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STEPHEN COHEN of the Department of Palitics at Princeton
University respanded to an inquiry fraom TE c?n$erning : :
Bukharin’s views on the philosophy of scientific Planniqg.
According to Cohen, Bukharin did advecate \_:entra}'xlzed
planning of science, but it was a combination of"centralized
guidelines with decentralized autonomy; it was to be based
on ‘flexibility _and_elasticity,’' allowing for theA
incalgulable and praviding Treserve_time’ for fufillment.

Bukharin was a critic of "the Gothamite, bureaucratic,

Revolution, Oxwford University Press, 1980, p. 353.) This
information deepens the significance of Polanyi’s reaction
to Bukharin by showing, it seems, Polanyi ‘s opposition to
even moderate forms of centralized scientifec planning. We
will through W. T. Gcott and others need to learn more about
this part of Polanyi’'s life.

COMIMG POLANYI MEETINGS. Fhil Mullins has organized a three
hour program for Chicago in conjunction with THE AMERICAN
ACADEHY OF RELIGION, Nov. 19-22. Aarcon Milavec will do a
Polanyian critigque of Kuhn's views of the structure of

- seientific revolutions and related Polanyian scholarship (T.
F. Torrance, J. Brennen, and M. Grene). Nancey Murphy of The
Center Far Theology and the Natural Sciences will respond.
Ronald Hall will discuss" E. M. Adams and Polanyi on the
Irreducibility of Mind." The respondent is James Stines....
Elizabeth Wallace who organized last year’'s special session
at the MODERN LANGUAGE ASSOCIATION has proposed another for
the mesting in New Orleans December 27-30. This program will
be on " Folanyian Perspectives on the Teaching of Literatute
and Composition." See the AAR and MLA programs for specific
information or contact Fhil Mulling (address on p. 2) and
Elizabeth Wallace, 1880 Whitcomb Court NW, Salem, OR %7304;
(503) 5H1-1555.

David Rutledge, Department of Religion, Furman University,
Breenville, SC 29413, is working on a JOURNAL LENGTH ISSUE
of The Personalist Forum devoted to UNDERSTANDING THE
PERSONAL AND THE PERSON from a Polanyian perspective. He is
interested in hearing from writers or suggestions for
contributors. All submissions, of course, are subject to
refereed process. -

1, Avgust, 1987 had a special section  on Michael Palanyi
with three articles: Lee Congdar on:Polanyi’s intellectual
background: in Hungary ‘and the'treason of. the intellectuals,
Wiltliam T. Seott on Polanyias:scientist and his theory of
knowledge, and myself, on:Polanyiias a:philosopher for our
time. no.:é2s: Spring, 1988,
publicshed by the Learning Research.Uenter, The University of
Tennessee, Knoxville,. TN:O37996<0431 is a publication of
"Cognitive Development In-The. Introductory Course: The
Pedagogue’'s Typological: Imagination' by Phil Mullins.

| Jere Moorman, our contributing cartoon humorist, reports
several POLANY1 REFERENCESIN:RECENT READINB. Marmaine .
Koestler in Living With:Keoestler 1945-51, 5t. Marting Press;
1985 remarks about Polanyi’s visits to the Kosstler hdmé.
While teaching a college business course, Moorman alsa
notived references to Polanyi in C. Jackson Grayson's A lwg

Constraints of Corporate Tradition, Harper and Rawa
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WILLIAM H. POTEAT'S POLANYIAN MEDITATIONS was a focus again
of an American Academy of Religion meeting in the Centeral
States Region. William Breytspraak, Phil Mullins, and mysel £
did a panel on "Muscles Make Assumptions, Brasping The Post-
Critical Picture.”" Breytspraak presented an overview aof
Poteat ‘s work fram the vantage point of having bmen a
student of Poteat. I presented a discussion of implications
for theology using FPoteat’'s "mindbodily" outlpok. Mullins
presented both critical and constructive concerns.
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POLANYI, FEMINIST ISSUES AND EPISTEMOLOGY

Martha A. Crunkleton

These remarks wers given at the annual meeting of the Polanyi Society,
December 5, 1987, in Bosteon, Massachusetts.

Some recent work in feminist psychology is evocative of Polanyi's
thought. This body of work is important philosophically; examining it with
a view to its assumptions, premises, tensions and contradictions is a
useful case of the piecemeal work necessary for putting Polanyi's heuristic
philosophy into practice. This heuristic enterprise, the going forth and
coming back of discovery, seems peculiarly alive now in thinking about
women's cognitive and moral development.

This paper rests on other people's work. In addition to the work of
Polanyi, there are a number of other books, listed at the end, I have
relied on here in implicit ways. There is cne text, however, I want to
focus on explicitly because it seems so useful for showing associations
with Polanyi's thought. That book, Women's Ways of Knowing: The
Development of Self, Voice, and Mind, enjoys a current vogue in
‘intellectual feminism. Not since Carol Gilligan's In A Different Voice,
has a book been more widely read and discussed among thinkers trying to
understand what we might call women's epistemology. Four authors, Belenky,
Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule, provide an account of ways of knowing that
women cultivate and value. These ways of knowing, which I will discuss in
some detail, are undervalued, neglected, and denigrated by the received
intellectual tradition of the modern West according to the authors. One of
these ways of knowing, identified in this book as being an epistemic form
principally accredited by women, resembles in remarkable ways "tacit
knowing". While Michael Pelanyi was no feminist, his philosophical
viewpoint bears striking analogies to the feminist viewpoint presented by
Belenky et. al.

The authors describe five different ways of knowing, Five differing
perspectives from which women consider, interpret and make reality. The
authors take for granted what all of us as philosophers depend
upon~-namely, that our basic assumptions about truth, reality and the
origins of knowledge shape the ways we see the world and the ways we ate in
it. They relied on this assumption throughout their actual study of 135
women, whom they interviewed over a Five-year span. These 135 women, came
from a variety of institutions, classes, and living situations.

The study of these women lead the authors to deeide that women have
five different Wways of knowing, that these ways have a progressive
telation, and that at different times in their lives, wcmen may be at
different stages. Although the five ways involve varying degrees of
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complexity and sophistication, there is no guarantee that each woman will
attain the most complex way. The author§ found all five ways related to
the metaphor of voice. Unlike the dominant received tradition which
emphasizes the visual, this description of women's ways 6f knowing
emphasizes the oral and the aural. The cult_urally :regnant metaphor.of the
mind's eye gives way here; the embodied, connected, ordinary,
conversational voice becomes the predominant metaphor for this
understanding of how we know.

Briefly, the five ways are:

silence

. received knowledge

. subjective knowledge

. procedural knowledge
. constructed knowledge.

Each way was exemplified by the some of the women studiedg two &?E the
women, for example, indwelled the silent way whep they were 1ntgzrv1¢?wed.
but more than that were able to identify an earlier time in their lives,
before the time of the study, when their way of kn_ow.lng was that of
voicelessness. The silent way is characteri_zed by voicelessness, by the
feeling of being deaf and dumb, by the inab_ilxty to use words to represent
thought and te understand words as communication. These women may find
themselves abused by spouses or completely lost in school. They tend_ to
have no way to represent themselves as selves. The way of knowing
characterized by silence is the simplest way, the anchor of the
epistemological scheme the authors present.

Unlike the silent who think of themselves as deaf and dumb, who do not
understand the power of words for transmitting knowledge, those women who
rely on received knowledge think of words as central to knowing. These
women know principailly by listening. They tend not to speak, having very
little confidence in their own voices. What these wamen know, they feel
they know from the words of authorities, What they deem learning is
hearing, retaining and then returning the words of authorities. Receivers
do not understand that these authorities are constructing knowledge.
Rather, they believe that authorities are capable of getting and hanging
onto the "right” information. Because they are receivers of knowledge,
these women become confused when "authorities”, typically teachers, ask
them for original thinking. In these cases, the pro_fessor is seen to have
all the right answers but is refusing to pass them along to the student.
To receivers, there is almost always a right answer and a wrong answer to a
question. Ambiguity, grayness; ambi_valencg,: paradox- —none of these
conditions hold for receivers.:.Receivers are literalists and_they.rt.ely on
authority, for "the.truth".!. These women are confident in their ablllty.to
listen. and believe that iE.they listen well and work hard engugh th?y will
be able to do the.right thing.. Thay bgl_i_eve. ‘that knowlfedge _.1;5 outside the
self and struggle to listen-to:cthers ‘convinced that "they have all the
right answers. . This style is'dunalistic in.its apprgach to truth and to
knowing. Matters are clear-cut, authorities are right, the knower is
passive, the self is static, and truth is _absolute and outside the knower.

i jective Gwing; t| i 1f begins to emerge.
ubjective knowing, tl:_le _innet veice o§ the self C

Altho‘g;;hsibjective knowers ‘still make dual'lstJ.c assumptions, tt%eltr Sl?l:"'ce
of truth has moved. - Now no longer oqtsxde, the fountain o ru is
within. For women, $ubjéctivism is a revolutionary step. érh.e
identification of truth'and knowing as outside the self slips away an 13
replaced with a new conception of truth as p‘erqual.'prflvate,ﬂan
subjectively intuited or known. The move to subjectivism is lgiquen y g
move from a static self to a-self that is becoming, Egom_-sloepcef atrl:
endless listening to a perhaps small, protesting inner voxcg.--_in_g.a?l_ble
subjects in the study, discussing how she knew, referred. to __er infallible

gut. Almost half of the women studied in the project were predominantly
subjectivist in their thinking. These women no longer see truth as coming
from above or outside the way receivers do. Where male subjectivists might
be inclined to say "I have a right to my opinion!*, these women are
inclined to say "It's just my opinion." Women subjectivists are in the
process of redefining authority as internal and see truth as an intuitive
reaction, something that one experiences but does not think out, something
one feels, but does not construct.

. The subjectivist does not feel that rational procedures play a part in
the search for truth., For these women truth may come from within the self
and ideas may come from without. Each woman has her own unique body of
knowledge that has been given her by her experience in life. Logic,
analysis, abstraction, perhaps even language itself, are regarded by these
women as belonging to men, In some ways, the inward turn for answers seems
to lead women to deny those strategies for knowing they perceive as
belonging to the masculine world. If intuition is safer and more fruitful,
it is no wonder that these women may dogmatically reject science or display
other antirationalist biases, concluding that "rationality" is the work of
men.

Unlike the men Perry defined as “"multiplists" in their subjectivism,
these women remain concerned about their relations with others. They try
even as they turn inward not te reject others or hurt their feelings.
Unlike their male counterparts, they are not likely to be confrontative.
If you are teaching one of these women, she may hold you in supreme disgust
{"Experts don't know what they are talking about. They just like to hear
themselves talk!"), but you are unlikely to Find this out. During the
subjectivism pericd, these women obtain knowledge by cbserving themselves
and others, and by analyzing their present and past connectionsz with
others. Beginning to attend to a small, inner voice, these women rely on
listening and talking as they begin to sense that the self is not static,

and as they assert that their experience is the way they know the world and
themselves,

Procedural knowers have moved beyond subjectivism and rely on the
voice of reason. They do not ground the truth in their "infallible gut",
but in analysis, in getting and using technigues and procedures, in taking
perspective and in being objective, In some ways the voice that emerged
during subjectivism now becomes muted. That inner voice becomes more
critical, starts asking whether something is reasonable, how is it that I
know this, what are my grounds for this claim, and so forth., The voice of
reason ig considerably guieter than the voice of subjectivism. Procedural
knowers have learned that their inner voice can be wrong, can lead them
astray. They are inclined to want to reason everything out, to engage in
thorough doubt, and to want to pay attention to other voices. Procedural
knowers have come to understand that all interpretations are not equalily
valid, that good interpretation of something must be firmly grounded in
that something, and that bad interpretation attends more to the interpreter
than to the object of interpretation. Procedurists understand that persons
have differing perspectives and they are interested in learning those. But
they are also interested in how other people got those perspectives. Such
women develop ways for understanding where others are "eoming from" and for
how they can communicate with them. Truth for thege woméen resides neither
solely in the self nor in outsiders.

