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NEWB AND ROTES

The coordintion of The Polanyl Society and the Convivium in
Great Britain have both been undergoing major changes. Please
notice on page 2 the new addresms of Richard Gelwick at the

University of New England and the new editor of the Convivium, R.
T. Allen.

R. T. Allen is part of a project with Claridge Press of
London to publish in the Spring of 1990 a new series, THINKERS OF
OUR TIME, which will include a volume on Polanyi. The series
counters the assumption of Fontana press that to be a modern
master one has to be a modernist. Other thinkers to be included
in the series are Oakeshott, Maltland, Schmitt, Voeglein,
Chesterton, Santayana, Wojtyla, Scheler, and Wyndham Lewis.

Centennial preparations are starting in both North America
and in Great Britain. Persons with ideas, papers, plans, and
proposals should contact either Richard Gelwick or R. T. Allen.

Raymond Wilken at Kent State University is being assisted by
his students in the planning of a major centennial celebration
with international representation. Prof. John C. Polanyl is
planning to participate and other speakers will be chosen later.
In addition to invited presentationa, there will be a call for
papers. Everyone who attended the Kent State Conference in 1984
will remember the excelient program and facilities there. The
tenative dates are April 11-13, 1991. 1If anyone sees any major
conflict or has jdeas contact immediately Raymond Wilken, Ph.D.,

Educational Foundations, Kent State University, Kent, OH 44242
telephone (216)678-0417.

The Religious Studies section of the Polanyi Soclety met
during the annual meeting of the American Academy of Religion in
Anaheim, California. David Oyler of Phoenix. Arizona presented a
paper "The  Intentionality of Feelings in Religlous Self-
Transcendence.” Coordinator Phil Mullins gave up the chair and

presented "Polanyl and Peirce: Some Points of Comparison." Both

papers evoked a good discussion; we will hope to see them
published.

The session held at the Modern Language Association meeting
in December of 1988 on "Polanyian Perspectives on the Teaching of
Literature and Composition” has been edited and prepared for
publication by Elizabeth Wallace of Western Oregon State Collegs.
We hope to have it in the next issue of TRADITION & DISCOVERY.

Wwilliam T. Scott ia reported to have reached the period of
Polanyli's Gifford lectures and expects to have completed the
blography in time for the Polanyl centennial.




The Heuristic Circularity of Commitment and the Experience of Discovery

A Polanyian Critique .of Thomas Kuhn's Structure of Scientific Revolutiona

Dr. Aaron Milavec

My essay will be divided as follows: (I) Kuhn's analysis of
the dynamics undergirding scientific revolutions; (1I) Critical soft
spots found in Kuhn and Polanyi alike; and (III) Upgrading Polanyi's
analysis of the reliability of scientific knowing.

PART I: KUHN'S ANALYSIS OF SCIENTIFIC REVOLUTIONS

A. KUHN'S ANALYSIS OF TACIT KNOWING: COMMON GROUND WITH POLANYI

When Kuhn first published The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions in 1962, he coined the Term "paradigm™ to refer to the
habitual operative perceptions and operations which distinguish the
scientific community at any given time. 1In his extensive postscript
of 1969, he amplified his use of the term and explicitly acknowledged
his indebtedness to Polanyi for the notion of "tacit knowledge"
(K:191). In this postscript, Kuhn emphasized that a paradigm is not
se much a theory (as understood in the philosophy of science) but
more of that “disciplinary matrix" (K:182) imposed upon novices in
science which enables them to routinely perceive and judge according
to the shared patterns which define the existing scientific community
(K:176). In their training, for instance, novices reproduce for

themselves a clasasical set of laboratory and pencil and paper
problems . . . .

After he [the student of science] has completed a certain
number [of these problems] . . . , he views the situations
that confront him as a scientist in the same gestalt as
other members of his specialists' group. For him they are
no longer the same situations he had encountered when his
training began. He has meanwhile assimilated a time-tested
and group-licensed way of seeing (K:189).

