s claims accurately. Whether he sitwates this
insight in an adeqguate understanding of the overall context of
Polanyi’s thought is, of course, another matter which we shall
take vp shortly.

5. B5ee, for example, "Tacit Knowing: Its Bearing on Some Problems
of Philosophy," in Knowing and Being, ed. Marjorie Grene {Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 196%), p. 178 or Prosch’s
reference (p. 70) to The Tacit Dimension {(CGarden City, New York:
aAnchor Books, 1967), p. 13.

6. That Polanyi intended to restrict the ontological aspect of
tacit knowing in this way, I think, cannot be defended in light
of his explanation of it in “The Logic of Tacit Inference" in
¥nowing and Being, p. 141. Here he explains that the ontological
claims to reality in the sense of the indeterminate range of
manifestations is implied "in any knowledge bearing on reality."
Only the insertion of a gualification such as "empirical" or
"natural" before reality would support Prosch’s reading.

7. It was only after reading Prosch’s study that I noticed, for
example, that Meaning did not include the ontological aspect in
its discussion of the structure of tacit knowing (cf. pp. 34-5).
Since this chapter was not part of the central lectures forming
Meaning, I take it that its exclusion was due principally to
Prosch’s decision regarding the selection of Polanyian texts to
use for this chapter and thus is an indication of his judgment
concerning its relevance.

8. I do so because of the sorts of claims exemplified in "The
Republic of Science” and "The Unaccountable Element in Science”
in Knowing and Being, pp. 55 and 119,

9. Reason in Common Sense (New York: Collier, 1962), p. 130.

¥

10. For samples of Dewey’'s reflections on art and religion, see
Art as Experience (New York: 'G. P, Putnam Company, 1934) and A
Common Faith (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1934).

11. Meaning, pp. 160, 162, 179, 180.

12. My notes from the version of the manuscripts in the Polanyi
Collection at the Regenstein Library {(39:6-~11) on which Meaning
was based contain no such references. Since I was not analyzing
the manuscripts with this precise question in mind, it is possible
that I have simply missed them. See also Prosch’s explicit
attempt to relate our transnatural integrations to James  "will
to believe" in his exposition (p. 150).

13. This has been attempted by William M. Shea, The Naturalists
and the Supernatural (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1984),
pp. 31-90. [ am essentially following his conclusions here.

14. Consider, for example, how Richard Rorty interprets Dewey as
instructing philosophers not to be so serious as to escape into
the atemporal through metaphysical speculation, yet at times
"eoming down with the disease he was trying to cure." ‘"Dewey’'s
Metaphysics, " in Consequences of Pragmatism (Minneapolis; Univer-
sity of Minnesota Press, 1982), pp. 72-89.

15. This is, of course, the same structural problem, mutatis
wutandis, which led Polanyi to the eventual formulation of his
theory of tacit knowing. See Marjorie Grene’s recollection of
this in "Tacit Knowing: Grounds for a Revolution in Philosophy,"
Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology, 8 (1977), 165.

16. Since the argument here is on the level of fundamental assump-
tions about reality and the extent of its role in knowing the
strategy of compiling textual references from Polanyi will not

contribute to a clarificatien of this guestion. It is a matter
more of how one orchestrates the texts and allows certain
dimensions of meaning to emerge. For the way I have done this,

including the references to Pelanyi’s works upon which I have
based this interpretation, see my Doers of the Word (Missoula,
Montana: Scholars Press, 1977), pp. 101-154. 1In Prosch’s case,
there is more of a tendency simply to avoid any references to
“reality" in comntext I would consider crucial (e.g., pp. 101-4,
114, 124, 232).

17. For an exploration of technical difficulties connected with
this claim, see Edward Pols, "Polanyi and the Problem of Meta-
physical Knowledge," in Intellect and Hope, ed. Thomas A. Langford
and William H. Poteat {(Durham, N.C.: Puke University Press,
1968), pp. 58-90. For another description of the general intent
of this claim in Polanyi, see Drusilla Scott, Everyman Revived
{Lewes, Sussex: The Book Guild Limited, 1985}, pp. 63-68. For a
representative statement on this matter from Polanyi ‘s works, see
"Knowing and Being" in Knowing and Being, p. 133.
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18. See Personal Kpnowledge {(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1964},
pp. 196-9.

19. Note how Prosch cannot grant to the mystical vision any legi-
timacy for interpreting the truth of myth (p. 168). If reality
were not ultimately intelligible and the source of the intelli-
gibility we do find in the world, Prosch would be correct.

20. Meaning, p. 147.
21. 1Ibid., p. 124.
22. 1Ibid., p. 156€.

23, Ibid., p. 160.

24. Personal Knowledge, p. 281. For a recent example of sugh
reflective activity based on Polanyian assumptions, see R. Melvin
¥Keiser, "Inaugurating Postcritical Philosophy: A Polanyian

Meditation on Creation and Conversion in Bugustine’s Confessions,"
Zygon, 22 (1987), 317-37,

From Convivium

Harvy Prosch, Michael Polayi: A Critical Exposition, State University ui
Hew York Press 1986,

D. Scott,

T read larty Prosch's book on Michael Polanyi with eager interest, It
fs a work of devoted study, written fron a wide knowledge of Polaryi*s
work, snvd a backgrourd of philosophical lovmiedge wiich sets it {n perspec-
thve. I foud in the first three parts - "Diagnosis-Perscription-Treatment"
that T was often struck by a correction picked wp and 11luminated by Prosch
g, the strands of Polanyl's thought, which hal not strick me so precise-
1y before but row seemed fnportant axd clearly right. I would Instmce his
account on pages 60 and 61 of how, while the basic machandsms of visual
perception are stnuctured to function towards the attalmment of a stable
echerent: view of the world, they work mechanically and so carmot sort out
trve coberences from {llusions; on the other hard we as persons “are per-
forming ore single mental act in seeing an object agalnst a background”
The pliysiologleal events in owur budies which are part of the skill of per-
ception, are known to us only subliminally but they are part of the galax,
of clues of which we take accamt in our act of percelving, ‘Ihis Prosch
calls "a very inportant point for Polaryl. For {f the factors In perception
that lie entirely below the level of eny possible focal awareness are mot

factors of which we are at least mbsidiarily aware, then perception is nat
a single purposeful act, it is at bottom nerely a caused event - and what

ve call knowledge, being rosted In our perception, is mot then a result of
v puarposeful efforts, But...them of course 1t could rot have the quality
o being rlght or wrong.... It must intend to be right, in order ewer to
b2 mistasken. IF perception and lowwledge were mot intentional acts then
truth could mot be understood to be an ideal towsrds which we really
asplre...having lost our respect for the ideal of 'truth' as a truly opera-
tive Intention {n persons, we have lost our basis for a respect For each
other's opinfons.” T had rot before so clearly comnected Polanyl's account
of perception with the basis of a free soclety and I found that exciting.
Cuber instaces T would give of points I found 1llunirating: on page 19

13

the account. of how Folamyl come through chemistry to appreciate "the value
of the irexact", "By compa-ison with descriptions in pliysics, he held,
descriptions of chemical substances and the art of dealing with them lie
quite rear to human behaviour.®  As chemistry would suffer 1f chemists were
frightened by plysicists into applyirg exact laws to thelr subject, so with
the study of persms. Ard on page 94, Prosch's account of how Polaryl
dealt with our understanding of classes and classification; his application
of the 1dea of tacit knowing to formal indiuction, seemed to me very clear
ardd helpful,

These are Just a few examples of a quality T fourd all through these
parts of the book, of what might be called clear and cormected ideas. But
ten, I have to addt, in later chapters I care to a lot of difficulties,
a1l comected with Prosch's Insisterce on saylng, ard on attributing this
view to Polanyl, that the realities we care to koow through sclerce are
Jfferent from the realities ve come to know through art, religion, mathe-
watfes, Prosch is very detenmned sbout this and spends a lot of time
arguing sgainst the varfous people who disagree, such as Richard Gelwick,
Tamas Torrarce, Ronald Hall, Sheldon Riclword, and Marjorle Grere, This
Is a very pezling area; to start with it is strange that Prosch ard
Celwick, who both spent a good deal of time with Polayl tn his last years,
came away with opposite impressions of what Polanyl intended to say on this
mitter, (In this review I have rot discussed the treatment of this distine-
Uon between different vealitfes in Meaning, since I canot tell how mch
of that book is Polamyl ard bow much is Prosch.} Prosch has given quite a
large proportion of his book to this controversial area, ard 1t does seem
extramely impottant For ox whole urderstanding of Polamyl, In attempting
an snswer 1 will first ask what exactly is the distinction Prosch is
making, and says Polanyl made, between the realities known by sclence and
those known through religion, poetry and the arts? Then, can this distine-
tion be found In Polanyl's earlier works? And lastly what effect does it
have on our uderstanding of Polanyl's main lines of thought?