Belenky et. al. argue that procedural knowledge takes two predominant
forms, separate and connected. Separate knowing might be best seen as
knowing (wissen) and connected knowing might be best seen as understanding
(kennen). Separate knowing involves distance from a subject and mastery
over it. Connected knowing involves acceptance of the subject and intimacy
with it. Connected knowing is relational where separate kriowing is not.
The epistemology of separate khowing emphasizes impersonal procedures for
determining the truth where that of connected knowing emphasizes caring.
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The pleasure of intimacy with an idea resemblés the pleasure we f£ind in
close relationships. Separate knowers are good: at doubting, listening to
reason, being objective, and speaking dispassionately.  Connected knowers
want to know the other's experience in the other's terms: and: so.they become
skilled at believing, coaversing, sharing small truths; refusing to judge,
collaborating, and using personal knowledge.

Both separate and ‘connected proceduralists are objective; they are
oriented not towards the self but toward whatever or whomever is the object
of knowledge. Proceduralists in this way are selfless in their knowing and
they may over time come to experience knowing as alienating.
Proceduralists, especially separate knowers, may come to feel no personal
involvement in the pursuit of knowledge or they may come to feel
fraudulent. The public, rational, analytic vcice they have worked so hard
to develop may not be the voice they seek.

At the juncture of the "public" world of reason and the "private"
world of feeling and unaccountable insight is the possibility of
integration of voice. This way of knowing, the most complex of the five
ways, is constructed knowledge. Women who know this way exemplify Piaget's
dictum that to understand iIs to invent. Constructed knowers seek to
reclaim the self through integrating knowledge they personally hold
important with knowledge they have learned from others. Where
proceduralists extricate the self from knowing, constructivists use
themselves in developing new ways of thinking. The self is permitted to
return to the process of knowing. Knowing involves confronting pieces of
the self that may seem fragmented and contradictory. Constructivists
anderstand that truth changes, that all knowledge is constructed and that
the knower is an intimate part of the known.

Once these women assume the general relativity of knowledge, they
understand that their frame of reference matters, that they can construct,
teconstruct and deconstruct frames of reference, they feel responsible.
They feel responsible for examining and analysing the systems they will use
for constructing knowledge. They feel responsible for evaluating experts
and authority. Real experts must accredit the complexity of knowledge and
show their humility about what they know. Constructivists do not find
having truth to be as exhilarating as exploring for it. Since truth is
constructed and the knower participates in that construction, the result
may be passionate. "We observed a passion for knowing the self in the
subjectivists and an excitement over the power of reason among procedural
knowers, but we found that the opening of the mind and the heart to embrace
the world was characteristic¢ only of: the women at .the position of
constructed knowledge." (p..141). . This claim is evocative of Hannah
Arendt's definition of education.as that point at.which we love the world
enough to assume. responsibility for it,The constructivist has the capacity
to attend to another. person and to feel. related to that person in spite of
their differences.  This ‘attentiveness is important in understanding
people, texts, ideas; concepts. | Constructivists ugse intimate language to
describe the relations between knower and known.

Tt is not. especially surprising then that constructivist women were
more concerned than any other: group in the study with moral reasoning and
commitment. They hold that ideas and values are held in context and nust
be nurtured if they are to grow. MNot inclined to use concepts like "blind
justice" or "inalienable rights" in describing moral choices, these women
talk instead about the lives they seek rather than a single.choice. The
importance of context shows itself in their concern . for relationship with
the self, with others and with the world. The process OE_ shaping and
acting on moral commitments is not clear-cut. Typically these waomen do not
want to compartmentalize their lives or their choices but to-deseribe how
they are interrelated. : i e

This, then, is the taxonomy of how women know. S_uBtly”fliﬁf_e_i:_ent from

Perry's work on male cognitive development, Women's Ways of Knowing
suggests a process that at its most complex, that™ is, constructed knowing,
resembles Polanyi's post-critical philosophy, What Polanyi saw as a
structural analogy between knowledge and skill shows itself in a similar
relation between induction and indwellt experience. Following that path,
we can intuit that the social relations of human beings will affect their
knowing and so at least provisionally understand that the cognitive
development of men and women may sometimes differ. Although the book T
have discussed here takes some pains to point out that there are men who
exemplify these ways of knowing as well, the general argument is that these
five ways are women's, not men's, Men learn to think and reason the way
Perry described; women learn to think and reason the way Belenky and her
co-authors describe here, generally--this is the very general bedrock
contrast in this book.

I want to pursue this point a little further because it is related to
some other matters about this approach which may be useful for us to
discuss. Differences that correlate with gender difference can be
conceptualized as gender difference but they need not be. If it is true
that women in our culture prefer an ethic of care rather than one of
rights, is that preference intringically or essentially feminine? Sandra
Harding has pointed out that a significant number of men in African
cultures also have an ethic of care. While it ig not entirely true of
present feminist thinking that it is preoccupied with differentiating
women's ways from men's ways {indeed, one can plausibly argue that such
differentiation is a step forward from what the intellectual tradition of
the last three hundred years has presented), we may be, in such schemes,
overinterpreting differences that correlate with gender. It is ironic that
at a time when some gender differences are receding in our culture we are
attracted to acecounts which may emphasize gender difference. And the

appearance of correlation is not usually sufficient for explanatory
satisfaction,

A related guestion has to do with the privileging of what is described
as women's experience. Is it better than men's? In what ways? Does
difference ineluctably mean one form of discourse and knowing must be
privilege and another discredited? It seems clear that personal knowledge
is a happier epistemological account than the scientific objectivism we all
loosely ingested as we were growing up and that, in some ways, personal
knowledge has a universal intent if not a universally true content.

Yet, if we take subsidiary awareness and focal awareness seriously, it

- 18 possible to believe the case that women's knowing might differ from

men's. The fundamental importance of our social relations to how we think
and know is frequently overlooked. I believe Polanyi accredited this
significance in his understanding of nihilism and in his account of the
relations between science and communist states. The state, of course, is
not our only social relation. When there is as much history of family life
as there is of the nation-state, it is likely that our understanding of
epistemology will be enriched.

Similarly, the notion of women's knowing may offend us because it
suggests to us that knowledge is power. One of our inconsistencies as
intellectunals is our willy-nilly use of this very cliche. The accounts of
the great philosophers of modernity may all be read as attempts to
rationalize power, most obviously, the power of scientific thought. If
those attempts also rationalize the power of a dominant group, it is
disturbing to all of us {although not in the same ways for all of us) that
the accounts of knowing they present might not be universal. Such lack of
universality undermines those philosophies since their systematization
depended on their accounts being universal. Whatever Kant and Descartes
thought they were doing, they did not think focally they were writing a
philosophy of masculinity. Post-critical thinking permits us to uhderstand
that we can have a universal intent without a corollary requirement of
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universals. Seen in this light, applied philosophy about how women know is
philosophically sound and occasional. Such an account keeps the
conversation going, to use Richard Rorty's metaphor, among all the
conversants without also holding that conversation to be timeless and
universal in its applicability.

Whichever contrast-schemes we choose to use when doing philosophy, we
need to consider the effects of those choices. If we choose to emphasize
the difference in how men and women are gendered (that is, how men and
women are made, not born), what very general things are we overlooking? If
I write a book, for example, in which all my examples are of an individual,
separated self rather than a social self, what am I leaving aside? BAm I
implicitly discrediting my explicitly post-critical philosophy? The
Polanyian project, so far as I understand it, then permits us to attend to
the social dimensions of knowing in ways Polanyi himself did not. Since to
hit on a problem is the first step to discovery, the problem of how women
know and how we differ from men in knowing, is an exciting problem even if
it should not prove a lasting one. Because our culture uses gender in a
totemic way, our awareness of unspecified things in discussions of men and
women is guite intense.

Polanyi arqued that the obligation to search for the truth through
one's own intimations of reality came with the knowledge that there was no
strict rule by which one's conclusions could be justified, yet our
reference to reality legitimated our acts of unspecifiable knowing.
Personal knowing then would seem to involve attending to differences
between women and men. How much we choose to elevate these differences is
our decigion as is how much we choose to deny them. Because most of us
were raised to deny them, we have trouble getting our bearings now about
how to elevate them. We know, for example, that we need to surface them to
get a more comprehensive relation to "reality"——our philosophical pride is
at stake in the process of decolonizing our minds. Yet, as post-critical
thinkers, we also contend that there is no way we can enjoy a comprehensive
relation to reality. This rejection of totalization seems in tension with
our attempts to expand our knowledge--indeed, this seems peculiarly
post-modern.

Philosophers are not the only ones stretched and enlivened by this
tension. The authors of Women's Ways of Knowing are criticizing a system
of psychology which excluded women's experience yet claimed universal
validity. They criticize that system, say that its narrative is false
because it depends on the domination of one group by another, and hold that
the narratives of the oppressed can give us a more comprehensive story.
Yet the reminder implicitly holds that theére cannot be one true story, that
social relations lead to fragmentation rather than any unified narrative.
Feminists are not alone among post-modernists in having trouble showing
that a "mere", "partial" account is for all that piecemealness yet a true
account., All of us are still close enough to modernism to find ourselves
from time to time believing in the power of "one true story", philosophy's
answer to a unified field theory. Perhaps nowhere is this pull, however
anachronistic, more apparent than in our philosophizing about knowing.

This tension may be precisely what is involved in accepting our
responsibility in a heuristic field. Certainly, studying applied feminist
philosophy may strike some as being far afield indeed from Polanyi's work.
I would argue that it is a closely allied task. The epistemic: tradition in
the West has a majority and a minority within it. Polanyi's work' is 'in the
minority tradition, a tradition that also includes Anselm;, Pascal,
Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Wittgenstein. That tradition, if “you ?_11‘.11, has
consistently tried to represent human being and knowihag ‘i less
reductionistic ways than the majoritarian tradition:  ‘Feminigt thought
depends upon the minority tradition and now has“the potential of
strengthening it., The cultural crisis Polanyi so acutely identified

11

animates feminist applied philosophy, namely, the alienation of the kn
fl_'om the knoym and ‘the results of this fory our common life and futt?reef
Like Polanyi, feminist thinkers are trying to move beyond dualistic
thinking in their attempts to describe how we know. In so far as we
interpret gender differences by correlation we weaken our case. Yet in so
far as we expand the number of cases we are willing to include, I hope we
strengthen the case and so contribute to the minority traditicn.
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Literature as Knowledge:
Polanyi's Influence on F. R. Leavls and Wayne Booth

Presented at the Modern Language Association National Convention
Special Session on "Michael Polanyl and English as a Discipline of Thought™
San Francisco, December 28, 1987

M. Eilizabeth Wallace

On the planet Mercury, one day is twice as long as its year.

You might wonder why a paper on Polanyi and literature should start with
such a pecullar sentence. But in pondering the importance of Polanyi's work
for my own and for that of F. R. Leavis, Wayne Booth, Peter Elbow, Frank
Kermode, Janet Emig, James Britton, and cother scholars of language, I kept
returning to Polanyi's insights on science. What we have here is a
distinguished and productive physical chemist who simply became exasperated
reading philosophers' misleading accounts of how scientists work. He is
impressive for us not because sclence must be seen as the paradigm for all
believable and reliable knowledge, but because he gives a trustworthy account
from experience of a world about which many of us in the humanities still have
too many stereotypes and unexamined assumptions (crassly stated, that
scientific knowledge relies on dispassionate fact--verifiable, objective, and
the result of a rigorous willingness to doubt and test just about anything).