Once the initiation process is completed, Kuhn emphasizes that neural
patterns have been established which insure certain habitual
recognitions. Thege recognitions, Kuhn claims “must be as fully
systematic as the beating of our hearts” and "may also be
involuntary, a process over which we have no control" {K:194). Thus,
Kuhn emphasizes that the trained scientist perceives the world
differently than does the layperson:

Consider the scientist inspecting an ammeter to determine
the number against which the needle has settled. His

sensation probably is the same as the layman's . . . . But
he has seen the meter (again often literally) in the
context of the entire circuit . . . . For the layman, on

the other hand, the needle's position is not a ecriterion
{i.e. a clue] of anything except itself (K:197£).

In sum, Kuhn notes that the tacit knowing powers of the trained
scientist, informed as they are by  This paradigm, operate
instinctively and stubbornly. And, since this knowing is locked away
within the knowing organism, Kuhn acknowledges that, in the end, "we
have no direct access to what it is we Xknow, no rules or
generalizations with which to express this [tacit] knowledge"
(K:196}. Kuhn's self-expression here is sometimes awkward and
unrefined; yet, the common ground shared with Polanyi is quite
evident.

THE PROBLEM POSED BY THE HEURISTIC CIRCULARITY OF SCIENTIFIC COMMITMENTS

Once one allows that tacit powers of knowing operate
habitually and stubbornly, one is inevitably faced with the heuristic
circularity that surrounds every scientific commitment. There is no
hiding place. Rational appeals serve to draw attention to what
passes for “reascnable" within given circles of commitment.
Pragmatic appeals, meanwhile, fail to note that every belief has some
degree of workability in the eyes of the believer. Appeals to given
authorities disguise the fact that one's prior apprenticeship(s)
serve to accredit certain authorities to the exclusion of others.
Appeals to the austerity, the virtue, the passionate sincerity of our
mentors  canncc  disguise the fact that systematic errors are
compatible with any and all wvirtues. Even such phrases as
"responsible conviction" and "warranted assertability" (Emmet:5)
cannot disguise the fact that our particular tacit commitments shape
what we habitually perceive as “responsible” and "warranted."” 1In the
end, to assert something as true is to be caught red-handed affirming
what one has been trained to perceive within a commitment situation.

Polanyi's solution to the heuristic circularity of the
scientific enterprise is found principally within his phenomenology
of discovery set within a sociological matrix. Kuhn's solution to
the same difficulty is found principally within the sociology of
discovery set within a historical matrix. What this means in
practice will gradually become clear.

KUHN'S AGREEMENT WITH POLANY! ON THE INADEQUACY OF EXPERIMENTAL TESTING

Kuhn foins with Polanyi in calling upon the history of
science by way of demonstrating that the scientific community does
not change itr mind on the basis of any simple set of rules governing
prediction ana experimentation. In Kuhn's own words: "There is no
neutral algorithm for theory-choice, no systematic decision procedure
which, properly applied, must lead each individual to the pame
decision" (K:200). In practice, this means a repudiation of the
norms that were widely accepted by positivist philosophers of science
relative to the unique role which experimental verfication and
falsification played within the scientific enterprise. .

D. KUHN'S GENERALIZED ANALYSIS OF SCIENTIFIC REVOLUTIONS
For Kuhn, the history of science demonstrates that the growth

of knowledge does not take place by virtue of the steady accumulation
of more facts and theories. From time ¢to time, the satubborn
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{ saclientists are changed and their operative paradigms
iggzég?tslnothis process, some new theories and their attendant facts
displace formerly held theories and their _attendant facts. . In so
doing, scientific knowledge improves, i.e., the understanding and
control which scientist's exert over natural processes advances.

A scientific revolution has three phases. In the initial
phase, Kuhn analyzes what he calls “normal. science” within the
framework of an initiation which trains the participating @embers to
uphold a sget of commitments which are functiona%ly circular and
provide "conasiderable resistance to paradigm change (K§64)._ The
accumulation of anomalies (i.e. instances wherein theories fail to
account for some of the experimental data) within tﬁe conduct of
normal science leads to the transitional stage wherein the sense of
intellectual crisis prompts some members of the ?ommunity to ‘shift
their energies away from modifying an ex;stlng theory sqﬂasito
explain away anomalies to groping about for a v1a21e alternat ve
outside of the normative system. Kuhn uses the term "paradigm shift
to describe the alteration of commitments and habituwal perceptions
which the discoverer of a novel theory undergoes as the inte;%gctual
dissatisfaction connected with the "crisis" is relaxed. 1In the final
phase, the community is ideologically split by the existence.of twg
incompatible modes of understanding -- bgth functionally circu}?;éﬁg
both determined to persuade the other side of their truth. _ia
revelutionary situation only subsides when one side succggdq in
converting the other and the return to normal sclence ip,:aga n
possible. :