The essential distinction that Prosch says Polmmyi made in the subject
matter of these two kinds of krowing Is stated in his book on p 249 (and in

othar places). It Is tus: “For Polanvl,.,reality is defined wnivocall:
as Lhag whid)l we expect to show itself in indeterminate ways i the ﬁlturJ

Yet according to Polaryl there is one subset of realities which exist inde-
pendently of o kiowledge of them and which sclence seeks to uncover or
disclose, as well as another subset of realities, those of the noosphere,
brought inte being in a sense by amr creative efforts through them to
achieve meaning In our own lives, The realities of this second subset are
real in that we may expect to see more of what they mean as time goes on--
as in great works of art and religlon. They are comrebensive entities
whose depths may surprise us, They are also real in being valid. But it
would be an {llusion to thirk they existed before we discovered them.” {My
italics.)

Prosch expresses the indicationg by which we distinguish these two
Wdnds of reality in other words too, It depends on whether the realities
exist independent of our thought (p 256), or whether "it was man's mird
that created...the principles of truth and beauty and morality™ (p 139),
But: the basic form of the distirction is - did these realities exist before
we discovered them?

This 1s exactly the paradox with vhich Rebert Pirsig made play, asidng
what It memnt to say Newton discovered the laws of gravity, Did it mean
that "the diserbodied words of Sir Isaac Newton were sitting In the middle
of novbere billlons of years before he was borm, and that magically he
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discovered them?" (Pirslg, Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance p 34)
That would of course be absurd, but 1t would be equally absurd to say
Mewton 1rvented the laws of gravity; that they did mot operate before he
thought of them. In that case Newton would have been In mo position to
fnvent or discover arything.

These paradoxes about Liventing and discovering arise, Polanyl says,
when we lock from outside, without comitment, at things that belong
together as parts of a comitment. "If we ask whether Buclid's theorems
existed before they were discovered, the answer is obhviously Mo, In the
same serse as we would say that Shakespeare's sorrets did mot exist before
he wrote then, But we carrot therefore say that the truths of geametry or
the beauty of poetry came into existence at ary particular place or time,
for these constitute the universal pole of our appreciation vhich cammot be
observed roreamittally ke objects in space or time," (FX p 396}

Polaryl has a lot to say about the relation of creation to discovery,
He has taken us with great care through the evidence for the creativeress
of discovery, and then twough the evidence for the discovering quality of
creativity - as when he points out (FK p 309) that a judge deallng with &
case where the explicit framework of the law leaves open alternmatives, must
find the law, supposed to be already existing though yet wiiown, In doing
so the judge is wnder the camulsion of his obligation to the principles of
Justice, and vt he says is the law will be accepted as part of the body
of law - he has both created and discovered it,

Prosch's distinction bristles with difficulties. He says Sclerce s
part of the moosphere, but tts objects are mot. But the cbjects of sclence

* are both created and discovered by the disciplined laman imagination; there
: 15 1o way of studylng the phiysical unlverse untouched by tumam mind, as

though all the discoveries of modem sclence had never happered. Newton's
" laws, Einstein's, Plarck's, are part of the noosphere but they have changed .

the cbjects of sclence ard we certainly believe that if they apply now,
they always applied. And shat about history - a subject which Polanyi
treated at length but which Prosch hardly mentioms, Mo dabt the facts with
which history deals existed before we thought sbout them, but history is
ot simply a recording of facts, any more than sclence is, Historians are
always selecting and iInterpreting "the facts', indwlling in the minds of
the historical characters so as to feel thelr situation and intention as
they felt it, It is a creative study. It clearly has a relatfon to the
'facts' of the everyday world different from the relation which poetry or
arc has; different also from the relation which physics has, It does mot
fit into Prosch's simple two-way division of stixdies wose subject matter
existed before ard those where it did mot.

Polanyl in 'The Study of Man' makes no swh distinction, in fact he
expressly disowns it, expounding Instead a contfrmous range of krowledge
from physics to the sty of mm, marked by more intense personal partici-
vatlon of the knower as he ascends the scale, He speaks of "the important
fact that you canmt discover or invent anything unless you are convinced
that 1t is there, ready to be foud. The recopnition of this hidden
presence is In fact half the battle, it means that you have hit on a real
Ft tlem and are asking the right questions., Rven painters speak of solving
A problem, and the writer's work 1s a quest following an erdless successlon
uf literary problems." (p 35) Polaryl makes mo distinction here between
the painter's or sculptor's 'reality already there' ard the plysielst's, so
the "already there" factor {mplies o division for him.

Prosch makes his most revealing statement of his distinctien In eriti-
clsing Ronald Hall's 'aestheticlsing' of scierce, where he says (p 263)
that "if we thirk of science as another art fomm - {f we sestheticise it -
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we mist suppose that sclerce, llke art, has ascended to a position outside
the 'historical’, day to day experlences of man amd really has nothing to
do with then, which indeed Hall does assert, However, this contentien is
surely extravagant. Our teclrologles prow directly...fram our sclences,
What the chemists and the physicists do discover srd interrelate into
systems are interactions that structure our daily experierces, and which we
use to urderstand them more fully and to control ard redirect o existen-
tial situations. Mo such techrology applicable to our everyday existerce
arises from art."

So here we see the basfc view on which Prosch's bisection of knmiledge
is established. He belfeves that the only lknowledge we can use to under-
stard, control or strntire our dally experlerces is teclmology.  Art,
v vy, history, philosophy, religion - they are all castles in the alv,
beautiful dwelling places for the spirit, adding to our dignity, but of o
relevarnce, o power, in our everyday life. Such a belfef can have nothing
to do with the Michasel Polanyl who set out to show how a false plulosophy
had plunged the world into violence and destruction - wiho wrote of the free
assoclations within the democratic society - "These clrcles, these profes-
sional assoclatlons, are feared and hated by modern totalitarisn rulers,
‘They are feared more than are sclentific associations, because the truth of
literature and poetxy, of history and political thought, of philosophy,
morality and legal principles, is more vitel than the truth of scferce,
This is Wy the independent cultivation of such truth has proved an into-
lerable menance to modern tyramy." How could such truth be a menace if it
has o effect in our daily lives? 1 have wandered to some extent Into my
secord point - can this distinction be fourd in Folanyi's earlier writings?
I & ot belleve it can, though T agree the distinction between ver:
ardl validating can be foud in Personal Knowledpe. But this I think is
sinply an obvious distinction between the methods of various enquiries and
does mot imply that these studies have different realities for their
object. I can verify the school's measurement of my child's height with a
tape measure; I can validate the school's assessment of his character and
progress by thinkdng about my own experience of him; but he 1s ome entity
ard I an sure that he exists in all his aspects, Independently of my
thought.,  As Polanyi says - "The bearing of natural sclence on facts of
experience 1s much more specific than that of mathematics, religion or the
various arts." It's the tape measure rather than the Informal review of
experience. But they both bear on the facts of experlenca.

I have also mentioned some ideas in Polanyl's earlier works vhich are
incampatible with Prosch's distinction - his belief in the power of
thought, of ideals and moral truth; his insisterce on the oreress of know-
ledge and the preserce of creative powers throughout its range. Gbviously
mxh more evidence could be brought sbout this, But in the end ore must
appeal to Polanyl's great work as a whole - vhat was it 1f not to show the
creatlvity of discovery, the oreness of knowledge, the indwelling ford in
all knowledge, the continuous adverce to deeper personal partieipation es
we go up the scale from physics to man eas a moral being, to Ged? Harry
Prosch understands Polaryi so well, how can he do a George Washington and
chop the cherry tree In half with his little hatchet? For that is what I
think he does - ard that 1s gll that really needs to be said sbout the
effects of his distinction on our understarding of Michsel Polamyi.
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From Convivium

Mature and the Noosphere: Two Realities or Ore? - Some Thoughts on Harry
Prosch's Interpretation of Polanyi,

J.0. Crewdson.

Are there two different kinds of reality, those that belong to nature
ard those that are the creations of the hanm mird and belongt to the 1oo-
sghere?l This Issue 1s ralsed alveady in Momning,? published under the
Joint authorship of Polanyl and Prosch, but which, in fact, is the work of
Frosch alore, who used urgublished material from lectures given by Polanyi
towards the end of his life. In his new bodk, however,? Prosch glves a
great deal more attention to the problems raised in Meaning, and a careful
reading of his arguents in this later book make it easfer, in my view, to
pinpoint the confusion which, in the view of others besides myself, under-
1fes his interpretation of Folaryl on the questfon of reality., What I am
godng to argue 1s that the confusion arlses because Prosch does mot apply
the triadic stnetuwre of tacit krowing correctly to the artistic and
religlous quests, though his spplication of it to the scientific quest is
wexceptionable, This article is an attenpt to explain vhat I mean,

Any discussion of how Polanyl sees the distinction between the reali-
ties of nmature and those of the mosphere must start from his analysis of
te structure of koowing, wuch Prosch rightly makes his own starting
roint,  He starts, in other words, from Polmyl's ftacit triad’, which
dewrs - to quote Prosch's own words - that all knowing is

a sort of dolng or creating...the creation of a meaningful integration

of mbsidiary clues, dewelt in as a projection of perceptual objects

and of the scierces.