As we explore with Polanyi the structure of scientific discovery and dump
some of our preconceived notions about it, we begin to understand our own work
differently. The shift of focus blurs scme distinctions we previously thought
crucial and brings others into view for the first time. It also relieves us
of two unrealistic desires, two wrongheaded attempts to gain more dignity for
our own work with language: either to make literary criticism more
"scientific," striving for kinds of order and precision not appropriate to it,
or irresponsibly to declare it so distinct from science, from any form of
cbjective knowledge, that sustained inquiry, the responsibilities of
consensus, and forms of precision necessary and appropriate to the study of
literature and language are abandoned.

Polanyi has built an epistemology that reveals sclence as a bellef
system, constructed by earthbound human beings who inescapably see the
universe from a center within themselves. For instance, they base their most
essential measure in astronomy--the speed of light--on how many hours it takes
their planet to spin on its axis and how many days it takes the same planet to
circle their sun. Consider how inaccurate the measurements and mathematics of
ten-fingered Earth-creatures might seem to three-fingered creatures on
Mercury. What would a light-year or light-second or light-day mean to them?
Two plus two does not equal four in base three. And if such creatures didn't
even have fingers and toes, how much more abstract and conceptual might their
mathematics be than ours?

If our mathematics and our sclence are humanly built and therefore
limited, how can we talk about truth? Polanyi won't rely solely on the
coherence theory of truth (because even the systems of psychopaths can be
internally consistent) or solely on the correspondence theory of truth
{because any assumption that our statements correspond to actual facts ignores
the problem that all we have are accredited facts, facts upheld and.agreed
upoh by human beings). Instead, he redefines truth as Fruitfulness: a concept
is true if we sense that it opens up further significant ways to explore
reality, explorations that will most likely extend, chgllepge, and change the
original concept that we are at this very moment declaring’ to bg trive.

A strange definition of truth, a kind of planned obsolescence for
discoveries. And why should it lead Wayne Booth, a major American literary
critic, to refer to Polanyi in 1974 as “one of the greatest of the
philosophers of science"™ whose Personal Knowledge challenged "the dogmas of
modernism more thoroughly than any other modern work I know"? (Modern Dogma

and the Rhetoric of Assent, 19, xvii). Why should it lead the great British
critic F. R. Leavis to insist in 1975 on the other side of the Atlantic that
Polanyi has still "to get due recognition as the great potential liberating

and impelling force he is"? (The Living Principle: English as a Discipline of
Thought, 236)

Leavis has had in the 80's astonishingly little impact on 1literary
criticism, considering the strength of his last three books -- Nor Shall My
Sword {1972), The Living Principle: English as a Discipline of Thought 1975),
and Thought, Words and Creativity: Art and Thought in Lawrence {1976). These
were all written after his discovery of Marjorie Grene's The Knower and the
Known (1966) and her edition of Polanyi's essays, Knowing and Being (1969).
But then the book in which Wayne Booth explores and uses PETEnyi's ideas most
fully, Modern Dogma and the Rhetoric of Assent (1974), has not yet had the
wide reading it deserves either. The timing of these works may partially
explain the neglect: literary criticism had turned its attention elsewhere in
the early 70's and was busy assimilating the surprising and original findings
of structuralism and deconstruction.

Now may be the time, with the increasing emphasis on context and the new
historicism--the cultural, political, and historical embeddedness of alil
literary works--to rediscover not only Polanyi's continulng importance for the
study of literature, but the strength of Leavis and Booth's appropriations of
Polanyi as well,

Both critics turned to Polanyi almost in the same year for almost the
same reason. Booth wanted "to earn the right to call even one act of
subjective literary interpretation knowledge" and thus break "irremediably,
the hard division between the subjective, personal world of feeling and value
and the objective, impersonal world of knowledge and truth or reality."
(Dogma 120). Leavis tended to use the word "thought" instead of "knowledge",
but the impetus was the same: "What we have 0 get essentlal recognition for
1s that major creative writers are concerned with a necessary kind of thought"

(Principle 20).

Since Polanyi's achievement was a kind of deconstruction of Western
epistemology from Descartes to Russell, showing how the very language of
philosophy worked to undercut any pronouncements of alleglance to universal
doubt, reversing the hierarchy of objective over subjective knowledge {by
redefining objective knowledge as personal knowledge clatming universal
valldity), it became possible to see not C. P. Snow's two distinct cultures,
but all humanly created and upheld knowledge existing in a continuum from
mathematics and physics to history, literature, and the arts. Polanyit's
discussion of scientific value (in Personal Knowledge 134-9, hereafter
referred to as PK) reinforces this image of a continuum without denying or
ignoring significant differences in emphasis from field to Field. He outlines
three factors that make an affirmation acceptable as part of science and
valuable to it: 1) precisioen or accuracy 2) systematic relevance and
3}lintrinsic interest. beficiency in one area is compensated for by excellence
in the others. As Polanyi suggests, there are many boring things about which
science can be very precise. But that does not therefore make them more
sclentific:

The scientific value of blology is maintained at the same level as that
of physics by the greater intrinsic interest of the living things
studied, though the treatment is much less exact and coherent. (PK 139)

Polanyi extends the appllcation of these three inter-related Factors to
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psychology, political sc¢ience, history, and the arts, acknowledging the kinds
of precision appropriate and necessary to each discipline. He thus lends
support to Leavis's portrait of William Blake and Polanyi as fellow creators/
discoverers of truth: "The efforts of both the scientist and the poet aim at
establishing as valid an apprehension of the real, but there can be no
achievement of certainty, cempletemess, or finality." (Principle 234).

T won't be able to manage here anything like a full or fair analysis of
Booth and Leavis's reliance on Polanyi. But let me suggest briefly three
related tenets of Polanyl's thought which have clearly been useful to both
literary critics: i) a child's immersion in language and thus in a social
reality from birthy; 2) belief as a more powerful tool for the mind than
doubt; and 3) the creativity of all perception.

I. Language

Leavis felt that Polanyi was one of the few philosophers, apart from
Mar jorie Grene, who had anything intelligent to say about language. He
regularly recommended Polanyi's essays "The Loglc of Tacit Inference" and
"Sense-Giving and Sense-Reading® (both in Knowing and Being) to his students
as being more helpful on language than anything in Wittgenstein (Principle 57,
101). Leavis never did have much use for linguistic philosophers, criticizing
them for preserving the illusion of their being above or apart from language
rather than immersed in it and shaped by it. He also insisted one couldn't
begin to understand language by focusing on and trying to fix the meaning of
its smallest units; intelligence about language would necessarily involve
closeness with 1ts fullest and most subtle use in great literature {Principle
13}. He found confirmation in Polanyl's repeated example of machines whose
operations could never be explained even by a complete understanding of their
parts; the parts were essential to the proper working of the machine, but not
in and of themselves sufficient.

Booth's statements on language are remarkably similar to Leavis's: "we
are essentially creatures made in symbolic exchange" and language is "the
medium in which selves grow, the soclal invention through which we make each
other and the structures that are our world, the shared product of our efforts

to cope with experience." (Dogma, pp. 134-5; compare Principle, pp. 44, 49,
66). Both critics value Polanyi's long chapter on articulation in Personal

Knowledge for its analysis of the necessary imprecision of language (otherwise
it could hever be applied to new experience) and of our 1lnability ever to get
outside it. As contemporary critics have pointed out from other vantage
points, language writes us. Polanyl puts it this way: every word 1s a theory
about the nature of reality. We are born into and raised in thls framework of
theories, much in the same way that young scientists are tralned in a
scientific framework of words, theories, and beliefs, most of which they
accept with a similar kind of unguestioming trust. We can challenge parts of
the structure of language but never the whole structure all at once--because
we have to dwell acritically inside 1t, make it an extension of our bodles, in
order to remove, repair, replace or destroy any small part of it.

Booth and Leavis both extend this idea in the same way: 1f we are created
by language, we are inescapably socilal creatures, limited by our position in
history and a specific community. We can influence some choices of Further
communities--collieges or graduate schools to attend, disciplihes to study,
colleagues to work with--and these communities will both limit and strengthen
our powers. Polanyl uses the word ™calling," but the word "position" or
“"location® would do as well--one's restrictions are at the same time one's
capabilities., The convivial nature of knowledge involves overlapping networks
of mutual control that exist within and between disciplines (literary critic
Frank Kermode has referred repeatedly to this particular aspect of Polanyi's
thought, applying it to the way literary theory grows and 13 tested by

consensus in interpretative communitiles, see The Art of Teliipg, 1983, 157-61
and 168-84; see also Dogma on MLA's consensus about Jane Austen!, 120}). We
are embedded 1n an intellectual community, imperfect though it may be, just as
we are in language and Just as we are embodled in weak flesh that
simultaneously i3 the only thing that makes knowledge and creativity possible.

Nevertheless, Polanyi argues, lndividuals do frequently challenge and
succeed in changing the communities in which they were nourished. Tradition
needs "to teach its current ideas as stages leading on to unknown truths
which, when discovered, might dissent from the very teaching which engendered
them." {The Tacit Dimension 82). Hence, Leavis's insistence that we need a
language Tor "creative quarreling" (Sword 205) and that what he most respects
in a fellow critic is "the challenge to disagree that helps me with my own
problem of critical presentment and, in the course of doing that, gives edge
to my judgment and strengthens my critical grasp." (Principle 253}. While
Booth's Critical Understanding (1979) can be seen as one particularly thorough
attempt to produce a framework for creative quarrelling among literary critics
(see particularly his delightful "Hippocratic Oath for the Pluralist" 351-2),
his Modern Dogma takes on a much larger task by sugsesting a rhetoric for
creative quarrelling between students and faculty, mathematicians and artists,
police and protestors: all men and women whose minds need to meet and grow and
test themselves in symbolic exchange. The difference between Leavis and Booth
is perhaps best captured in the fact that Booth calls this not a language for
creative quarreling, but a "rhetoric of assent." Which you prefer may depend
on your personality and upbringing; I find myself appreciating the clash of
opposites more and more as I grow older. As my memory fades with age, 1
sometimes need the sharpening edge and energy of combat to help me recall and
articulate, extend and discover, what I know.

I1. Belief

The "rhetoric of assent®™ captures perfectly, however, the next aspect of
Polapyi's thought that Leavis and Booth find so valuable--the acceptance of
belief as a powerful intellectual tool, more powerful and more essential to
our thinking than doubt. Whlle they don't want to lose what skepticism has
gained for us, they see danger in distancing techniques tha{ increasingly
aliow us never to fully explore new territory that might challenge cur
favorite ideas.

The empbasis is felt in Booth's choice of title-- the "modern dogma® he
speaks of is the notion that we should always "doubt pending proof." Since
that dogma itself has never been proved, he suggests playing by different
rules, that we should "assent pending disproof." Such assent enables him to
1list seven things that we can agree we know about ourselves and six things
that we come to know through art that we would never know otherwise (see Dogma
111-25 and 168-80}. He cautions that these lists are not exhaustive: they
contain only what at the moment he feels, in all honesty, no one can seriously
doubt {the rules of this game, he says, allow you "to doubt only what you
cannot not doubt" Dogma, 111). I find these lists impressive and heartening
and suggest their use as a starting or ending point or as a curricular
principle for any introductory class in writing or reading.

Using the game imagery even more openly than Booth does, Peter FElbow
{another student of language with openly acknowledged debts to Polanyi})
recommends what I will call the rhythm method--alternating the doubting game
and the belleving game over time to stimulate exploratory thinking (see
Embracing Contraries, 1986}. Elbow acknowledges our fears of being raped,
invaded, consumed, or eaten if we believe too many things {in contrast to
Booth's metaphor for understanding--eating, incorporation, and growth, CU 262-
7 and Dogma 166)--but Elbow counters with another metaphor: "A belief Is a
lens and one of the best ways to test it is to loock through it." (EC 283)
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An unsettling course could be bullt around Polanyi's chapter in PK on
"The Critique of Doubt,® Elbow's final chapter in Embracing Contraries--
"Methodological Doubting and Believing: Contraries in Inquiry," Booth's
deconstruction of Bertrand Russell's writings in the second chapter of Dogma,
and filnally Leavis's stunning deconstruction of Eliot's Four Quartets in
chapter 3 of The Living Principle. Leavis's strength has always been in
delicate, close readings that respond to every intonation of the human voice
and that themselves embody his own living in and through the work; and in the
process of using Eliot's own language against him, showing that Eliott!'s poem
never realizes for us the affirmation that Eliot so desperately needs to make,
he simultaneously reveals Eliot's strength and true importance. In Booth's
terms (from CU, Ch. 6), Leavis's "overstanding" of Eliot comes only after, or
perhaps more accurately because of, his attentive indwelling or
"understanding.® In Critical Understanding, Booth argues we have
underestimated the difficulty of indwelling and need once again to cultivate
the strenucus art of "surrendering to other minds" {CY 260).