E. KUHN'S AMALYSIS OF THE COPERNICAN REVOLUTION

Before going on to identify the soft spots within Kuhn's
analysis of aciegtifgc revolutionse, I want to briefly elaboratzh :Pﬁn
these three phases using the Copernican revolution. Sinceibol uhn
and Polanyi have repeatedly used this instance as the princ p?_ tg;;e
study whereby to illustrate and confirm their account of schenth ic
revolutions, the use of this material helps to reveal bot eir
common ground -and their differences.

How does Kuhn account for the Coperpican revolution? The
remote cause, for Kuhn, was the sense of "crisis" which ci;culated
within the community of astronomers as they became increasingtiiaw:;e
of minor discrepancies between prediction and actuality wi itn :
Ptolemaic system. The immediate cause, however, was the activ { o
discontent astronomers who try "to push the rules of normal science
harder than ever to see, in the area of the difficulty, Jjust where
and how far they can be made to work" (K:87). Relativetto :Eg
Ptolemaic system, this consisted in attempts to adjust ogi tod aad
epicycles in order to achieve a better fit between predicte
actual citings of the planets:

Given a particular discrepancy, astronomers were invariably
able to eliminate it by making some particular adjustmen:
in Ptolemy's system of compounded cycles. But as time wenh
on, a man looking at the net result of the normal resear?

effort of many astronomers could observe that astronom¥ts
complexity was increasing far more rapidly than .|

.accuracy’ and that a discrepancy corrected in one place was
‘likely to show up in another {K:i68).
Faced with such a situation, some scientists despaired of
attaining a perfect fit and decided to tolerate the
(K:81). Others, however, convinced that the key has
found to correctly situate the revolving spheres,
: efforts to find a solution. When success was not
ng- even after many generations, what had previoualy been
vexation turned into a "crisis" (K:82). Kuhn identifies the
ntality as weakening the hold that the tradition has upon
itive powers of the researcher at just the time when he has
ind to deliberately “magnifying the breakdown" {K:87). "The
3t in crisis will constantly try to generate speculative
s that, if successful, may disclose the road to a new

of this situation, the discovery of Copernicus is born.

*The decision to reject one paradigm is always
the decision to accept another" (K:77). wWhich other?
telieves the “"crisis" which brought the discontented

Yope around for an alternative in the first place. BAs
iable alternative is worked out by one of their
neral strain within the community surrounding the old
8 ‘to prompt others to accept the Copernican
d ‘simultaneously let go of the Ptoleraic bridge which
ht them to it. In Kuhn's own words:

re elaborate proposal waes neither simpler nor
' Ptolemy's system, Available
_ + + provided no basis far a choice
-y those circumstances, one of the
ited . astronomers to Copernicus . . . was the
isis that had been responsible for the crisis
it place. Ptolemaic astronomy had failed to
187 the time had come to give a competitor

-orisis, however, does not immediately embrace
:whichjdemonstrates some marginal gains at the
lohg=~standing presuppositions regarding the place
the cosmos. As a consequence, for the time being,

between those who continued to stubbornly believe
would yet be forthcoming within the old system and

d: themgelves to perfect and to prove the worth of
__?_“ s;nﬂe_¢a¢h:Bide‘of the debate embraced incompatible
here was no neutral ground to which either side could
onvincing those who perceived the reality of things

00

1%@ . the .choice between competing political institutions,
';hau_betwegq?gompeting paradigms proves to be a choice
.a_;bgngé ncompatible modes of commmity life. Because it
.. has that ‘character, the choice is not and cannot be
'~fde§g§m;nedeJ;marely by the evaluative procedures




characteristic of normal science, for these depend in part
upon 2a particular paradigm, and that paradigm ig at issue.
When paradigms enter, as they must, into a debate about
paradigm choice, their role is necessarily circular. Each
group uses jts own paradigm to argue in that paradigm's
defense (K194).

Under such clrcumstances, Kuhn comes to the conclusion that the

grounds whereby each astronomer makes his choice are "ultimately
personal and subjective“ {K:199). Hence, one must wait for the
verdict of history to reveal which side of the debate will win out
over its contender.