For Polamyl, therefore, the meaningful integrations achieved by
men in the noosphere form a contiruus with those achieved in percep-
tion and kavwledge, in the sense that they are all examles of the
tacit triad: (1) a mind (2) dwellirg in subsidiary clues and (3)
creating a meaningful integration of these clues into a focally known
whole. Perception does this, ordimary knowing does this, poetry does
this, religion does this. These various kinds of integratiens are all
the same also In making use of the creative imsgination and In that
there is 0 way to establish their truth or thelr reality in a
thoroughly detached, impersonal, cbjective way - even though they are
all created with universal intent, mot as subjective entities whose
status Is understood to be merely 'toue for me'.

So far, so pood, Prosch then draws attention to "the dffference
between the integrations and realitles forming the roosphere and those
existing prior to the ncosphere®.’ He is refercing, of course, to the
difference between the chservable realities of mature, which are studied by
science, and those realitfes which are creations of the mind. He does ot
question such realities as man's political, legal and econamic systems, his
languages, Michelangelo's Moses, Ellot's Wasteland, ard so on, "That they

are creations of man does rot rob them of thefr 1itv". he says,
reality s understood as Polaryl tavlerstond 167, nanely, as strething thar

"will exidbit to us a presently indeterminate rarge of futime mandfesta-
tions", upredictzble by us on the basts of cur present trderstanding,
The problem arises when Prosch begins to discuss the question of origing.
lle does this when he spesks of the realities to which sclerre refers as
having their origin in nature, and contrasts with "(a)ll the rest of the
roostperie realities ergendered by man", implying that these carrot claim
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to have any orlgin elsevhere than in the mird. He s rot, it mist be roted,
making a stralght contrast betwren the realities of mture ard those creat-
ed by the mind, because he recognises that sclerce itself {s part of the
mosphere and {ts theorles are man-ergendered. Ue argues, however, that
the theorles of sclence differ from the realities of the arts and religlon,
because the doctrines of sclence "refer themselves to those reallties
supposed to exist from origins that are not man-engervlered”,

This argument fram origins seems to take us to the heart of the confu-
sion, Prosch seems to be suggesting that, despite the fact that sclence is
fteelf part of the roosphere, we have to mke a distinction between the
realities studled by sclence, which are rot part of the roosphere, and "all
the rest of the noospheric realities engendered by man®, which "have,
therefore, a validlty differently based from that of sclerce,"’ He is
saying, in other words, that the crestions of art and the doctrires of
religion do mot refer to arything cutside the mind that created them, ard
that this 1s vy they cammot be verified, though they can be valldated on
same other basis.

In arguing that the arts and religlon do ot clalm to refer to ary-
thing originating cutside man's thought world (the noosphere), Prosch seems
ro longer to be working with the triadic structiwe of tacit lrwwing. In
sclence, the triad is fonmed by the sclentist, his theory ard the observed
reality, The sclentist's theory shapes his spprebension of the reality
observed and represents the intellectual element in his knowing. Together,
the reality and the theory about it constitute the cbiective and subjective
poles of the framework of comtment within which the scientist works, In
the artistic quest, the txiad {s fonmed by the artist, the wotk of art and
the meanirg or experierce of reality he wishes to comumicate through his
work of creative art. In comparing the two triads, the sclentific theory
about facts of nature correspords to the work of art, which may be a
synmplonry, & painting, a poem, a sculpture or some other foun of creative
expression, Both scierce ard the pursult of the creative arts represent
mind's creative activity ard are fooms of engagement with reality., ‘The
sclentist articulates his findings in words or mathcmatical symbols.
Artistlc creatios of different kinds are also means of articilating the
neaning or experience of reality, which the artist wishes to express or
‘body forth'. Simflarly, religion has its ewn way of articulating religi-
ous experlence, through hyms, prayers, the reading of Scriptures, credal
statements and the use of sacraments, all of which, as Polamyl says are
alds to worship, and help the worshipper to focus his thought on the inef-
fable realities to which these religious symbols polnt, while furctioning
as 'signals of transcendence' .8

The scientist's quest 1s wusually concermed with highly specific
matters of observable fact and with the truth or falsity of statements com-
cerndng these facts, The artistic quest 1s concerned with less specific,
arrd possibly uncbservable matters, which count no less as facts of experi-
ence, The facts of relipious esperience are the least specific and the
mst difficult to verify or validate and, as Polanyl says, we may be unable
tn glve a straight 'Yes' or 'Wo' to the truth or falsity of statements
corcerning them, because answers of this kird sre only appropriate where
explicit dobt cam be met by explicit eviderce,? Religion, says Polanyl,
should be viewed as an fnvdelling rather than as an affixmation, because
God, like tyuth and besuty, can be knownt only In serving him, We are back
here with the paradox of responsible comnltment to self-set standards,
which figures so prominently in Polanyi's discussions of how we cam to
believe vhat we canrot prove, '
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None of the meanings we achieve, or the bellefs we hold, are wholly
chjective or wwolly sbjective; they are personal, which means that they
have both an dbjective ard a subjective aspect or pole. The scientist,
gererally speaking, confires himself to the study of the phiysical facts of
rature, which are chservable and measurable. He is mot directly corverred
with judgements of value or meaning. But only if he is a strict material-
ist woudd he suggest that the truth sbout a world in which valves are as
real as facts, and facts are irherently valuable, can be adequately studled
Ly the eanons of strict enpirical method. It is because we live in a world
Hoere 'quality' is bullt into ‘quantity' that reality manifests so many
aspects, vhich reed to be hardled and experienced in different ways., 'This
is also why it is recessary to articulate our experience of these realities
in different kinds of language.

Language does ot correspad, ome for ore, with experfence i{n an
Ltemized way. A word may derote a specific ochject or state of affalrs In
nature, but, equally, it may mot do so. What Is essential is that we
should be able to Interpret our words and synbols as meming, and that this
weaning should in sene way be integrated into the thought wotld we already
frdublt, ard be accepted as part of our experience of reality, or as bring-
ing us in some way Into deeper contact with the values ard meanings of our
wnlverse, The word 'cat' derotes a highly speclfic and observable fact of
mature, md it is easy to relate to the reality observed, There is
little problem in correlating the word with the reallty, But our
experience of reality covers a great deal wore than phiysical objects, and
ot languages reflect this fact, 1If we accept Polaryl's definition of
reality, we can take as veal any experlence we fird as meaningful by ocur
e active integration of relevint clues, providing that what we recognise
17 A meaningful colererce has an existence that may exhibit itself to us in
future in Indeterminate ways, This definition represents a repudiation of
idealist and materialist philosophies preclsely because they try to
constnet a theory about reality in teoms which fail to do justice to the
reality of both physical matter and mental activity, lIdeslists trest
philosopliy as a theory of cognitien; materlslists as a theory ahout
phiysteal matter, But Polanyl's realist theory is constructed in terms of
lived experience of meaning, interpreted by relying on self-set stardards
of rationality, which are set by our om {ntellectual passions, This
realist metaphysic forbids ary sharp separation between things that are
parely plysical, observable, or verifisble ard things that are
non-observable but meaningful end which can only be validated with varying
degrees of certalnty, To make swh a distirct{on implies a return to
Cartesian challsm, or to a form of crypto-positivism, .

Man himself is a physical reality fmmersed in thought, a unity of
enbodied meanlng, who creates systems of belief sbout what constitutes
reality and experiences it as embodied meaning, wbether the embodiment is
plysical or conceptial, Sclence 1s one such get of bellefs. The sclerces
are intellectial systems, which claim to represent mature In its
'rom-noospheric’ aspect. Bt the sclentist has the capacity to explore the
realities of nature precisely because he lives in a world of thought and
has devised appropriate sysbols and language to express what he has
discovered about its physical workdngs. As a sclentist, he mst submit to
the canons of sclentific procedure and corcemn himself aily with mature as
a system of plysical relations and order. But the actual thought world of
sclence 1s his creation, made possible by his power to work with symbols
that have an intentional relation to himself as a being-in-the-world,