For Pblanyi, indweiling is a useful term to describe how scientists and
mathematicians dwell in the particulars of a problem in order to discover /
create the whole solution that might possibly contain and explain them. He
quotes the mathematician Polya's advice to students perplexed by difficult
problems: "Look at the unknown. Look at the conclusion." Polanyi finds this
to be not an impossible mystical exhortation, but a practical heuristic device
for shifting one's focus. What the admonition really means is "look at the
known data, but not in themselves, rather as clues to the unkown; as pointers
to it and parts of it." (PK 127-8). It iz something we do all the time when
we Ysee" things, dwelling in the two separate and possibly conflicting images
we recsive on our retinas and tacitly integrating them in order to focus on
and create the one whole image that we believe to be the most fruitful
representation of the object in front of us.

II1. Shaping Reality

This habit we have of recognizing or creating wholes out of disparate
particulars 1s one we can't seem to get rid of, and it leads us into the third
area of Polanyi's importance for Booth and Leavis--his accepting of the
findings of Gestalt psychology that all perception is creative, We can
perhaps best understand how completely we take this creativity for granted
when we lose it or it appears in abberational ferms (see, for instance, the
a Hat, 1985). Polanyil 13 certainly not the first or the only 20th cemtury
thinker to have emphasized the impossiblity of Locke's idea of our passively
receiving images on a blank-slate mind. However, by acknowledging and
accepting this tendency of ours to recognize and ¢reate order, he has
systematically altered cur understanding of how sclience is done and how
scientific discoveries are made. Leavis and Booth are right, I think, to
sense that a similar acknowledgement and acceptance of our unavoidable shaping
tendencies ¢ould change the way we approach the study of language and
literature.

Polanyi points out that one of the taclt skills on which all of science
depends is our ability to recognize order and distinguish 1t from randomness,
Probability theory, for instance, would have no use or meaning in a world
where we didn't recognize, say, a striking pattern if several million pebbles
spelled cut "Welcome to New York" by the runway when a jet touched down at
Kennedy International. The probability of those millions of pebbles being in
any other random configuration on the same plot of ground is exactly the same,
unless we insist that certain configurations are meaningfully ordered and
therefore much less likely to have occured by chance. The point is, our
determination of order comes first and makes the calculations of probability
theory possible and useful (see PK 33-40). The same could be said of
taxonomy~-~the recognition of discrete organisms for study in biology--or of
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crystallography, where actual crystals are often judged imperfect by thearies
of orderly crystal formation.

T'11 leave alone for now the perplexing question of whether our patterns
ever correspond to reality, partly because I think it can never be proved. It
will always depend on our belief, our commitment. Of course, if one redefines
reality, as Polanyi does {and since we've already redefined truth and
knowledge, I suppose we might as well}, so that people are more real than
cobblestones because they can reveal themselves in unpredictable ways in the
future and cah never be exhausted by our conception of any one aspect of them
{if tangibility becomes a less important criteria for reality than
significance, TD 32-3), then our pattern-making and patiern-discovering habits

may be more real than most things in the universe!

More to the point here, sclence would not exist and neither would any
other discipline we dignify with the name of knowledge if we did not
acknowledge and accredit cur abllity to create patterns and recognize
meaningful patterns created by otheers. Leavis makes particularly interesting
use of this aspect of Polanyi's thought when he discusses the negative valence
Eliot gives to the word "pattern" 1n "East Coker" in relation to the positive,
life-giving valence Polanyl gives 1t as an avenue toward and a bullder of
truth (Principle, 201, 223-6). Of course, this particular skill, like any
other Polanyi discusses, is not infallible and 1s open to abuses. Frank
Kermode, in Sense of an Ending (1967}, suggests how unsatisfying ligerary
works are if we feel the pattern has been achieved too easily, without an
honest enough recognition of the divisions and chaotic elements in experience
and without any sense of precarious stretching at the boundaries, of the whole
shape of the work belng threatened at every point by the contradictory and
irreducible life enacted within it. However, Kermode is equally good at
revealing the impossibility of avoiding structure and patterns of meaning--
even if authors deliver their novels on cards to be shuffled randomly, the
reader will create some sort of order and manufacture a beginning and an
ending for him or herself.

Without abandoning the insights of reader-response theory and without
embracing overly naive notions of the organic unity of a work of art, we can
nevertheless affirm those urgent shaping powers of the artist that Leavis
suggests start "with an elusive sense of some coherence or pattern to be found
in experience" (Sword 25). For Leavis, the creativity of all perception is
continuous with the creativity of great writers. Poets and novelists,
however, are both more open than most of us about their role in shaping their
thought and simultaneously more adept at inventing methods to subvert and
challenge their shaping tendencies.

One of these methods, Peter Elbow suggests, is the embracing of conflict
and contraries: as he says of Chaucer, he "arranges the dilemma so that we can
only be satisfied by taking a larger view" (EC 240). The larger view may
itself be unstatable in any other way, but Leavis contends that “what is
inexpressible in terms of logic and clarity, the unstatable, must not be
excluded from thought" (Principle 43). Booth suggests another way in which
artists push against easy resolutions or too early closure: they subject all
concepts to the elaborate testing of "artistic proof," trying to see if an
attltude can be "danced well" {(Dogma 173}.

Metaphor works in a similar way to complicate linear thinking and create
new and more disturbing concepts,.yoking unlike things together in
unpredictable ways to suggest a relatlon between them (see EC 22-30, 250 and
Principle 108). Leavis is careful to distinguish this kind of metaphor from
paraphrasable tidy anaolgies that serve as decoration only, functioning as
similes with the "like" or the "as" left out (Principle 135, 151-4), Oor as
Booth says (CU 266), "where literalness ends and metaphor begins is impossible
to determine, but the borderline is not a line between truth and falsehood."
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Thus, the very choosing of methods that work to subvert and challenge
clicn® or simple pattern may express the most basic intention of any writer to
whom we give prolonged attention., These choices need not be based on explicit
reasoning or on sophisticated understanding of theory. We can assume thag
even Bunyan and DeFoe had enough tacit understanding of the open-endedness,
ambiguity, indirection, and sensual life of narrative from their experience of
it in family and community discourse, particularly through Biblical narrative,
to decide to pour themselves into its methods and accept simultanecusly the
limitations and the considerable powers of those methods. The deepest
intention was to take that particular tool in hand to explore reality.

Clearly, the twentieth century novelists that strike us as extending and
transforming a long tradition of narrative make thelr intentlons even more
unmistalkable by the forms they choose, forms that make single interpretations
impossible. They sense that the forms they set before the world are finally
the only possible shape or equivalent for thelr thought--the only adequate
embodiment, testing, and extending of what they were trying to say. Thus all
our examinings of a narrative's play of meanings, complexities of shape,
richness of imagery, movement, and volce, even of the ways language works
against ltself to challenge surface meanings, are continually helping such
writers to realize their profoundest intentions. Further, the necessity for
our collaboration, our constructive activity as readers, generates the very
intensity of interest the writer most desires. Writers want our indwelling
more than anything else, want to draw us in to puzzle over these details of
color, shape, form, sound, taste, sensation, idea, character, and event, with
them to help build and complete the whole that will contain all the tensions
the artist felt and tried to include in one work.

Polanyi's discussion of parts and wholes is not a simple one. He is not
interested 1n arbitrary constructs that merely console or entertain and never
allows us to see any significantly ordered whole as closed to challenge from
the future. Instead, he insists it can only be considered true if wWe sense
that it contains in itself hints to how it might one day be meaningbully
challenged and transformed. More striking still, he claims that a whole,
while not reducible to its constituent parts, is also not separable from them.
We sense the whole only by dwelling fully in the often contradictory
particulars and focusing intently on whatever tenuous, shifting relation
might possibly contain or explain them without reduction. His formulation
here helps us understand why contemporary novels can often seem so disjolnted:
one hundred years from now, the loving attention of readers may have helped
the whole shape to emerge by their dwelling in the particulars and sensing
their possible relations to each other. To say that the novelist knew exactly
what this whole meaning was to be would be as wrongheaded as to say that she
did not sustain her work with intimations of 1t and passionate intellectual
focus upon 1t. And perhaps if we can begin to accredit the tacit powers of
writers, allowing that their primary intelligent intention is to use these
tacit powers, we can begin to accredit our own tacit skills as readers as
well.

Conclusion

A conclusion would seem impertinent when I feel T've only made the
faintest beginning on lssues much larger and richer than [ am. But I need to
end this somehow. 1et me do so by attempting a redefinition of two important
vords, fact and fiction.

Both Booth and Leavis agree that our great writers are concerned with a
necessary kind of thought about human 1life, not the least of which 1s thought
about language, i1ts power to shape or limit us, and our need to preserve and
extend it as the medium in which we live, "the source of our being" {Dogma
142). Polanyi's discussioms of language and articulation reinforce Leavis's
contention that our impertant words are incapable of fixed and definitive
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definition, and as we have seen, Polanyl has proposed several major
redefinitions of knowledge, truth, and reality. His work emboldens me to
suggest a further challenge to the accretions of centuries that have equated
fact with truth and fiction with falsity. The root words, facere and fingere,
have always been much closer tham that. My old Cassell's Latin dictiomary
finds, as one might expect, fingere (from which fictum comes) to be assoclated
with "fashioning, forming, moulding, imagining, conceiving, arranging,
ordering." But 1t also links facere with "writing down, producing, composing,
and valuing." The closest link, of course, is "making." And onte we have
begun to see fact and fiction both as something made, we have begun to see
what Polanyi's epistemology and its importance for language studies is all
about. Certainly, if the whole body of modern science can grow in such a
ground of unspecifiable skills and constructed fact, the study of literature
and language need not fear to do the same.

But 1f redefining fact and fiction in this way brings the spectre of
total relativism too close, I've done something wrong. Perhaps I can only
make amends by writing another essay, this time emphasizing much more fiercely
Polanyi's discussion of the perszonal and universal poles of all knowledge, the
ways in which all our knowledge is both made and discovered. Trained in
arduous apprenticeships in the arts or academlc disciplines, we build/discover
our knowledge not whimsically, arbitrarily, just as we please, but as we feel
we must. An understanding of the structure of taclt knowing as Polanyi
describes it and of the communal, convivial controls on our knowledge and
discoveries can only serve to underline the inescapable, existential nature of
our commitiments to what we know.