PART I1: CRITICAL SCFT SPOTS

A. FOUR BOFT SPOTS IN KUHN'S ANALYEIS

From the vantage point of my personal immersion within
polanyi's thought, I would identify the following soft spots within
Kuhn's analysis:

. ¥uhn provides no satisfactory explanation as to how or why a
crisis situation weakens the hold that the normative paradigm has
upon the knowing apparatus of the ingquirer:

All crises begin with the blurring of a paradigm and the
?onse?uent joosening of the rules for normal research
K:B4).

crisls simultaneously loosens the atereotypes and provides
the incremental data necessary for a fundamental paradigm
shift (X:89).

Most probably, polanyi's own critique of doubt (PK:269££) moves him
away from giving any formal role to vgissatisfaction” within the
discovery procéqa- 1 will come back to this later.

2. Kuhn offers no explanation as to how an explorative quest can
turn up attractive alternatives without being sent off into a maze of
dead ends. At one point, Kuhn suggests something akin to a
phenomenclogy of discovery: . )

The new paradigm, or a sufficient hint to permit later
articulation, emerges all at once, sometimes in the middle
of the night, in the mind of a man deeply immersed in

crisis. what the nature of that final stage is -- how an
jpdividual invents {or finds he haa invented} a new way of
giving order to data now all assembled —- must here remain

inscrutable and may be permanently B0 {K:189f, K:122£). '

Here Polanyi's analysis of how deliberate straining. imagination, and
guiding intuitions function within problem solving serves to insure
ug that, even though the creative process cannot be exhaustively
delineated, at least it can be perceived as having an internal
diraction. ’

B. POLANYI'S APPEAL TO THE DISCOVERY PROCESS AS "REVEALIKG A HIDDEN REALITY"

3. Kuhn .seems quite satisfied that "perceptual transformations”
which take place in Gestalt experiments have something to indicate
about {(a) how the existence of one paradigm blocks jts alternative
and (b) how the jump can be made from one paradigm to another
(K:112££). He rightly notes that paradigm ghifts are irreversible
{K:114) but does not have the analytical apparatus to determine
precisely why this should be the case. again, Polanyl's analysis of
the phenomenology of discovery provides 2a plausible golution to this
difficulty. .

4. once Copernicus does come forward with his novel paradigm, it
appears to me that Kuhn fails to provide any credible grounds whereby
any other astronomer might want to join him. 1f, as Kuhn suggests,
Copernicus has just about the same complexity (in terms of epicycles)
as the Ptolemaic system and if Copernicus also fails to overcome the
general discrepancies between prediction and obaservation noted in the
Ptolemaic system, then it would appear that the choice of one system
over the other is simply a matter of personal taste or, as Kuhn
himself suggests, somewhat like commiting oneself to one political
party over another. In this case, persuasion seems to be yeduced to
who can manage the media most effectively and gain the support of
recognized leaders in the field. According to Berger and Luckmann,
alternative symbolic universes in conflict often resort to raw powexr
when they believe that open persuasion may not suffice (Berger1109).
perhaps it 1is with thie in mind that some philosophers have
exaggerated this point and accused Kuhn of supporting the use of
irrational mob rule in sclence.

When Polanyi spoke of "objective knowledge" in association
with "a theory on which I rely,"” philosophers of sclience like Ernest
Nagel, Karl Popper, and Thomas Kuhn could hardly object. But Polanyl
wanted to do beyond this. In Personal Knowledge, he spoke of the
Copernican novelty (a) as having an inherent quality degerving
universal acceptance by rational creatures” {PK:4) and (b) as having
"prophetic powers" in the sense of wghow[ ing] forth its truth through
future centuries in ways undreamed of by its authors" {PK:5). Five
years later, Polanyl spoke of the decisive importance of reaffirming
"pelief in the reality of emergent meaning and truth” (SFS:17). Asm
such, Polanyi wished to accredit dedication within an intellectual
community as being more than Jjust a self-gerving adherence to =&
ghared ideology {as the analysis of Kuhn would sometime seem to
imply}. To this end, Polanyi prepared The Tacit Dimension as 2
working gtatement which draws attention to the discovery process
itgelf as marginally responsive to a reality which is there at hand
making its presence felt:

The pursuit of discovery 1is conducted from the start in -
these terms; all the time we are guided by sensing the
pregence of a hidden reality toward which our c¢lues are
peinting: and the discovery which terminates and satisfies
this pursuit is gtill sustained by the same vision. It
claims to have made contact with reality: a reality which,
peing real, may yet reveal jteelf to future eyes in an
indefinite range of unexpected manifeatations (TD124).