Outside the hard sclemces, however, Its strict methodological
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procedures do mot apply, and the real world can be erplored holistlcally,
even if selectlvely. The artist, the poet, the relipious secker, even the
mathematician are all motivated by a concern to elucidate and express true
relations, and each believes himself to be in same serse exploring the
truth about reality. We meed to go back for a marent to Polanyl's tacit
triad. ‘there is first the active mind, which makes serse of esperierce by
recognising significant pattemn; there is the theoretical or intellectual
corporent, which is part of the noosphere and represents mind's ecreative
actlvity; and, thirdly, there is the hidlen meaning which we strive pas-
stonately to wnderstard and vhich, In sam sense, seeks to disclose itself
to us. By aclmowledging the decisive part played by the intellectual pas-
slons in the natural scierces, Polaryl Is sble to show that the arts appear
"no lorger as contrasted but as immediately contimous with science, only
that in them the thirker participates more deeply in the object of his
d\mg)\t."m In both science and the arts, 1t is sppreclation of different
kinds of order ard beauty that sustains our intellectusl passions, We find
always vhat we are looking for, gulded by our Intellectual passions, our
self-set standards, and further assisted by traimng, shich teaches us to
ask questions, devise synbols and adopt wethods appropriate to the subject
matter and 1ts articulatien,

Scientific language is dervtative. 'The language or sywbols of art are
more allusive than derotative, though its allusions may be plain as well as
Indirect. - However remote its allusions, art always has refererce In scme
way to lving experience ard says samething about our lnowledge of reality,
as opposed to. belng a mere expression of subjective feeling. However

abstract, says Polaryl, art

will echo some experierce, and would be as meaningless to sooeone
lackdng any such experterce, as arithmetic would be to a person living
In a gaseous universe, And apain, however meticulously descriptive
ard plainly expressfve a work of art may be, it nust never come any
closer in referring to experferce than crystaliograply does to
crystals; mo closer than a representat{en of a concelvable experience,
fraed in i{ts own bammonlous terms, can came to actual experierce,
Preclse statements of fact or exact expressions of sentiment contalned
in a work of art terd to flatten it out to & pap, (or) a report....:l
It is clear to me that, In the sbove passage, Polayl assumes that the
arts, as well as the sclerces, have their objective refererce, ard are eon-
cered to artfculate an experierce of reality. I do not belleve It would
be different I{f he were spealdrg ebout religious experierce. Ie alivays
sssutes that our knowing has this triadic stituctire and irvolves (1) the
ereative mird, (2) the roospheric comporent, which gets articulated in
language or syubols of same kind, and (3) the chjective comporent, which
represents the reality experlenced. Prosch seems to me to collapse (3) in-
to (2) ard to speak of the work of art and the experierce of meaning which
the artist seeks to articulate into a single, unipolar corcept,  If the
sam vere doe for sclemce, the object studled and the scientific theory
about it would also be indistingufshable, But a work of art, like a
scientific theory, is a wehicle of comumdcation, a means of corveying
experlence and of sharing beliefs or meanings believed to be true,1?
Scientists and artists, philosophers and theologlans are all in the
business of saylng something about the nature of reallty, whether the vehi-
cle be a theory, a poem, a novel, a symphory, of same other syubolic form.
Mo exists simltarecusly In two worlds; the noosphere and the pliysical
order, and can express himself fn synbols that derive fram either or both,
Materialfsm defines reality only in physical terms, and the ultimate dream
of sclentists - {f they are materlalists at heart - fs to be able to arti-
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culate the findirgs of science by means of purely mathematical synbols,
idealisn represents the view that only mind or spirit is ultimately real,
and a trve idealist would presumably expect the phllosopher immersed in
thought to be better equiped to know reality iIn its essential meaning than
the unreflecting person, who merely enjoys phiysical participation in the
cbservable world,

The truth, as Folaryl sees it, is that these two positlons beleng
inseparably together. His reallst metsphysic tskes the frreducible unit of
reality as embodied meaning., This may have plysical embodiment, or it may
enbody relations of a non-pliysical character. Either way, meaning and {its
enbodiment: belong irreducibly tegether and can be experienced ss a signifi-
cant pattern, both in thought and in the world. By his insistence that
meaning can never be separated from reality, Polanyl establishes the
precorditions for experierce of the real world., Materlalist and idealist
phllosophles both effectively destroy our capacity to know reality as a
fact of experferce; the ore, by redweing it to masurable, observable, but
meaningless pliysical forces and particles; the other, by redicing meanings
to subjective motions that have ™ existence outside the mind, Both
positions replace the polar structure of reality by a unipolar scheme, that
offers us either meaning or its enbodiment, but rot both, and effectively
dissolves reality into the alternative sbstractions of disembodied meaning
or meaningless bodies,

As Polaryl discovered, a valid eplstemology has to work with the
indissoluble unity of meaning and embodiment, which, as he also discovered,
inwlves a triadic structure in which each comporent in the trfad is ac-
credited with full reality. It is ro accident that Polanyi's eplstemology
turns out to be also an ontology of mind and leads him to accredit the
reality, rot only of the creations of nature, but also of the creations of
the mind, which are synbols that ensble man to articulate what be has expe-
rienced of reality. It takes a theologlmn to see in this triadic ontology
a parallel with the Christian doctrine of perichoresis, which was a fourth
century elaboration of the doctrine of the triumity of God, This resulted
fran Christian experience of God's revelation of himself in the person of
Christ (also loown as the Word of God). For the theologlan, there is a
sense in vhich the problem posed by God's meed to be known by men 1s the
paradign case for all epistemological problems. It is worth reflecting
that it became necessary to invent the doctrire of perichoresis, which
means accredlting the reality of each member of the Godhead in terms which
affirm the presence of 'all in each ard each In all', without separation or
confusion, :

In Polanyl's epistemlogy, and with the help of his corcept of
'indwelling’, knower and known, subject and ocbject, are hald topether In mn
Indissoluble polar tension, which makes them part of a single, self-
referring reality, yet without confusion or separation, 7This mot only
establishes the irherent intelligibility, ratienality and weaning of all
physical facts, but shows how corceptions formed in consclousness recreate,
in the roosphere, realities that are objectively there in the extermal
world, waiting to be assimilated and experienced in the world of thought.,
On such an interpretation of Polayl's eplstemology, Prosch would appear to
be wholly mispuided in suggesting that we can distinpulsh between the real-
ities studied by sclence and those which we articulate in our works of art
or religious synbols by argulng for a sharp distinctiom between 'nmature’
o and 'culture' ad by saylng that the realities of patiure pre-exist our
kyaing and can be verified, while those ‘artistic’ or 'religious' teali-
tles wo express through art, poetry, music and the synbols of rellgion,
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have o existerce prior to our creation of them., Such a suggestion, it
seams to me, betrays a hidden dumlism of thought, a concealed assurption
that the only true realities are measurable and verifiable realities, ard
that memning, as such, belongs to the subjective world of culture and the
roosphere.  In other words, the facts of nature are chjective and real,
though irherently meaningless, while those of the mind may be meandngful,
but are sibjective ax do mot correspord to arything beyord the creative
imagination, Surely, this is simply Descartes updated?

Tha veal world to which Polaryl points is ore in which fact ard value
are Inseparable; one in which the knowing subject is part of the reality be
kows, ard in which lived experfence is the only experfence of reality
there fs, Because the claim to know s always deperdent on self-set stand-
ards of ratlomality, we can never escape from the ciradlarity of knowledge,
by claiming for true knowledge same ldnd of inpersonal detached objectivi-
ty. All reality ts, in the erd, persomal, which means that {it has both a
sibjective and an chjective pole. 'This is becase the knowting subject can
never be amything other than part of the total reality known, and repre-
sents, as has already been sald, the universe in its krowing and self-
veferring aspect. In other words, we live in a personal universe, in which
nitire and the noosphere mist be viewed, rot as two different and separate
= atities, but as aspects of a single, personal reality,

Hotes

L. The roosphere is a tem Polanyl borrowed fram Teilhard de Chardin and
used as a symorym for the 'world of thought' or 'cultural stratus' within
which the luman mind dwells, See The Sty of Man p 60, X p 388, et al,
2. Chicago University Press, 1975.

3. Michsel Polamyl: A Critical Exposition. Surty Press, 1986,

4. Op Git, pp 135/136. The passage quoted gives four footrotes, contain-
Irg a large reeber of references fran Folamyl's writings.

5. opcit. p 13,

5.  Op Cit, pp 136/137,

7. OpCit, p 137,

8, See Personal Krnowledpe, pp 279/286.

9. Op Cit. pp 280/281.

10, Cp Cie. p 19%.

11, Ibid,

12. A casual reading of some passages of Polayl’'s own writings may occa-
sionally, ad inadvertently, lay him open to misurderstanding and give rise
to confusion, T found ore passage in Persopal Krowledge where 1t might be

arzued that Polanyi distingulshes rather loosely between 'ampirical realf-
ties' and ‘artistic realities’, Prosch refers to this passage in his om

book, and his comment is:  '(I)t is clear Fram the context that these are
rot the same kdrds of "reality". One be was careful to call "empirical”,
the other, "artistic".' p 250. Polamyl's sctual senterce nuns as Follows:
A scientific theory which calls attention. te its om beauty, and partly
relles on it for claiming to represent erpirical reality, is aldn to a work
of art which calls attention to its om beauty as a token of artistic
reality. (p 133, my italics.) My camment is that it is clear from the con.
text that Polaryl is simply drawing attention to the power of z scientific
theory to call attention to its own beauty. To suggest that Polaryl 15 de-
liberately contrasting the empirical and the artistfe and that, by doing
so, be is fmplying that only scientific theorfes have roference to reali-
ties outside the mird, vhile artistic ereations do mot, is, inmy view, to
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read into the passage sarething that {s plainly rot there and exists only
in the mird of Harry Prosch. Yet Prosch bullds on this passage to argue
that Polaryl makes suwch a distinction between 'empivical’ and artistic’ and
allgrs it with the distinction between the facts of mature and the
roosphere.