Twenty years from now, I belleve we will look back to the T0's and 80's

-as a period of great upheaval in literary criticism that gave us some of our

most eloquent insights into the nature of language and the powers and limits
of literature. But I also think we will have a more realistic understanding
of the timits of literary theory. As Polanyi put it, "an unbridled lucidity
can destroy our understanding of complex matters." It is not by detached
scrutiny of the particulars of a work of art, "but by dwelling in them, that
we understand their joint meaning.” (12 18). Any sentence or paragraph, let
alone an entire work, can completely deconstruct if we stare at its parts long
enough; it can then either mean ninety different things or nothing. "All
particulars become meaningless 1f we lose sight of the pastern which they
Jointly constitute." (PK 57)

Yes, readers conatruct the meaning of a text a3 they read. Yes, final
certalnty is not a reasonable goal for the interpretation of texts. But once
we've said these things (which can also, we now see, be said of scientific
work), we haven't even begun the task of literary criticism; nor, obviously,
have we said all that needs to be gaid about its theoretical underpinnings. I
got into this line of work because I love stories and the ways in which they
generate/ discover meaning, meaning that cannot be stated in any other ways
and now I increasingly find that biblical scholars, theologians, philosophers,
even physicians and psychologists are reading stories in richer and more real
ways than I am. Leavis and Booth, drawing on Polanyi's insights, have given
us literary critlics ways to return with clearer understanding--and without
theoretical naivet® or playful irrelevance--to work most of us have valued and
performed tacitly all our professionmal lives, the work of exploring the kind
of knowledge only literature can discaover and create.
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D. 4. Lawtence and Michael Polanyi:
Pedefining Subjectivitv and Objectivity

parela A. Rocks

It can be argued, philosonhically and practically, that we human
beings are not only the creators of, but also the creations of, »
language. Certainly, the language that we inherit and inhabit
powerfully shapes the ways in which we think and ralk ahout ourselves
and our world. We students of literature may be more {nfluenced than we

‘realize by the label that we commonly affix to our discipline-~literary
criticism——and our roles within {t——literary critics. The root meaning
of "judge", and the common association of these words with censuring and
finding fanlt, reinforce our conscious and subconscious affiliation with
the dominant mode of imquiry im Western thought—-the mode which
recommends doubting, dissecting, and disagreeing as the only sane and
certain routes to or signs of knowledge, and which denigrates believing,
synthesizing, and striving for consensus as tools of discovery, Polanyi
challenges this dominant assumption, and that challenge can inform our
activities as students of literature. I should like to suggest how our
responses to a particular authov—-D. H. Lawrence=—can be enriched
through a Polanvian perspective.

Polanyi’s work can be useful to the scholar interested in Lawrence
as a serlous aml provecative thinker, because there are certain striking
consansuinities between Polanvi's epistemolegy and Lawrence's
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"pollyanalyvtics", particularly in their revision of the concepts-ef
subjectivity and objectivity, and their emphasis on the vital
interchange between the individual knowing persom and the surrouunding
knowable world. These resemblances do not prove that Lawrence even
attempted to formulate a rimidly comsistent system of thought. But they
can reveal that many of Lavrence's criticisms of the inadequacies of the
dorinant scientific, philosephical, and nsvchological models of his day,
and his passionate attempts to propose, recognize, or envision, both in
his Tfiction and his essays, alternative routes to and kinds of
knowledge, were dismissed by the inteilisentsia of his (and, perhaps, of
our) day not because thev were primitive and anti-intellectual, but
because they spoke out of, and te, a kind of thinking about thinking
(and about perceiving and doing and discovering) that was in many ways
ahead of, rather than behind, irs time.

Polanvi and Lawrence independently recognize that our limited and
unrealistic definitlons of "subjective" and "ohjective" result in false
notlons of what knowledse is, what relation we have to each other and
the world around us, and what contributions the diffevent disciplines
can make to a fuller understanding of these relations. Certainly, the
distinction between science and art cannot be made on the grounds that
one 1s objective, the other subjective, since no form of creation and
discovery is purely one or the other. Both men tackle this process of
redefinitlon as a fundamental cornerstone of their epistemolosies.

The tendency of Polanyi's Personal Knowledge is to seek the common
human wellspring and structure of alt inquiry, scientifie or otherwise.
Polanyi's philosophical pesition 15 remarkable for ilts balance, He
denies that Knowledpe exists somehow apart from its meaning to
individuals in all their irreducihle complexity; and at the gawe time,
he is equally committed to the belief "in the presence of an external
reality with which we can establish contact", which "i{s gradually
accessible to knowing"™, and "which, being real may vet reveal itself to
our deepened understanding in an indefinite range of unexpected
manifestations™ ("Knowing'" 133). EBetause of the dual emphasis on

"indwelling" ("we endew a thinpg with meaningz bv Interiorizing it and
destroy its meaning by alienating it" Personal 146) and "universal

intent", Polanyi's account of man as what Lawrence calls a
"thought-adventurer" ("On Being A Man" 616) seems closer to lived
experience than many epistemologies. Polanyi is refreshing in his
insistence that helief is more creative (and less blind} than doubt.
fven the power to criticize must spring from and return to what can only
be called faith. To admit the possibility of being wrong, witheut being
a relativist, vet to endorse the search for recognizeahble truths and
values, is paradoxical. The necessary creative tension is maintained
because Polanyi conceives of knowledge neither as private, nor as
referring to an independent structure of reductive facts devoid of
personal and cultural significance. Fxplicit knowledge rests always om
a nexus of tacit belief. This is akin to Lawrence's contention that:
The contintum which 15 alf{ve can handle the dead tissue. That
fs, the individual who still retains his individuality, his
basic at-oneness or innocence or naivete, can deal with the

\ material world successfully, He can be analytical or eritical

upon necessity. But at the core, he {s always naive and at
ore. ("Individual” 7€3)

Even more emphatically than Polanvi, Lawrence insists that the
material cosmos ltself depends, not only for its meaning but for its
very existence, upon living creatures. Polanyi's arsument that if the
conventicnal scientiflic ideal of wholly explicik, depersonalized
knowledse were obtainable in practice, it would result in an “absurd and
hostile™ universe {Personal 199) echoes Lawrence's rejaction of abstract
knowledre untempered by "tofetherness':

The world of reason and science, the noon, a dead lump of
earth, the sur, so much gas with spots: this is the dry and
sterile little world that the abstracted mind {nhabits. The




22

world of our little consciousness, which we know in our
pettifoguing apartness....There are wany ways of knowingeeass
But the two wavs of konowing, for man, are knowing in terms of
apartness, which is mental, rational, scientific, and knowing
in terws of togetherress, which is religious and poetic. ("A
Propos" 51t=i2)

Polaavi's concept of knowledge as neither {mpersonal nor'a priori
but interactive, depending on the existence of a real external world
independent of the subject as well as on the subject's individual
{nterest and involvement in this world, can be connected with Lawrence's
concept of the individual (as disr{nct from the social) consciousness,
which "is not split into subjective and objective™, but is "the primal
or pristine or basic conseiousness..., the state of 'innocence' "
("fndividual" 761~2). This Innoccence, or individuality, is the
condition of wholeness which makes it possible to create, discover, and
relate without manipulating. Thus, Polanyl's "personal’ finds its
nearest equivalent in Lawrence's "individual".

According te Polanyi, "subjective" and "objective", as they are
cormonly used, are severely limited terms which, although not
meaningless, are inadequate as descriptions of human knowledge,
understanding, or discoverv. He introduces the concept of "Personal
k¥nowledse" in order to bridge the gap between the .inaccessible privacy
of subjective feelines and the detached public domain of objective
facts. Polanyl claims that the knower's “personal participation...im
21l acts of understanding....does not make our understanding subjective.
Comprehension is neither...arbitrary nor...passlve.s., but a responsible
act claiming universal validitv. 3Such knowing is indeed ohjective in
the sense of establishing contact with a hidden reality". He describes
"this fusion of the personal and the ohjective as Personal Knowledse"
{Persunal xiii=-x{v). Although ir is necessary for the individual to
Weommit" himself passionately to the knowledge which he believes to be
walid, this commitment s "personal, which is nefther subjective nor
objective.” The persemal is not a purely subjective state because it
"oubmits to requirements acknowledged by itself as independent of
itself", but because "it s an action putded by individual passions, it
is not objective either. It transcends the distinction between
subjective and objective™ {Persounal 300).

Purelv subjective feelings are, according to Polanyi, "in the
nature of a condition to which the rerson In guestion is subject”
(Personal 302), They do not have to do with anvthing outslde the
subject, although they may be caused by external factors, since Polanyi
includes in this category raw sensations such as pain or cold, if these
sensations are so intense as to block out all other awareness. The very
insularity of pure subjectivity negares relationship or conneckion
between the subject and anything else; it is a short—eircuit which traps
and blinds him. As such it is a profoundlv uncreative and indeed
self-destructive condition. It is also passive, insofar as it is
"rerelv suffered or enjoved" rather than "actively entered upon. . .
tcnd[tha! towards an achievement” (Personal 312-13).

Lawrence's genuine individual, in 3 state of Innocence, is part
of the living continuum of the universe. Lawrence's individual
knowledse, like Polanvi's personal knowledpe, means not being split into
a mental dichotomy of subjective and objective consclousness:

The moment any individual creature becomes aware of its own
tndividual isolation, it becomes instantaneously aware of that
which is outside itself, and forms its limitation....the
psvche splits into two, into subjective and objective
reality....{and] the primal Integral I, which is for the most
part a living gontinuum of all the rest of living things,
collapses, and we get the 1 which ls staring out the window at
the reality which is not Itself. And this i{s the condition of
the modern consciousness, from early childhood. ("individual"
761)
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This is man the passive spectator, the classical scientist, gazing
through the window of mathematics at a "reality" more "real” than his
own body, at a world which is only his insofar as he can manipulate it
and comprehend it in abstraect terms. Lawrence belleves that the way,
for modern man, is to move forward to hls own unique tenewed
relacionship with the world and himseif, which must grow out of cambined
conscious and unconscious knowledge. One of the nost persistent themes
running through Lawrence's works i{s the struggle of modern men and women
to achleve a relationship with themselves, each other, and the
circumambient universe which denites neither thelr dark bloed nor their
conscious minds. The accumulatlon of knowledge that so complicates
modern man's expertence cannot simply be suppressed or eliminated or
reversed; it must be assimilated in a new synthesis: "we must know, if
only in order to learn how not to know'" {Fantasia 76).

The way 1s fraught with apparent contradictions, For example,
Lawrence detests what he calls "merging", yet he inslsts that all living
things are part of a "continuum, as if all were connected by a living
membrane.” Polanyfan terminology may help to reselve this apparent
contradiction: Lawrence sugpests that idividuality (with {its concomitant
separateness) must remain tacit; i{f our individvality, our iselation,
becomes the explicit focus of our attention, it will cease to form the
secure underpinning which makes our active creative lives possible, and
will hecome locked in as a jamming frequency which will effectively
block ont both external and internal stimuli. The individual
consciousness is aware of ™ Tyou' or '{t' " not "as something...limicing
‘re' " but as "a continuum of ‘me’'-~different but not separate...."
("Individual" 761-2).

"Nifferent" but not "separate” {s an Important qualifying
distinction {n seeing what Lawrence is saying. lie does not suggest that
all things are the same, or that they sheuld merge into oneness, bhut
that all things have a living connection,

Exploration of the nature of that cennection leads Lawrence to
redefine subjectlvity and objectivity. But he does not reject the mind,
or the cousclopsness, nor even the terms “subjective” and "objective".
Rather he seeks to realisn them with the reality of the bodv and the
unconscious, the roet and the wellspring., He most explicitly atrempts

this realipnment in Psychoanalvsis and the Unconscious and Fantasia of
the Unconscious.