1o

C. INADEQUATE INTERPRETATIONS OF POLANY1'S INTENT

Even though Polanyi used phrases such a3 “contact with
reality,” he never wanted to imply that the discoverer has some
direct or indirect access to reality as epistemological realistg have
ipplied. Nonetheless, one finds interpeters of Polanyi who dress up
his post—critical rhilosophy in the clothes of eritical realism.
T.F. Torrence, for instance, in his address to the Polanyi . Society
meeting in 1975, repeatedly commited this migtake, In Bome
unfairness to Torrence, I offer only a single instance of this:

This [universal intent] means, - on the one hand,
that the scientiat conducts hie ingquiries in
acknowledgement of the universal Jjurisdiction of reality
over him 80 that hig contact with reality necessarily
legislates for him how he must think and Bpeak about it,
but, on the other hand, it means that the conceptions that
he formse and the statements he formulates under the
authority of reality he must affirm with a claim for
universal recognition from all others . . . (Torrence: 26},

R.J. PBrownhill effectively interprets Polanyi such that
"truth" tenda to be equated with the sociological consgensus
associated with Kuhn (Brownhillxaﬁg). When he comes to interpret how
hew theories are accepted which alter that socioclogical consensus, he
effectively interprets Polanyi to be saying that a "new
interpretative framework" recommends itself in 8o far as "it is
instrumental in revealing reality for it leads to new problems and
their eventual solution® (Brownh111=370). This notion of "contact
with reality® effectively clothes Polanyi's post-critical philosophy

in clothes which are better worn by Ernest Nagel, Gilbert Ryle, and
Stephen Toulmin.

John Brennan interprets Polanyi with great sensitivity ang
insight, Yet, even he tends to link "contact with reality" closely
with prophetic confirmations and to overdraw the contrast between
reality and {ilusion. In unfairness to his whole argument, I present
only a telling conclusion:

That Copernicus had got hold of an aspect of
reality, -whereas the Ptolemaic vision was illusory, 1is
evident to us now . . + + [How s0?] Ptolemy's gystem
Provoked no substantiai problems, let alone any important
discoveries. Copernicus made contact with reality because
the relations which he claimed to have discovered were real
relations, as evinced by the indefinite (still unexhausted)
number of consequences which have revealed to those who
have investigated them (Brennanzl49).

Brennan rightly asserts that "Polanyi's theory 4is, neither 1in
intention nor in fact, a 'fruitfulness' theory" (Brennan:150). Yet,
it is difficult to discern, on the basis of Brennan's interpretation
of Polanyi, how Copernicus was to accredit his discovery as having
made ‘“contact with reality" at the time of his discovery, i.e.,
before the prophetic consequences of his system had beep revealed and
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tested. Did not the Ptolemaic aystem also originate out of a
passionate gqueat which, at the moment of its first appearance, was
likewise crowned with "a tacit foreknowledge of Yet undisclosed
things" (TD:23)? 1f 80, it would seem specious to dub one insight as
an "illusion" and, in contrast, to dub the Johnny-come-lately as
"reality."

D. POLANYI IS FLAWED EVEN WHEN ADEQUATELY INTERPRETED

Perhaps the treatment of Harry Prosch in Michael Polanyi: A
Critical Exposition is most honeat and satisfactory. Proach
effectively noftes that Polanyl offered nany coefficients of
scientific value and pressed home many insightful critiques of
experimental testing; yet, in the end, one is left with only a
handful of indeterminacies which plague the very process of

verification. The smecond and f£ifth indeterminacies are especially
telling: '

(2) The rules for deciding whether a discernable
pattern in nature is due to chance or to reality can never
be rendered determinate. The decision is made by an act of
personal judgment . . , .