PROSCH REPLIES TO TORRANCE'S LETTER

Postecript to Meaning

Perhaps 1 should, in order to set the record straight, say a few things in
response to the charges that Thomas Torrance seems to be making that I have
"bowdlerized" Polanyi's work and that Michael objected to this. See Tradition and
Discovery, Vol. XIV, #1, 1986-87. It is of no great importance that Torrance has
apparently called into question my intellectual and moral integrity; but I do have i
(contrary to his opinion) an overvhelming commitment to truth, and I must try to
express what 1 firmly believe it to be. Michael, I am sure, would want nothing less
from me.

I am at a loss to know when Michael so radically changed his mind (as Torrance
claims he did) about what we together said in Meaning. Meaning first saw print in
December, 1975, only three or four months before Michael's death. And during this
time, according to reports I had from John Bremnan, who saw him fregquently, and from
Magda, as well, he was confined to a sanitarium in a steadily worsening condition
and unable to carty on intelligible conversations with anyone. We were all greatly
distressed at hils condition, knowing the great extent and depth of the mental powers
that had been his. He obviously would have been unable to have repudiated our hook
during this time. Magda saw the first review of it and wrote me that she would read
it to him and that she thought he would be very pleased. She never told me anything
different. Nor did Michael give me any indication between the time he signei the
contract and its publication that he was anything other than very satisfied with the
manuscript we had prepared, nor did I hear from anyone else of any adverse feelings
on his part. Indeed I had a number of cordial letters from him during this time,
before his final incapacitation. He seemed happy about our jeint work.

Initially I had spent a month or so in England in the Spring of '73 talking with
him about the format of the book which he had asked me to help him prepare, and which
was to center about the last two serles of lectures which he had given at Texas and
Chicage. We had agreed that the book would begin with some selections from his
writings which would introduce a reader to his general account of how meaning had
become lost to the modern mind. This introduction was to be followed by his program

for the restoration of meaning--his last lectures--edited for publication, but
unchanged in substance.

I then came back to America end worked hard during the rest of my leave that
spring and during the summer and fall, and half of the next year, preparing a manu-
seript, I sent him the initlal work I had done, chapter by chapter, for his
suggestions or comments, andf/or his approval. His letters had much to say favorably
about our work and indicated no serious problems with what I had done. This was not
surprising, since almost the whole of these chapters was, of course, in his own woxds
found In his published and in his, as yet, unpublished typescripts of his last
lectures.

As a matter of fact, with regard to the chapter "Acceptance of Religion," I was

overjoyed to receive a hand-written note from him, saying

My dear Barry,

This is just a line to rell you my delight about your section on

Religion. 1 shall soon have more to tell you from many corners.
Michael
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This was dated 24 August, 1974.

I was particularly pleased and encouraged by this note, especially since the
typescript of his own lecture of that title was not fully developed and I had had to
f11l it out, using hie hitherte published work on Religion, especially in Personal
Knowledge, together with such intimations as he had made about Religion in the
preceding lectures on poetry, art, wyth, and rites, and what I had learned in our
conversations. I had not been present at his last lectures, so I did not know how
he had actually filled these notes out in his delivery. I felt reasonably sure that
what 1 had pleced together was what was in his mind; but I expected he might want to
make some changes or additions. He was, however, "delighted" with it. So I do
believe that at this time he found this chapter (apparently a crucial one for many
people) to be expressing his views on Religion very well.

Having received word from him that he did wish us to be co-authors of the work
(bis idea), I sent the manuscript off to the University of Chicago Press. It went
through their processes and they accepted it for publication. They drew up a con~
tract and I took it and rthe manuscript back to England for Michael's final accept-
ance of it (if he chose) and his signature.

1 spent about a month there with him, talking every day, as usual, about many
things. When we got down to the question of the publication he made a suggestion or
two (in the early chapters only) which amounted merely to some re-wording--which I
simply changed there in the manuscript In hand-writing. Then he spot-checked a
number of passages in the chapters on his lectures against the typescripts of these
lectures, found them to be exactly the same, and signed the contract. This was very
late summer or fall, I believe, of '74. He gave no indication at that time that he
had any sort of reservations about the publication of that manuseript, much less
that I had "bowdlerized" his thought! Nor did he larer, as I said, between this time
and the time when it appeared in print, imply in any way that he was not pleased.
His letters, as I sald, remained very cordial--indeed, grateful-—to me for my help,
and full of anticipation and hope for the future of the book.

If he changed his mind, I caonot imagine when it was, nor can I imagine at all
that the very genuine friendship and affection (and respect) which he continuously
evidenced for me could have turned to the bitterness which Torrance seems to imply it
did.

I have nothing more to say about these matters. I think my views of what he
meant on all his subjects, but especially Religion, are well documented in my most
recent book. If this work is not convincing to others, I am sorry. But I don't
think there is anything left to say, except what I have just now said: an account
of the oral communications and written letters that passed between us and the
factual events I have just referred to. These communications and facts are knowm
and known well and fully to me. But, of course, only to me. So they can add
nothing in the first instance to others' views of what Michael meant about Religion,
or anything else, I suppose--any more than Torrance's accounts of what he and
Michael talked about can add, in the first instance, to the evidence 1 have found in
his writings, and have published. 4nd for we Torrance's accounts simply de not jibe
with what I know personally about and from Michael Polanyi.

People who are troubled by the thought that I may have taken liberties with his
lectures in Meaning rhould read hils typescripts of those lectures on "Meaning' he
gave at Texas and Chicago, and compare them with the relevant chapters of our
Meaning, as Michael himself did before approving the manuscript for publication.
They are among his Collected Papers in the Library of the University of Chicago——
placed there, as a matter of fact, by Thomas Torrance himself.

FINIS

Harry Prosch
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'Open' terms...lack any definite meaning; they may mean
anything, unless some intervention is admitted which is
competent to control the range of their meaning. (PK, 113)

Jere Moorman, A HUMOROUS DICTIONARY OF THE TACIT, Crane Publicatioms, Box 90155,
San Diego, CA 92109, $2.00.
From Convivium

The_Scientist _and _his _Conscience:
Michael Polanyi on_ Freedom of Resgarch as 2 Human Right

Terence Kennedy, CSSR

This essay addresses the question of a scientist's right to intellectual
freedom in pursuing his vocation of original rescarch. We are all too familiar
with how the Sacharovs and other dissidents in Eastern Europe have been
persecuted for following their conscientious comvictions, Perbaps we've ncver
asked ourselves why scientists dedicated to objective impersonal truth should
be the leading exponents of personal Ireedom and civil rights.

Polanyi provided a response that rethinks the ideal of science and
furnishes a firm foundation for freedom of thought in our technological
socicty, Until his death in 1976 he continued to rescarch into scicnce, art and
spiritual values.  Raymond Aron has praised him as a “philosopher of
reconciliation” for he restored man's dignity by integrating his culture, science
and art with the transcendent values of truth, Jove and beauty,

Polanyi's contribution to the theory of freedem is usvally taken from the
point ‘of view of his social theory. Polanyi’s point was mere fundamental as
was recognized by Professor T. F. Torrance. He saw quite clearly that
freedom was an inner constitutive of Polanyi’s philosophy of science: "To, the
open universe disclosed by the advance of pure science there ought 1o arise
something like the free socicly".*

Professor Torrance has already drawn the systematic conclusions about .
the place of freedom in scicnce from Polanyi’s vision. This essay will limit
itselfl to an cxpesilion of low Polanyi perceives a scicatist's conscience is
constituted and [unctions®> It will take one chapter of Science, Faith and
Society, mamcly “Authority and Conscience, as s principal focus for
reflection and  analysis.

There will be four parts to this analysis:

t. "Moral Inversion” as the Centext for a. Discussion of Conscicnce in

Science
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2. Discovery is an Intellectual Act Demanding Conscience
3. Conscicnce Confronts Authority in Science
4. Acceptance of Scicnce by the General Community

1. '"Moral_Inversion” as the Context for g Discussion of Conscience in

Science

Science is a social activity in which many individuals co-operate in a
common effort.  Polanyi described personal and social relationships through the
image of a field of moral forces filled with mosal encrgy. Man is moved
towards the goals he desires by his passions. It is appropriate, therefore, to
visualize his moral passions as moral cnergics having direction and universal
intent,

Because science was able to  detbrone religions and  philosophicil
authoritics that had interpreted nature up to the Enlightenment, people began
to turn to it for guidance, Even in cthical matters its way of reasoning was
heid to be the sole path to the truth. When objectivistic science becomes a
world-view or an ideology, it leads to cither purcly empirical enquiries of no
ultimate significance, or to a pseudo-system of the world and of history. For
our author, the first scems to be the predicament of the Western thought
dominated by reductionism; the second is that of the Communist countrics.
Either outcome is absurd.