Psvchoanalysis orisinated as a reaction agzainst the Freudlan
unconscious, which seems to Lauwrence "the cellar in which the mind keeps
its own bastard spawn" (Psvchoanalvsis 207). The true unconscious, he
feels certain:

+« « »is not a shadew cast from the mind., 1t is the
spontaneous life-motive in every organism. . . .Where the
individual begins, life begins. The two are inseparatle, life
and individuality. And also, where the individual begins, the
unconscious, which i{s the specific life-motive, also bewins.
-(Psychoanalysis 212-13)

Characteristically Lawrence, who feels that "a true thought
«escomes as much from the heart and the genitals as from the head"
("Privately™ 279), locates the primal centers of the unconscious not in
the head, but throughout the bodv. The psychological-physiological
structure which lLawrence develops in Psychoanalysis and elaborates in

Fantasia describes four primal centers of the bodlly unconscious: two

lower centers, described as "subjective", and two upper centers,
described as "objective". But, says Lawrence, "let us realize that the
subjective and objective of the unconscicus are not the same as the
suhjective and objective of the mind" (Psvchoanalysis 22Z8). The mind {s
not yet awake, and the individual has as vet ro ideal conception of self
ar other,

Tt 1is essenti{al te note that, even at this primal level of the
unconscious, Lawrence defines "subjectivity"” and "objectivity" in terms




24

of relationship: mot enly between the four centers within the
fndividual, bur berween one individual and another. Even pristine
subjectivity cannot exlist in isolatfon. The potential of the individual
to grow and develop in "correspondance" with "the external universe"
{which universe lLawrence, like Polanyi, insists Is——in some sense--a
knowable reality rather than a fiction, projection, or illusion)
depends, for Lawrence, on his not severing these deeply subjective bonds
between the body and the world: "There must be a cireuit of which the
complementary pole is external to the individual" (Psychoanalysis 244),
The bond, the relationship between an adult man and woman, which is so
vitally important to Lawrence, depends on remaining in touch with the
living subjective and objective unconscious, rather than reacting
according to the dictates of an abstract ldeal, and succombing to the
temptation to construct a model rather than recognizing another
individual.

To complete a model of anvone or anything f{s to make an idea of it,
to abstract it from irs context, to "fix" it, to make it "z mental
objecrive, endlessly apprecfated, cricicized, scrutinized, exhausted”
{Psvchoanalvsis 229). One ceases to attend fully to the phenomenon
itself, and focuses only on the idea one has of it. This is how,
Lawrence would claim, classical science observes the uuiverse, to the
exclusion of all other sorts of awareness. It may, equally, be how we
all too often regard a work of literature. It is the exclusivity of
this sort of attention that Lawrence objects to. It 1s not that he
dismisses the importance "of real, eager curioslty, of the delightful
desire to pick things to pieces, and the desire to put them together
amain, the desire to 'find outf, and the desire to i{nvent" as
incompatible with [ndividualicy, for these urges too spring from the
unconsious (Fantasia 40), But ohjective knowledge 15 "based on
...difference, a knowledge...of the gulf that lies between...two beings"
{Psvechoanalysis 237). This knowing "in apartness' is vital and valuable
only insofar as it does not supplant knowing 'in togetherness".

Objective reasoning, or at least reasoning that functions according
to an ideal objectivity (an ideal that Polanyi denies makes any real
sense, even te a practicing seientist), usually works on the assumption
that, basically, the world consists of organized (or at least
organizable) units, whose nature can be comprehended in terms of a
single defineable system. Mathematics as a tool of discovery is
effective because it proceeds by abstracting from the i{ndividual nature
of things. The picture of the universe that it presents is general
rather than specific. FEven the new physics, although it takes into
account the unpredictabilitv of each unit, establishes broad staristical
laws that make a high degree of accuracy about the system possible.

Many polltical and educational theories are based on the {dea that
individual members of a society are more or less identical unfts, with
identical needs, desires, and potentials. Behaviorist psychology
assumes that one stimulus equals, in any organism, ome predictable
response. All of these systems reduce the individual to a "norm™. But,
as Lawrence asserts, "there 15 no such thing as an actual norm, a living
norm, A norm is merely am abstraction, not a reality” (Fantasia 47).
To regard not only the world but oneself as a finalized abstraction is
the kiss of death:
This consciousness collapses, and the real individual lapses
out leaving only the social Individual, a creature of
subjective and objective consciousness. The innocent or
radical individual consciousness alone ls unanalysable and
mysterious; it i{s the queer nuclear spark in the protoplasm,
which is liFe itself, in {ts individual manilfestation. The
moment you split into subjective and objeective consclousness,
then the whole thing becomes analysable, and, in the last
issue, dead. ("individual" 762)

For Lawrence, as for Polanvi, menuine living knowledge is possible

only when based {n what Lawrence would call the individual and Polanyf
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the personal. DBoth agree that the conventicnal definitions of
"subjective" and "objective" are inadequate to accouunt for the kind of
knowing and discovering they value. Both accept that this kind of
knowledge and discovery is based on what Polanyi calls "faith'"--that is,
the framework of belief {naccessible to merely explicit scrutiny.
Neither the artist nor the sclentist regards this apparent limitation as
restrictive——on the contrary, it ls what makes creativity possible.
thile the two men approach these similar convictions from different
disciplines, with different terminology and different emphases,

suspect that Polanyi would salute Lawrence's poetic definition: "Thousht
is a man in hls wholeness wholly attending.”

Lawrence's novels are even more provocatively sustained "thought
adventures" than his pollyanalvtics. 1t is becoming increasingly clear
to many critics that reading, or experiencing, a text with fuller
understanding requires i{mmersiom or Indwelling (knowing "in
togetherness") at leaat as much as standing back and analyzing (knowing
"{n apartness'). Although it most certainly has a crucial ludic element
(would any of us do this if we didn’t find it fun?), literary criticism
is not a game in the sense of being something not to be taken seriously,
even passionately. 1t {s an activity which involves commitment, and
commitment, as Polany{ makes abundantly clear, means taking a stand and
thus a personal risk. Uhen we critics talk about literature, we talk
also about ourselves. Lawrence writes:

Literary criticism can be no more than a reasoned account of
the feeling produced upon the critic by the book he is
eriticizing. Criticism can never be a science: it is...much
too personal, and...is concerned with values that science
ignores....A critic must be able to feel the impact of a work
of art in all {ts complexity and its force. To do so, he must
be a man of force and complexity himself, which few crities
are. ("Galsworthy" 539)
As Booth argues, when we read we must be capable of “surrendering to
other minds" ( 260). The novelist, too, surrendetrs to other minds; the
minds of the various characters, who are simultaneously aspects of and
significantly separate from their creator. 1t seems to me that it isn't
possible to read Lawrence's novels without becoming inecreasingly aware
that one is being immersed in intensely contradictory experiences
("points of view" isn't strong enmough) as the narrative lives through
fi{rst one character, then another. This phenomenon is especially
central in The Rainbow and Women in Love. 1f, as Elbow puts it, "A
belief is a lens and one of the best ways to test it is to look through
it" (283), then perbaps what Lawrence s doiny as a writer, and what we
must do as engaged readers, is to "look through" the various and
contradictory "lenses™ that he grinds for us. The focus which emerpes
will not he a fixed or final one; the richness of Lawrence's hest work
ig¢ that [t resists, as he felt life must, closure. In his thought, his
work, and his 1life, he was an adventurer, an explorer, and an
experimenter. Certainly, not all of the directions he took were equally
fruitful. As readers, we can usefully horrow one of Polanyi's criteria
for truth to help us sense the difference hetween Lawrence's dead ends
and promising paths. Polanyi maintains that the educated, sensitive,
and enraged yet open-minded scientist senses when she has "establishfed]
contact with a hidden reality...[{which] is defined as the condition for
anticipating an indeterminate range of vet unknown (and perhaps
inconcelvable) true implications" (Personal xili-xiv}. Might we not, as
literary critics, take the Polanyian risk of estahlishing fruitfulness
as one of our central c¢riteria for recognizing value irn the works we
make ourselves part of and part of ourselves?
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LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Developing the Rulesa to Personal Knowledge

and Mary Catherine Batason.

I wouid Llike to recommend the recently published book above to the
serbers of the Pelanyi Society. Bateson’s’ book is both an extension to
Polanyi’s Personal Knowledge end a view of the nature of aind and intelli-
gence from a much wider and more abstract viaewpoint. Bateson includes
within his scope of thought all of nature and all of mind. Indeed, at the
the lavel at which he is trying to reach, there is no formal difference.
&4 complementary difference between Bateson and Polanyi is that Polanyi
atudies the mind and its epistemology from within ita phenomena, while
Bateson la looking for the most fundamental--and neceasarily more
abstract--principles which govern the entire universe of thought and life.
To use uae a metaphor, Polanyi is atudying chesa from within the gase,
while Bateson 4ia trying to find out the rulea that govern the game of
chess from a position outside the game. Some of Polanyi’s concluaions are
the fundamental astarting pointa for Bateson’s way of thinking.

To 1lluatrate some of the ways the ldess of Bateaon and Polanyi
interact, I would like to discuss a few of the points made by D, Scott
from Convivium (Winter 87-88, 1in order of appearance). Polanyi considers
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viaion to be purposeful and, thus, I would aay, machine-like., However,
Bateson devotes a whole chaptar to the d{dea that aind is neither
mnechanical nor aupernatural. In addition, in Bateson’s world, there are
processes which are not purposeful (in the usuai sense ) but are not
rachine~like either. In fact, this third (or perhaps more than three) way
is absolutely essential to create a aind which is neither a machine or nor
supernatural (as is in the popular “New Age” rage.)

Next, Scott discusses "the value of the inexact”, of which the tacit
is an example. Polanyi pointa out how the objective (actually another
type of aesthetic; =ses Piraig, 2ep and the Art of Notorcycle Haintenance
for another good way of locking st this idea.) rests on jJudgments which
cannot be proven. Bateson treats this idea at length in the chapter
“bDafenses of Faith". Bateson, Pireig, and Polanyi all draw togather a
synthesia of art, science, and religion.

fnother paragraph or so farther, 3Scott looks through Polanyi’s eyes
into the paradox of whether & tree falling in a foreat makea any sound if
no one is thers to heer ft--whether something aexiats if it is not yet
diacaoverad, Bateason haa zomething different to contribute to this paradox
as he looka at the atructure of mathematical ayatema. In these syatesa,
a2l} theorema are immanent in the poatulstes, axioma, and definitiona which
make up the given logical ayastem. Here the whole ayatem ia created “at
once”, eaven the theorema which have not yet been proven or diacovered.
Polanyi aaka whether truth and beauty exiated before.we diamcovered them.
In Bateson’a ayatem, truth and beauty clearly existed before humans dis-
covered thea! they have been known by Nature for ages and seem essentiasl
for the functioning of evolution. And humana are an experiment and neces-
sarily an extension of Nature.

Bateson also sattempts tc study important ideas found in the Bible.
See eapecially the chapter entitled “The Unmocked God”, where the law of
karas 1a investigated. (1. e. vyou ahall reap what you aow.} Bateson
concludes that God can be violated but cannot be mocked. (See Galaciana
6:7)

Scott goes on to discuss many other aspects of Polanyi’s work which
have interesting reiationships to Bateson’s system. As we read through
Scott’s article, more analogies can be drawn. This task, should you find
it worthy deer reader, remains to you.

Gregory R. Karkowski
Prom Convivium

Truth in the Fiduciary Mode: A Reply to Professor Emmet

In her paper (CONVIVIUM, 23, Oct. 1986, 4-8) on Polanyi’s attempt to
redefine the notion of truth, Professor Emmet rightly points out a number of
serious difficulties in its results. ‘Though I wholly agree with her on the
nature of these difficultics, I think that it is pessible to reconstruct Polanyi's
much too brief and unsystematic remarks on truth, such that (i) her criticisms
are met and (ii) the reconstruction is in accordance with Polanyi’s overall
position. In this paper I will briefly argue that his views of truth had best be
interpreted as being primarily concerned with what in philosophical circles is
ommonly called utterer's sentence meaning (H. P. Grice) or intended meaning
(. Searle) of utterances of the form ". . . is true". Next, I will briefly
suggest that Polanyi’s account of utierer’s meaning of truth may be understood
as a rather special version of the so-called Performative Theory of Truth,
Contrary to Emmet, however, I think that this by no means entails that
Polanyi rejects “the old fashioned notion of truth as accordance with reality”,




28

Uttezer's meaning of " . . is true"

In assessing Polanyl's account it seems geod policy to begin by asking
what questions it is supposed to answer. It is evident that the main aim of
Personal Knowlédge (PK} in this respect is "o allow for the inherently
personal character of the act by which truth is declared" (PK p. 71).
Objectivist theories are inadequate because they all depersonalize the notions

of knowledge and truth. In order to repair this defect Polanyi's concern in -

PK is to bring in the personal coefficient. His “redefinition® of truth is
primarily to be understood as an answer to the question: "How can we take
this ccefficient into account in our conception of the truth?"  Obviously,
Polanyi thinks that this question boils down to a further one, namely: "What
do we mean by saying that a factual statement is true?' (PK p. 254).

Referring to Grice’s (1968) distinction between (i) utterer’s meaning, (i)
sentence meaning and (jii) word meaning, it is obvious that Polanyi is primarily
concerned with (i). Briefly, his account of utterer's meaning of sentences of
the form " . . is true" or "It is true that , . ." is interesting and nicely ties
up with another part of his anti-objectivist program, namely to revalue the
notion of belief. Two central theses of his account of ". . . is true" or "that

. is true" can be formulated as follows. Apart from differences in
emphasis:

(1) to assert that p and to say that p is truc are equivalent, and

(2) to say that p is true and the say "I believe p” are equivalent. Notice that
the equivalence in thesis (1) is also a logical one. In the guisc of the so-
called Logical Superfluity or Redundancy Theory of Truth, (1) has been upheld
by logical positivists like ecarly Wittgenstein, F. P. Ramsey and A. J. Ayer.
They considered the problem of truth as something of a linguistic muddle.
Thesis (1) also figures in the so-called Non-Descriptive Theory or Performative
Theory which was propounded by Strawson in the late forties. According to
this theory, the phrase "is true” is not descriptive. For example, to say that
it is true that smow is while, is nol to say something about a property or
quality of the sentence "smow is white”, To say that a statement is true is
not to say something further about its content, it is fo do something
additional to just making that statement (cf. Strawson, 1949, p. 84).

Polanyi substantially agrees with this by rejecting the view that “true"
designates a quality of a sentence (cf. PK p. 305). By taking up Black's
suggestion to tegard is true”  "as a linguistic device for converting an
unasserted into an asserted semtence”, it is obvious that Polanyi also agrees
with the idea that “is true" (like Frege's assertion sign "[" is an assertive
device (cf. M. Black, 1948, p. 61). Apart from its function as a device for
indicating assertive force, however, "is true" is also a performative. What one
does in uttering "it is true that p" is not only to assert that p, it is in
addition confirming, agreeing, endorsing, admitting, uaderwriting, affirming that
p. In Polanyi's words: "to say that p is true is to underwrite a commitment
or to sign an acceptance” (PK p. 254).
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Though even critics of the Performative Theory admit that it gives an
important insight into a fumction of the use of "true", they normally point out
that it cannot be the whole nature of truth (cf. A, R, White, 1970, p. 100).
Emmet also agrees that to say that p is true is to vouch for one's belief that
p. ‘Taking "is true" as an assertive device, however, ultimately boils down to
the simple insight that in using this phrase one is merely making a truth
claim, "But", she asks, "is this all that is meant by its being true?”

Though Polanyi adheres to the main theses of the Performative Theory, it
is evident that he does not want to leave matters at that. He emphatically
wants "to accredit the wse of ‘truth’ as part of an a-critical act of
affirmation” (PK p. 255, n. 1), How should we understand this? That is, how
should we conceive of these "acts of affirmation” and how can the linguistic
use of "true” ever be part of such acts?

It seems to me that the Polanylan act of affirmation is a kind of
internal, meatal act of judgment which is completely sui generis, Likewise,
the act of assertion is am act of tacit comprehension "which relies altogether
on the self-satisfaction of the person who performs it' (PK p. 254). As I see
it, what Polanyi wants to say is simply that persons may or may mot succeed
in grasping some truth in (the act of) judging within a particular situation at
a certain time. The performance of such an internal act is eo ipso to come to
believe or to form a belief. In other words, belief as true finds its origin in
judging rightly, This, I take it, is the sense of Polanyi's dictum that "truth
becomes the rightness of an action” and of his equating truth "with the
rightness of mental acceptance" (PK pp. 320f).

What about the problem of how these mental acts become public? In

Polanyi's view this seems to be simply a matter of cxpressing their contents.
y: ply P 1

For instance, for any speaker S at a time t, to utter "that p is true" expresses
§'s judgment that p. However, one may very well judge, affirm or assert for
oneself that p and not say that p, judge that p and say that one merely thinks
that p, or even say that mon-p. Clearly, then, §'s judgment is expressed if
and only if (at least) the following requirements are met: (a) S must be
sincere and (b) $'s judgment should have been made ‘with care and
competence” or responsibly.

In passing, 1 would like to point out that Polanyi’s internalist account
may be strengthened considerably by drawing on Searle’s theory of
intentionality. = According to this theory, the performance of an assertive
speech act "is necessarily an expression of the corresponding intentional state”
(Searle, 1983, p. 9). In addition, "intentional states represent objects and
states of affairs in exactly the same sense that speech acts represent objects
and states of affairs” (ibid. pp. 17ff). The idea is simple: just as in a speech
act a propositional content is expressed with a particular illocutionary force,
50 in an intentional state a particular representative or intentional content is
contained in a specific psychological mode. Much more could be said about
this (particularly in respect to the intentional states of feclings, emotion and
intention which play such an important role in the doctrine of the tacit
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component), However, for reasons of space I will confine myself to merely
suggesting a structural analogy between assertive speech acts and Polanyi’s
mental acts of judging, provided the speaker is sincere.

Obviously, a possible critic might follow Emmet in suggesting that if the
use of "truth’ is part of an a-critical act of affirmation there is no criterion
outside the commitment situation where this act is performed. If this act
depends completely on the seif-satisfaction of the person who performs it, his
predicating true (or false) of statements or sentences then seems to become
completely arbitrary, no matter the sincerity or the responsibility with which
such predications are accompanied. This impression is further strengthened by
Polanyi’s thesis (2), which says that to say “that p is true" is equivalent (o
saying "I believe p". The idea is that the (incomplete) expressions *I believe',
", . is true" and the assertion sign "} all function as performative operators,
ie. devices for indicating assertive force.

Given the fact, however, that our beliefs and commitments may be wrong
and changeable, this seems to imply that "the truth and falschood of p will

change with them" (Emmet, p. 5). 1 completely agree with Emmet that if this -

were really Polany's position, it nrot only violates the age old philosophical
insight that what is true is always and everywhere trug, it would also imply an
irredeemable subjectivism and relativism, For if truth is wholly dependent on
one’s convictions, any distinction between what is true and what [ {or you)
think or believe is true, no matter how responsibly and sincerely, becomes
senseless, ’

However, there are good reasons to suppose that Emmet's reading of
Polanyi is incorrect. Polanyi neither rejects the intuitive idea of truth as
accordance with reality, por defines truth in the alleged sense of "that which
I personally and sincerely assert” (Emmet, p. 6).

The definition of "true"

According to Polanyi the expression "p is true” expresses an act of
assertion. That is, in uttering it the speaker expresses his or her belief as
true that p. Tarski's recursive definition "s is true if p" is criticized for
equating a sentence with an action, Accordingly, he proposes to redefine the
Tarskian T-convention as follows:

(3) I shall say "snow is white" is true if and only if I believe that snow is
white {(cf. PK p. 255). : :

This is rather puzzling, for (3) can hardly be called a definition. In fact,
it is a kind of personal declaration, perhaps even a promise, on the part of

Polanyi himself. It simply states wnder what condition Polanyi will use the

phrase ". . . is true”, that is, it cannot be taken as a revision of Tarski’s
definition. It has nothing to do with the meaning of “true’, but everything
with the meaning of telling the truth, . However, 1 think we may transform (3)
into a clause which has both sufficient generality and is at the same time in
accordance with Polany’s infentions. We quantify over speakers (8) and
seriously uttered sentences in which truth is predicated (Ug) at a particular
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place and time (f). Tn this way the specch act is linked with its asserter,
Assuming that § is sincere, we might rephrase (3) into:

@ (5, Uy) (Uc if and only if § believes that p at .

Since there is a moral element in the background here, we might perhaps also
give (3) a model (deontic) form:

(4) It is obligatory ta perform U, if you belicve that p at L

Whatever the correct reading, however, we surcly arc allowed to apply one of
Polanyi’s own principles to (3), namely that he wrote it dows with wniversal
intent. 'That is, though (3) seems only to apply to Polanyi's use of "true’, it
should also apply to all veracious enquirers who rtefuse to make truth
redundant by constantly suspending judgment and assertion.

Now. if someone were to utter *. . . is true”, expressing his or her
judgment or belicf that so-and-so, it certainly makes sense to ask whether this
utterance is itself true. This seems to me in accordance with Polanyi's view
that truth is mot a property of mere (unasserted) sentences. Taking up a
suggestion of Davidson (1984, p.”"134) that truth attaches (or fails to attach) to
utterances, the step from telling the truth (4) to a general schema which is
“closely akin" to Tarski's becomes vanishing small. For we get:

(5) (8, Uy (U is true if p at t).

Onc might object that Polanyi in advocating the suspension of disbelief is
nowhere saying anything remotely similar to (5). To support my claim that it
is in accordance with Polanyi's overall position, it is not all that difficult to
adduce some textual evidence from both PK and later publications.  For
instance, Polanyi admonishes us quitc cmphatically to uphold the rcgulative
standard or ideal of truth: - "though every person may believe something
different to be true, there is only one truth’ (PK p. 315). Elsewhere he tells
us that "truth lies in the achievement of a contact with reality’ (PK p. 147).
A few years later we find: "the truth of a proposition lies in its bearing on
reality (KB p. 172). Finally, we have "A statement about nature is believed to
be truc if it is believed to disclose an aspect of something real in nature”
(SR p. 191). I fail to see how this could ever amount to a rejection of “any
view of truth as independent of cur convictions’ (Emmet, p. 5). What is more,
I doubt whether Polanyi did reject the old fashioned notion of truth as
accordance with reality.

Truth as accordance with _reality

I agree with Emmet that his concern to attack the ubiquitous suspension
of belief led Polanyi to over-emphasize the clement of commitment, particularly
in PK. At least from The Tacit Dimension onwards, "commitment" becomes less
important (cf, TD, x). It is true that Polanyi is critical of Russell’s version of
the correspondence theory. It is important here to distinguish between three
completely different kinds of problem: . the definition of the meaning of, or
the nature of, truth, accounting for utterer's meaning of truth and the criteria
for truth. As Professor Emmet points out, Polanyi finds the correspondence
theory (at least in Russell’s version) an inadequate answer to the first kind of
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problem. In his view it is impossible to say how subjective belief and actual
fact could ever coincide (cf. PK p. 304). The point is well made, because it is
notoriously  difficult to explain the precise npature of the relation of
correspondence between (the content of) a belief (statement or theory) and the
*actual" facts, In Polanyi's view a confrontation between the "actual' facts
and belicfs, whether our own or those of others, has ultimately to be resolved
by personal judgment. Unless one wants to follow the sceptic and the
instrumentalist in suspending judgment, belief or assertion for ever, in practice
decisions are called for (if only in the application of relevant rules of
verification or falsification).,  Because even the veracious explorer may be
mistaken and direct access to reality is lacking, we have to rely on a vast
amount of largely unspecifiable background knowledge, embedded in, and
transmitted by, shared cultural practices. .

If 1 am correct, then Polanyi more or less implicitly offers his own
version of the correspondence theory in his proposal that we may assume a
"correspondence between the structure of comprekension [tacit knowing] and
the structure of the comprehensive entity which is its object” (TD pp 33f).
Polanyi is rather vague on the matter and some commentators (e.g. Innis {1973,
pp. 88f)], Bennett {1978, p. 41] have interpreted this rclation as a one-one
correspondence (isomorphism), I think they are mistaken for a number of
reasons, the main one being that the whole idea is umintelligible because of
the unspecifiability of the subsidiaries (cf. also Meek, 1985, pp. 109f).
Moreover, contrary to Polanyi's professed fallibilism and his emphatic admission
that tacit knowing can always be wrong, the assumption of an isomorphism
would imply that instances of this kind of intuition are infallible, For reasons
of space I will not work this out, but I think that at most a weaker
correspondence-as-correlation (homomorphy) can be defended.