The root cause of our cultural malaise may be discovered in Descartes
refashioning of knowledge and the kuowing subject®  Since the cogito bas
entered philosophy as its sclf-justification, man’s capacilies 10 know have not
been directed outward towards reality so that he does eot go out of himself to
embrace it in union. Rather, there has been no “indwelling” o use Polanyis
term and man’s capacities were turncd back on himsell. [t is this misdirecting
of the mind that is referred to as “inversion"* This is no denial of the
consciousness of the knowing subject.  Knowing as indwelling is a bi-palar
movement for  Polanyi: from subject outward towards the object as a
questioning of realily, as a scarching to find ils real structures; from objcd!
into the subject as the gift of intelligibility yielded 1o the subject in the act
of understanding, '

Now the passions follow the direction set them by the mind as it
penelrales the real. The mind itself is moved by the passions to act in the
direction it is turned. If the mind is misdirected, it follows that our passions
become displaced,

The deepest dimension of the crisis of contcmporary cullure is religions,
It deals with man in his lived relationship to himscll and to the person of
Christ,

Christianity is a religion of moral passions . . . The modern critical
movement destroyed the communion between the Christian conscicnie
and the person of Christ, and in so doing it pent up a vaat

accumuialion of unsatisfied moral desire.  Barred from their openiny

toward cternity, the hopes and passions of Christianity overflowed
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into the secular world, transforming themselves into a behel in
historical progress and genmerating unlimited demands for political
and social reform’
The denial of absolute obligations does mot destroy our passions. It renders
them homeless, They easily become transmuted into some theory of §alvalion
by violence. And this violemce is then justified by a scientific ideology.
Critical rationalism has thus completed the circle of reasoning which justifies
the transformation of the world by violence for scientific reasons.
In such men, the traditional form for holding moral ideals has been
shattered and their moral passions diverted into the only channels
which a strictly mechanistic conception of man and society left open
to them. We may describe this as a process of moral dnversion.®
Polanyi goes on to view the soul of contemporary man as being eaten
away by the cancer of nihilism which links false ideals to homt?]css fz{naucal
passions in a culture bent on  self-destruction.  This _is evident in th‘e
experience of two World Wars and in the super-power conflicts of today. AThlS
is the cultural content in which Polanyi sets out on his corrective analysis ?f
science in his first major thcoretical work, Science, Faith and Society, m
which the conceptions of conscience and scicnce are formulated in terms of
each other,

2. Discovery is an Intellectual Act Demanding Conscience )
Polanyi's first step is really a refutation of the positivist conception of
science, Can we derive scientific propositions from expericnce by the simple
application of explicit rules of procedure? The positivist says "Yes" because a
rule induces a pattern, a meaning into the mass of data by induction. put.
argues Polanyi, for any set of data there is an infinite nur.nber of funcn?ns
that can represent it. "Never yet has a definite rule been laid down by. wh:_ch
any particular mathematical function can be organized, among the infinite
number of those offering themselves for choice, as the one, which CXpIeSsEs &
natural law” (SFS p. 21). Even if we pick those that 'lead to right predxcta-ons
of phenomena there is still an infinite serics from which to make aksc‘lcctlon.
What is the additional factor that guides our choice, e.g., in establishing the
trajectory of a star? The first fact is that the star is real” It is something
we want to know and understand, Then there is the problem of how to relate
all these phenomena into a pattern. It is here that the positivist would impose
the enforced order of a mathematical Jaw on to the observations. But \A{hy
this mathematical pattern? Because the scientist in an act of creative
understanding brings all the data together and recogrizes a pattera or 2 shape
that reveals the reality of the object of his enquiry. "Cur principal L:lue to
the reality of an object is its possession of a coherent .outline." There is tlllus
no pre-determined rule for making a discovery which is, on the contrary "an
intuitive perception of the real structure of patural phemomena’ (SFS p. 25).
The scientist has a specially trained and cultivated powcr'of _peresption
whereby he recognizes those shapes in nature that are often invisible to the
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von-specialist.  So scieatists, and the whole of modern society, are guided L,
a conviction of the rationality of the umiverse. It is true that the . same
experience, e.g. the fall of a rock that strikes a man on the head and kills
him, may be interpreted in many ways ic. magically or scientifically,.  We
decide in conscience for that interpretation of the universe which we belicve
leads us into the truth.

The positivist believes science advances because of new facts
observations,  Sir James Jeans said that "Science advances in two ways, by the
discovery of new facts and by the discovery of mechanisms or systems which
account for the facts already known". The outstanding landmarks in the
progress of science have all been of the second kind, eg, Copernicus, Newton,
Darwin and Einstein. Thus the scientists do not so much usc hypotheses but
rather hunches or guesses that they trust to put them in contact with reality
and its inner structures. If a scientific law cannot be deduced from
experience by explicit rules "we must thercfore accept also that no explich
rules can exist to decide whether to uphold or abandon any scientific
proposition in face of any particular new observation (SES p. 29).
Verilication of a sciemtific law is more susceptible to rules than discovery
which 1csts on our mental ability to make contact with reality, rather than co
rules of procedure. An experiment is an enquiry that is stimulated and driven
forward by intuition and observation acting upon each other. Thus the
scientist is drawn forward by a hope, by a vision of truth which he wants to
cstablish by his reflection on the evidence. There is doubt and there can be
error. It is here that scientific comscience plays its vital rdle: the scientist
must decide whether to set aside a doubt as unreasonable or mot. "Our
decision what to accept as finally cslablished cannot be wholly derived from
any explicit rules but must be taken in the light of our own persona
judgement of the evidence” (SFS p. 30, e.g., the periodic table.of the element:
and the quantum theory of light are both good examples.®

Polanyi then asks what mental process leads to discovery as the
acceptance  of these guesses as valid and truthful interpretations of the
structure of the universe? It really starts with an awareness of inclination, of
untapped ability and gifts in the researcher that attract him to this matter as
the stulf for exploration. So as it were he travels through the dark guessing
cvery step along the way, But he must at the samc time be guessing all th.
futare steps that will yield the final solution. He has a sense of nearing his
goal without which the whole effort is futile. In all this scientific discovery
is like a work of art. To achicve the final vision one must make the right
decision at cvery stage guided by as yet undiscovered particulars in the
picture. There are two poiats to note here. 1. Science shares Plato’s enigma:
how can I have a problem about something which 1 do not yet  know?
Conscience plays a vital function in bridging the distance between known
premiss and the obscure mass of data and obscrvations. It yields a conclusion
only by way of an intcllectual decision to trust the emergent shape as the
arrival of truth. 2. Scicnce dilfers from art and imposes 2 burden or
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conscience in so far as "the final whole lies not within the powers of our
shaping, but must give a true picture of a hidden pattern of the outer world"
{SFS p. 32). Polanyi invoked Gestalt psychology to explain the hidden co-
elficient in our knowledge of physical nature. It was preciscly the unitive
aspect of the knowledge of real objects perceived by us that led Polanyi to a
creative act, a conscience decision that the mass of physical observations all
bore on and pointed to one physical object or pattern in nature itself.
Conscience, while it is a creative act and decision of man, is intentionally
directed to the real and is measured by the structures of the real®

The skill involved in this type of decision poes beyond any operational
skill or planned process in  the techniques of research, "There  arc
specifications for testing materials and rules for drawing up statistics. There
are also manuals for triangulation and the drawing of exact maps. But there
are no manuals prescribing the conduct of research; clearly because its method
cannot be definitely set out . . . The rules of research cannot usefully be
codified at all. Like the rules of all other higher arts, they are embodied in
practice alone® (SFS p. 33). Bacon's prescriptions for discovery are a travesty
of what is meant by heuristics.  The spontaneous process of mental
reorganization of data in view of their objectivity in the real world is not
done by conscious effort and yet a four-phase sequence has been recogrized in
establishing originality in ast, science and mathematics, namely, preparation,
incubation, illumiration and verification. It is here that Polanyi projects his
paradigm example of St Augustine whose search for God in prayer culminated
in religious conversion. Polanyi sees a personal dimension in knowledge which
he calls conscience. It acts through faith to achieve discovery which is "the
knowledge of a real thing never scen before” (SFS p. 39). While discovery
cannot be precipitated by following a definite set of rules, it is not outside
the laws of human behaviour but it is very limited by its dependence on the
circumstances in which an invesligator works. This may be scen by the fact
that different scientists make the same discovery almost at the same moment,
e.g, lhe splitting of the atom.*® Sciemce is valid precisely in so far as it
does make contact with reality in discovery.

The impression could be given that the investigator might be replaced by
a "truth-finding machine steered by intuitive sensitivity'.  This possibility is
more pressing today than when. Polanyi wrote since the challenge of artificial
inteligence has become so real.  However if we follow Polanyi's logic we will
discern an important moral element in all personal slatements that alfect
scientific judgments. ‘To put the matter pithily the above model takes no
account of the fact that the scientist "is in fact the ultimate judge of what he
accepts as true, His brain labours to satisfy ils own decmands according to
criteria applied by its own judgments' (SFS p. 38). The scientist is no neutral
referee but is passioately committed to the success of his scarch. He is
deeply involved in his work since without motivation he would never find a
problem that begs solution or initiate the toil of paticatly working through
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every stage of research, nor would he overcome the temptation to depressiv..
and to disregard discomforting cvidence or exceptions.

Polanyi has summarized the place of intuition and emotion in scientiic
decision in these words:  "Problems of this kind can be solved by no
established rule and (as I have said) the decision to be taken is a matter of
the scientist’s own personal judgement: we now sec that this judgement has a
meral aspect to #t. We see higher interests conflicting with lower interests.
That must involve questions of comviction and of faithfulness to an ideal: it
makes the scientist's judgemment a matter of conscience” (SFS p. 39).

Polanyi bas more in mind here than what we call conscientiousness in
fulfilling procedures, cataloguing results, checking references etc. These are
all matters of rule. But the rules themsclves must be interpreted in view of
the aims of science, ie, truth through discovery. It is here that consciencs
enters to seitle the conflict betwcen inspiration and intuition on ome side, and
rule and tradition on the other. Without this dialectic of conscience science
would not be a dynamic discipline in the mind of the rescarcher, nor would
enhance and enrich the cultural heritage of society.

3. Conscience Confronts Authority in Science

According to Polanyt we acquire the premisses and the vicwpoint o
science mot by proving its principles fike theorems of geometry but by
process of assimilative learning much as a child learns from its mother (i
language which will interpret the world arcund it.  The premisses of scieme:
are therefore learnt implicitly with our acquisition of culture from our earlicst
experiences. We gain thesc premisses when experience mediates reality to us
through certain  structures or patterns that we usually do ot avert to
consciously.  For example, a child before it ever goes to school has already
assumed the rudiments of a naturalistic view of the world and not a magica!
onc as might have happened in another age (SFS p. 42/43). So it is through
skill and practice, that the presumptions of what the world is about are passed
on. This presumes a community with a living tradition, In it conscience is
alive forever choosing its direction of development in continuity with its pasi.

There is a three stage process of education to communicate the premiss:..
of science. 1. The schools communicate the concepts and vision of scicnce. 2.
The university maps out the extent and methods of science. 3. Research i
fostered by a system of apprenticeship. The new rescarcher is supervised by a
master who initiates him into the skills and practice of research, It is at ths
stage that the scientific conscience is propetly formed.®®  Not only has tir
rescarcher learned the methods of scientific work but he bas rationai’;
accepted the standards that guide scicace,

The unknowing novice in the discipline is urged on by the certainty that
realities beyond his knowledge are true and valuable. He therefore recogniccs
an authority in what he is going to learn which is incarnated in his master:,
He never accepts his teacher’s views except in so far as they are the
embodiment of the valid premisscs of science. To become a scientist a person
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must presume that scientific methods and teachings are sound and that they
are to be undoubtingly accepted as foundations for progress in understanding,
Polanyi thus refers to the Patristic and specifically Augustinian axom, (that
knowledge is achicved through faith, fides quaerens intellectum.

This process of education means that rationality grows while the naive
form of faith diminishes. "His own' intuition and conscicnce will take over
responsibility in the measure in which authority is eclipsed” (SES p. 45). This
does not mean that he will no longer rely on the judgment of others or trust
his instruments or the intellectual premisses of science. But it does mean that
"such reliance will be entirely subject to his own judgement”.  From
henceforth he is fully responsible before his own conscience for his decisions
in research and in organizing the community of science in its common cffort.
Of course there are conllicts among scientists. These are usually settled by
appeal to the common premisses they all share together, "Their comsciences on
which they have ultimately to rely for guidance harmonize sufficiently to keep
them in concord" (SFS p. 46).

Mutual reliance and common standards are established among scientists in
a number of institutions. This is the matter of administration of the scientific
cffort. Periodicals set a minimum standard that is communicated throughout
the profession. Text-books make these contributions normative for the
education of novices in the field. The awarding of a scientific post involves
putting money and facilities at a scientist’s disposal for the advancement of
the frontiers of science, The lines of rescarch, the methods and publication of
discoveries is left to his competence and judgment, ie, to his conscience,
The authority of science is embodied in great scieatists not so much because
of their position but because of their competence. The scientific community as
a profession enjoys - autonomy in setting its own standards: no  civil
government is competent to intervene here except in case of incompetent
adwministration of facilities or monies etc. But the standards of science are a
matter for the responsible scientists themselves.  Polanyi argues this is
necessary on the basis of the nature of the act of discovery itself. Tt is
guided by the internalized standards of science in the skill and practice of the
scientist. Mo exterior rule or authority can cocrce the actual performance of
research, I it does become forced the originality of science will die. This is
the mistake of central planning as advocated above by the Soviets.

It follows that authority in science is pencral and not specific’® so that
a consensus is maintained that allows new conclusions to be reached. Thus
the spontancous unanimity that prevails among scientists is a form of
spoutancous order*® whereby each is a centre of initiative and all together
form a polycentric system.

When each scientist largely relies for his views and ioformation
on the work of many others, and is prepared to vouch for their
reliability before his own conscience, then the conscience of each is
born out by that of many others. There exists then a community of
consciences jointly rooted in the same ideals recognized by all.  And
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the community becomes an embodiment of these ideals and a living
demonstration of their reality (SFS p. 55/56).

The individual scientist within this community experiences istuitive
impulses that intimate new discoveries. He thercfore wants to transform the
tradition. it is precisely here that the community relics on the consciences of
individual scientists to control these impulses so that they can reach a re-
interpretation of the tradition that they will then present to the judgment of
their fellows, When this new judgment is accepted the premisses of science
have then been transformed and renewed.  There is thus a dialectic of
tradition and renewal in the conscience of the individual researcher and also
in the community of scientists itself**  So the submission to scientific
premisses leads to the practice of inteliectual freedom.

4. Acceptance of Science by the Community at Large

The weorld of science is an organized social body. It also forms part of
the larger organism, the social body of a whole cation. It is therefore a
concern of the whole people and of the government as its political voice, How
is it that they accept scicnce as valid?

Every community has its predominant interpretation of mature to which it
subscribes from among a number of rivals. Now the people and the
government accept the comscusus of opimjon among scientists as the valid
premisses for an understanding of nature. This establishes the freedom of the
scientist, his opportunity to wuse his gifts and capacities in the pursuit of
truth,  But this depends on a context of freedom in the whole commuunity.
The acceptance of science thus relies oo the premisses of freedom and truth
that guide the whole society. Over the last few centurics Western socictics
have become convinced of the validity of science as a sound way to explore
the structure of the universe. And in order to achieve this truth by necw
discoveries frecdom of rescarch was a pecessary precondition,  There is
deliberate decision taken by the socicty to support science. This is the type
of society that will "give shelter to free discussion in a free scciety” (SEFS
p. 69). This is embodied in the democratic principles for a free discussion,
namely fairness (objectivity and honesty about the facts) and tolerance (the
capacity to listen to an opponent in a controversy in order to discover hic
sound points). In such a socicly freedom of comscience is a human right
protected by the civil laws.

Polanyi presents this decision as a taking of a position in conscience on
the part of the society itself. The switch to the modern naturalistic model cf
the universe from previous more organic and animistic models was an
intellectual conversion, an act of faith that put the community in contact with
the reality of a new universe (SFS p. 67).

When this ideal of conscience is lost, a sceptical spirit sours an!
embitters the whole culture so that the impulses that were to lead o
discovery turn back on man himself.  The scepticism, the methodology of
systematic dqubt and denial of all faith following Descartes can only gencrate
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a "complete metaphysical nihilism and thus denies the basis for any significant
manilestation of the human mind". The consequence of reason without faith
turning hostilely on the person himself is that the premisses of science and all
social institutions are denied and conscience as a great humanitarian truth
dics.  "Justice, morality, custom and law mnow appear as mere sets of
conventions, charged with emotional approval, which are the proper study of
sociology. Conscience is identified with the fear of breaking socially approved
conventions and its investigation is assigned to psychology."** Here is the
ground of the lamentable breakdown of shared ideals for the guidance of a
common effort in society, the loss of faith in the twin pillars of morality, love
and truth,

How does Polanyi conceive of conscience then? It has functions of
judgment at three levels:

1. In the mind of the scientist it is the series of judgments, not dictated by
rules, that guides the course of research Gl it culminates in the illumination
of discovery.t® illumination as the point where reality is touched, where the
formulation of laws is re-interpreted through their comparison with the
structures of the real given in that moment, this is the paradigm experience
for Polanyi’s scientist following his conscience.