It has to be admitted, however, that Polanyi’s ideas do not amount to a
complete "theory" of truth,  Partly, no doubt, because one of his main
concerns is (o defend the thesis we have good reasons to believe that science
(conceived as a cultural system) pives us on the whole a true picture of
nature, Contrary to Emmet, I think that Polanyi neither rejects our intuitive
idea of truth as accordance with realily, nor defines truth as that which I
personally and sincerely assert, nor makes (ubjective) truth dependent on what
we now happen to (come to} believe.
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TFrom Convivium

A Reply to Dorothy Emmet on ‘ Michael Polanyi’s Idea of Truth

In a recent issue of CONVIVIUM two substantial attacks have been made
on important elements of Polanyi’s thought. One came from Professor Emmet
in an asticle in CONVIVIUM .of October 1986, The other was made by
S. Palmquist in the CONVIVIUM of March 1987, Both deserve a reply and,
although I hope this will come from others better qualified than I, T feel
roused to make a contribution to the first attack, sincc I do not know cnough
about Kant to involve myself in the other one.

Professor Emmet knew Polanyi well; she was Professor of Philosophy in
Manchester while he was a professor there, and she often discussed his work
with him, I have thercfore always been puzzled about her unwillingness to
talk about him; and when she finally did explain to me the general line of her
disagreement with him, I persuaded her to write the picce which appeared in
CONVIVIUM. 1 thought it important that these objections should be known
and faced, because if true they would seriously undermine Polanyi’s whole
philosophy.

In this article her criticism is directed chiefly at Polanyi’s chapters on
"The Logic of Affirmation” and "Commitment® in Personal Knowledge. In
particular she looks at the section called "Varieties of Commitment' and quotes
sentences from pp. 305, 315 and 320, which are all part of Polany’s argument
for acknowledging the place of personal commitment in the search for truth,
They make sense when taken as part of that argnment. Professor Emmet,
taking them in isolation, asks what happens to fmth i I change my
commitment, having come to see that it was mistaken? Was the statement p
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to which 1 committed myself, true at the moment of commitment, and did it
become false when I no longer believed it?

It seems to me there is quite a simple error in this criticism. Polanyi is
right in stating that to say "I believe p" is equivalent to saying "p is true";
only the first way of saying it puts more emphasis on the personal pole of the
commitment, the second puts it on the external pole. But as it is clearly
impossible to believe something and yet not to believe it is true, how can one
deny that the two assertions are equivalent? The error comes in assuming
that because I believe it, and assert it, it is true. It is this error that
Professor Emmet attributes to Polanyi, but it is not his error; he never says
that. He always insists that our commitments may be entirely mistaken. But
when we come to see that we were mistaken we do not say "p has now ceased
to be true", but "I now realize that p was not true'.

The notion of commitment has its difficulties, but it is perfectly clear
from the whole of Polanyi's writing that he was sure that truth relates us to a
reality existing independent of us. Even in the preface to Personal Knowledge,
where he is concerned to spell out his main aims as concisely as possible, he
says of the personal participation of the knower in all acts of understanding
- "But this does not make our understanding subjective. Comprehension is
neither an arbitrary act nor a passive experience, but a responsible act
claiming universal validity. Such knowledge is indeed objective in the sense of
establishing contact with a hidden reality; a contact that is defined as the
condition for anticipating an indeterminate rasge of yet unknown (and perhaps
yet inconceivable) trus implications”,

I think that in some way Professor Emmet has not taken the idea of tacit
knowing seriously. She says that she has great admiration for Polanyi's view
of tacit knowledge; she agrees with his attack on the notion that "thinking
and indeed its testing, can be reduced to something purely objective, formal or
specifiable”.  She accepts that “there is always the persomal involvement of the
thinker, judging, probing, following clues in the penumbra of unspecified tacit
awarcness which surrounds anything we are concentrating on®.

This brief statement of the case for Polanyi as she sees it makes one
uneasy. Clues, in the theory of tacit knowing, arc things to dwell on, to
atiend from, rather than to follow as in a treasure hunt. And the idea of
tacit knowing as worked out especially in the essays collected in Knowing and
Being, is much more precise and incisive than a penumbra. For instance, in
discovery the particulars may be clear and distinct, the focal centre may be
empty, until by an act of intuition we let the particulars lose their separate
clarity and fuse into a meaning on which we focus. The particulars will then
have a different appearance from what they had separately. Professor Emmet
does mot scem to pay attention to the ideas of attending from separate
particulars to their joint meaning, nor to the idea of logical levels; very
important parts of the theory of tacit knowing.

Polanyi realized as clearly as anyone that the admission of the skilled act
of knowing faces us with the question how such knowing can be relied on as
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objective, In Personal Knowledge he writes of an ultimate aim of his enquiry

which he sets out as follows:
If, vas would seem, the meaning of all our utterances is determined
to an important extent by a skilful act of our own - the act of
knowing - then the acceptance of any of our own utterances as true
involves our approval of our own skill. To affirm anything implies,
then, to this extent an appraisal of our own art of knowing, and the
establishment of truth becomes decisively dependent on a set of
personal criteria of our own which cannot be formally defined. If
everywhere it is the inarticulate which has the last word, unspoken
and yet decisive, then a correponding abridgement of the status of
spoken truth itself iS inevitable. The ideal of an impersonally
detached truth would have to be reinterpreted to allow for the
inherently personal character of the act by which truth is declared.
The hope of achicving an acceptable balance of mind in this respect
will guide the subsequent enquiry. (p. 70}

So it was with a clear sense of the difficulties involved that Polanyi
rejected the correspondence theory of truth, which Professor Emmet defends.
I find Polanyi's arguments against the correspondence theory of truth (e.g. PK
pp. 304, 305) quite satisfying. As he says, we cannot compare someoue else’s
knowledge of the truth with the truth itself, but only with our own knowledge
of it. Polanyi’s view - "truth lies in the achievement of a comlact with
reality, a contact destined to. reveal itself further by an indcfinite range of
unforeseen consequences” - does not incur this objection, for we know when
we achieve this contact because of our semse of this richness of unforeseeable
consequences which we expect to flow from our discovery of an aspect of
reality,. He defines reality as "that which attracts our attention by clues
which harass and beguile cur minds . . . and that, since it owes ils attractive
power to its independent existence, can always manifest itself in still
unexpected ways . . . if we have grasped a true and deep-seated aspect of
reality, then its future manifestations will be unexpected confirmation of our
present knowledge of it".

To this kind of reality, the reality which was being gradually understood
by the leading scientists Polanyi knew, a correspondence theory is quite
inadequate, There is no way of, as it were, picking up a statement and laying
it ‘beside "reality" or "the facts" to see if it corresponds; there are no Facts
which can then be labelled "TRUE" and pigeon-holed. There are, instead, the
infinite enticing depths of reality to explore.

1 am not aware of any passage in which Polanyi defines truth as "that
which I personally and sincerely assest’. "Commitment does mot constitute
truth", as Professor Emmet rightly says; and Polanyi, I am certain, never said
it did. Professor Emmet wrote to me that shc was sad about Personal
Knowledge because of the sort of wrongheadedness of which she accuses
Polanyi, [ am sad that Professor Emmet should so misunderstand Polanyi,
when 1 would have expecied her to understand him well,
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She accuses me of not knowing enough about other contemporary
philosophers’ work, and this is perfectly true. I found her sctting of Polanyi's
work in a wider philosophical scene very interesting and I must read some
more philosophy.

Dru Scott

From Convivium
BOOK. REVIENWS
Robin A, Hodgkin, Playing and Exploring. Education through the discovery of

arder (London and New York: Methuen, 1985), xii + 226, Bibliography
and index,

It goes without saying that Robin Hodgkin's wark on education has
been influenced by the insights of Michael Polanyi. This book is, however,
an expressly practical application of those insights. It is designed to be
read by young teachers and students at teacher—training college and to
provide them with a working model by which to understand the process of
learning, It also gives a detailed prospect of what the curriculum should
look like by the year 2000,

Hodgkin starts with the question: Why, when the first years of life
are 8o full of adventure and discovery, are the middle~teens diatinguished
by uninspiring teaching and wmotivated learning? Part of the angwer, he
argued, is the system of competitive examinations. The student should not
e seen as a blank slate to be inscribed ar a jug to be filled but as a
Raobinson Cruso washed ashore, shaping and being shaped by his environment,

If we can free ourselves fraom the tendency to think of children

instrumentally, as controllable extensions of ourselves or as passive

victims of the system, and think instead that they are, in essence,
- agtonomous, self-motivating explorers, makers and oo-coperators, then

we begin to free them and us for education. {p 63)

It is bhere that Hodgkin introduces Polanyi's ideas of the tacit, of appren-
ticeship and of competence: in addition to explicit instruction, the infant
or pupil will pick up from its mother or teacher or enviramment, during
play, tacit knowledge, Armed thus with a store of implicit 'tradition’,
the leamer can then progress to new challenges, to *frontier' experiences.
(Tte cancept of the individual®s and society's 'froantier' is Hodgkin's own
omtribution - canpare his Reconnaissance on an Educational Frontier (1970)
- and bears same resemblance to Jasper's Grenzensituationen to which he
refers the reader, but in his opinion it is a faithful extension of
Folanyi's thought,) Another highly-charged Polanyian term he employs ia
'oompetence!, Thia describes the use made of tacit knowledge in arder to
make sense of the challenge and to puash back the frontier,
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A teacher and a learner are, together, trying to discover and create
order out of various contrived and unexpected elements which might
otherwise be disordered, (p, 85)

Following and slightly modifying the educationalist Bruner, Hodgkin
baliaves that such discovery and creation of order take place on five
levels, the interpersonal, the emactive, the ioonic (or pictorial), the
mugical and the 'language~like' (notational and linguistic), He proposes
an educational system which will encourage a basic competence in all five
modes and the experience of 'success' for all children up to the age of 13
in at least one of them. This can only be achieved by reversing the
present educational prejudice which favours those operations controlled by
the brain's left hemisphere — language and precision skills - above the
right - pictorial, tactile, musical and social skills., For ycung people
aged between 13 and 18 he replaces school with a varied menu: six months*
orientation for the modern world in a residential oollege, two years in
some service capacity such as the armed forces, health or welfare, and some
years in a gpecially created ‘junior job', Training would be on a day
release/evening class basis and of a technical nature, University entry
would thus be delayed until one's ‘twenties, dependent on having earned
enough educational coupona and on the student's paying a quarter of the
fees to impress on him the value of what he will acquire.

Hodgkin is an educational moderate, He steers a middle course be-
tween progressive and teacher—centred approaches, between the claims of na-
ture and those of nurture, between brain and hand (and, for that matter,
between left and right brain!), and between an order immanent in the
universe and an order brought to the universe by the rationality of man,
This does not, however, mean that he lacks passion. On several occasions
he blasts the examination gystem for having destroyed the lives of so many.
Of television he pleads,

We need to cut through the common cant which defers TV as essentially

an ally, as a 'mogt promising educational aid', etc., and to recog-

nize it for what it generally is - a kind of technological valium

with addictive tendencies. (p 174)

Although his concrete proposals for 'Education 2000 differ in subject mat-
ter fram the preceding chapters of paychology, physiclogy and anthropology,
it would be a mistake to dismiss them as the theory's optional extra. The
theory, Hodgkin reminds us, largely arose out of the practical suggestions.
He himself describes them as ‘oontroversial', and one oould argue against
them, for example, the regigstance of the workforce to the introduction of
what is essentially cheap labour, the real possibility of =xploitation of
the young by employers, parental resistance, the econaomic impracticality of
job creation on such a scale and the schane's apparent neglect of the
problem of unemployment, now a fact of life for the technically developed
countries for which the proposals are designed, But some of these dif~