2. In the community of scientists it is the judgmwent of scientific standards and
worth which act as premisses that build up a fiduciary consensus that found
the community.

3, In the community at large it is the judgment of acceptance of science as a
value that embodies freedom and truth as human rights.

Polanyi’s model of conscience centres on conflict and fts resolution. At
first appearance it seems to be a continuation of the tranquility of conscience
ideas so familiar to Catholics from the bistory of casuistry. The doubtful
conscience arose from a struggle between law and freedom for control of the
person’s moral decision, The case was unravelled and peace restored by
invoking a second order of rules, the so-called reflex principles which were
very much like the legal principles for the inmterpretation of evidence etc, in a
court of law. Polanyi however bas not become lost in this type of abstraction.
It is not really a conflict in that semse. It is rather a temsion between the
established laws of sciemce and the reality to which they are directed. The
person in his freedom stands above the conflict and passes creative judgment
in his own right. This founds case solutions in the reality that we face and
not in more complicated laws that only serve to distance us from the real
situation.  The intuitive grasp of reality that Polanyi calls “intellectual
conscicace" might well serve as a model for all rescarch aimed at discovery as
well as for the human right to freedom of thought in a scientific age.

Two different personal elements . . . enter into cvery scientific
judgement and make it possible for the scientist to be judge in his
own case. Intuitive impulses keep arising in him stimulated by some
of the evidence but conflicting with other parts of it. One half of
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his mind keeps putting forward new claims, the other half keeps
opposing them, Both these parties are blind, as either left to itself
would lead astray, Unfettered intuitive speculation would lead to
extravagant wishful coaclusions; while rigorous fulfilment of critical
rules would paralyse discovery. The conflict can be resolved only
through a judicial decision by a third party standing above the
contestants. The third party in the scientist’s mind which
transcends both his creative impulses and his critical caution, is his
scientific conscience. ‘We recognize the note struck by comscience
in the tone of personal responsibility in which the scientist declares
his ultimate aims. This indicates the presence of a moral element in
the foundations of sciemce (SFS p. 40/41).

Conscience means that we so indwell the principles of our knowing that
we can touch the real in such a way that we discover its intrinsic natural
structures. In this experience the researcher breaks out of his old rules and
mental framework and assumes the newly known structures and patterns
(forms) of reality as the rule and standard of his knowing. Conscience is thus
bi-polar: it is passion and the desire to kmow on the part of the knowing
subject, it is also objective truth and the unfathomable mystery of the real.
It is oo wonder that Polanyi described discovery which is the climax of
conscience’s aclivity in rather mystical terms>”

Conscience is nocessarily "judge in its own case® because it has the
capacity for self-correction when it errs, At the highest level, freedom of
thought and research becomes one with the quest for meaning in life and for
religious truth. The crisis of contemporary culture is thus one of religious
conscience because “the modern critical movement has destroyed the
communion between the Christian conscience and the person of Christ" as
Polanyi said so powerfully above. It is only by a retura to the Augustinian
principle of faith as the foundation of critical knowledge that a true notion of
conscience can be restored.

The same approach is reflected in a recent Catholic statement on freedom
and liberation. "Freedom of thought, as a necessary condition for seeking the
truth in all felds of human knowledge, does not mean that human reason must
cease to function in the light of the Revelation that Christ entrusted to his
church, By opening itself to divine truth, created reason experiences a

blossoming and a perfection which are an eminent form of freedom”?®

Notes
1. See T. F. Torrance, "The Place of Michael Polanyi in the Modermn
Philosophy of Science" (1974, uapublished) 27, and 28-38.
2. Conscience seemed to fade as a theme in Polanyi's later works, In his
early works the space devoted to it is small but important. M. Polanyi,
Science, Faith and Society, Chicago 1964 (Hereafter SFS) 42-62, and then
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in a brouder context Fersonal Knowiedge, London 1958 (Hereafter PK)
160-179, 299-316 where it is seen from an almost mystical angle.

This paragraph of the essay is dependent on PK, on doubt 269-294 and
the structure of commitment 308-316.

PK 231-35.

M. Polanyi, "Jewish Problems", in Philosophical Quarterly, XIV (1943) 43.
M. Polanyi, Beyond Nihilism, Cambridge, Cambridge 1960, 20.

See T. F. Torrance, "The Integration of Form in Natural and in
Theological Science”, Science, Medicine and Man, 1 (1973) 143-169.

SFS 31, Polanyi gives many more examples in PK, London 1958, They
are too numerous to cite being scattered throughout the whole volume,
See T. F. Torrance, "The Place of Michael Polanyi in the Modern
Philosophy of Science' (1974 unpublished) 49 pp. and my "Lord of Heaven
and Earth" in Moral Studies, edited by T. Kennedy CSSR, Spectrum,
Melbourne 1984, 73-74,

SFS 35. See SFS 55, "Before claiming discovery he must listen to his
scientific conscience”.

SFS 44,  "The scientific intuition of reality henceforth shapes his
pereeption”,

SFS 59. After a long discussion of general and specific rules Polanyi
d:slmgmshes general authority as in science and specific authority which
is typified by a central system of planning in which the ultimate judge in
the system is the central authority,

It seems that this insight was Polanyi’s first systematic description of
scientific  society. See "Collectivist Planning" in the Contempt of
Freedom, New York, 1970, 27-61L .

SFS 59, Contact of the scientist’s mind informed by tradition with the
structure of reality is the basis of this dialectic.

The Logic of Liberty, Chicago, 1951, 8-9.

See the development of this theme im PK 121, 123, 130, 172,

PK 198-201 shows how scientific discovery is part of the fabric of man's
mystical experience in art, literature, religion and worship, all of which
are characterized by the fact that man cxperiences his own surrcndcr to
a greater, all-embracing truth.

Instruction on Christian Freedom and Liberation, Catholic Truth Society,
London 1986, 13.
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REVIEW OF MARJORIE GRENE FESTSCHRIFT
R. Hodgkin
Human Nature and Matural Knowledge: FEssays presented to Marjorie Grere un

the Occasion of Her Seventy-Fifth Birthday. Edited: Alsn Donagan, Anthory
N. Petrovich and Michael Wedin. (D. Reldel, Dordrecht.)

I first met Marjorie Greme at Leeds University im 1958, We were there
under the wand of Roy Niblett who has always possessed a magle for creating
nemorable encounters, For me, this ore turred out to be crielal, It led,
almost imediately, to Personal Knowledge and soon after, to Michael Polan-
yi himself. The times vhen Marjorie Grene and Polaryi had worked closely
together were still fresh in her mind and she talked mxch sbout them. - of
theiy first ercounter in Chacago and then in Manchester,

The exemplary index in Personal Knowledge is Marjorie Grepe's most cb-
vious contribution, But there were others which are less easy to evaluate.
Some of Michael's erommous range and grasp - especially in the biological
scierces - was due to her. I am rot suggesting that she wrote any of those
great passages on emergent life or gave them thelr cosmic sweep. But there
is in Personal Knowledge a familiarity with the newly arising philosophical
problems of biology, psychology ard anthropology which must, in part, have
been due to this intellectual comradeship. Ope often cames on names or
ideas in Persomal Krowledge, especially in footrwtes, which only seemed to
come Into thelr own years after the book was published. Try the game your-

self: by looking up, Iris Muwdoch or Elearor Gibson. Mariorie Greme
g 3 (In her s s, 1983) thar we haw 1ot yet appreherded tiy:

message (sbout perception) which the Gibsons were offering in the fifties
and sixties,

After Personal Knowledge had been completed Marjorie Grene's influence
continued to be strong, though intermittent. Her two greatest works - A
Portralt of Aristotle and The Knower ard the Known - appeared in the late
sixties. In Polanyl's Krnowing and Being which she edited, her influence is
very evident, One wonders if the existential title was hers. 1In the
thirty years that have followed Personal Knowledpe it could be arpued that
Marjorie Grene has been the most productive explorer of Polamyl's wake and
that 'her' biological stream was the main stream, after M.P. had more or
less ceased navigating in the early seventies, Human Nature arnd Natural
Knowledge offers, In good measure, all the expected Festschrift featires:
an impressive and conplete bibliography, an outline of academic offices arxd
horours ard & splendid, true photograph. This wolure is No, 89 in the
Boston Studies in the Philosophy of Sclence. Marjorle Greme's own The
Understanding of Natire was an earlier omament to the series (Mo, 23).
Both books are bemitifidly procuced by Reidl.

In a brief but exemplary preface the editors salute her achievement:

. far beyord [the historical studies]) there 15 a central theme in

Marjorie Grene's work that establishes her intellectual leadership....