{5) A fiftn indeterminacy is entailed by "the
existential choices involved in modifying the grounds of
scientific judgment" {Prosch:116f£),

Polanyi would seemingly favor Prosch's interpretation. 1In
his 1967 article, “Science and Reality,”" in which he probes the
Copernican discovery in great depth, Polanyi explicitly asks: "But
was Copernicus himself, when expressing his belief in the reality of
his system, in fact asserting that it had anticipatory powers, which
the Ptolemaic system had not?" {Polanyi, 1967:190}. This is just the
key issue that I Buggested above in response to Brennan. Polanyi's
response:

It 1is not clear how anticipatory powers can be
known at all, apart from relying upon them as clues to
inquiry. Copernicus obviously did not know that his Bystem
represented an aspect of Kepler's laws and of Newton's
theory of general gravitation; indeed, being wedded to an
explanation of the Planetary aystem in terms of steady
circular motions, he would have strictly rejected Keplerts
laws and Newton's theory based on these laws (Polanyi,
1967:190).

In the end, therefore, Polanyi's appeal to “contact with
reality” appears to have vanished. Ptolemy's Almagast was accepted
by 1lth ecentury Europeans (after it was discovered among Arab
scholars) on the grounds that it opened up a "fruitful solution" to
the procession of the equinoxes and the retrograde motions of the
Planets. "A good theory is objective because of its intrinsie
rationality; this means that it claims to uncover a rational
structure in nature == to have made contact with reality"
(Brennan:149)., If thia ls the casge, Ptolemy's sgystem was surely
"objective" and could claim to have "made contact with reality." At
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one point, Polhnyl grants this, but then turns around to say that "it

?gﬁOﬁ?s legitimate to regard the Copernican system as more objective”
H . '

On what grounds can "more objective" be claimed? Is it that
Copernicus "relies to a greater measure on theory" {PK:4)? Hardly.
Is it that Copernicus demonstrated larger "prophetic powers" ({PK:5)?
Yes. But isn't it entirely specious to project "intimations of an
indeterminate range" upon the winners and to withdraw such claims for
the losers? Chesterton said to his contemporaries, "Christianity has
not been tried and found wanting; it has never really been tried.”
Anyone could have made a similar claim for Ptolemy: had it been tried
more earneatly, its true worth would have overwhelmed all contendersl

F. THE CONSISTENCY OF KUHN'S ANALYSIS OF REALITY CLAIMS

In some ways, Kuhn is more consistent than Polanyli. He would
allows that scientists habitually make reference to Copernicus as
having made some "fresh contact with reality" or as being "closer to
Fhe truth"; vyet, in point of fact, every affirmation of "truth" or
'reality" is bound up with the theoretical commitments that each has
accepted as one's own. In Kuhn's own words: “"There is, I think, no
theory=-independent way to reconstruct phrases 1like ‘'really there'"
(Kuhns206). In the case of the Copernican revolution, the paradigm
of the winner is habitually used as the criterion for judging the
losers; hence, Ptolemy will always be instinctively Jjudged as
wanting. But had it been otherwige . . . .

PART 1Il: UPGRADING POLANYI'S ANALYSIS

A. BRITISH EMPIRICISM AND POLANYI'S LEGITIMATION OF PROJECTED MEANING

The empirical school of British philosophers took great
delight in undermining the reliability of the senses. They did this
under the mistaken conviction that science had disclosed the actual
nature of reality. According to this norm, the senses all suffer the
terrible inadequacy of projecting bodily sensations onto things to
which they do not properly apply. The vinegar is not ‘sour": the
acidic interaction on the surface of the tongue simply registers this
“gour sensation.” The bottom of the well is not "pblack": the absence
of reflected light makes any object appear black.

Polanyl allows that all bodily perceptions are projections of
interior states but, at the same time, he insists that such
projections are gpontaneous, necessary and appropriate.
Heuristically, such projections are sense-giving and productively
guide human interaction within cne's environment. Working scientists
who project the meanings which they discover while indwelling in
their paradigms are similarly functioning spontaneously, necessarily
and appropriately. Due to the "gemantic aspect” of embodied knowing,
the integrated meaning of the clues which originates within the
organism appears "out there,” i.e., at the focus of one's attention
where the clues are originating. Hence, every mental integration,
iike its perceptual counterpart, diascloses what appears to be really
"there at hand" quite independent of my knowing of it.
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Already in Personal Knowledge, Polanyi had devised the rule
that all Knowing Telles upon the organismic integration of
particulars into _gpelf-satisfying wholes. Only at the time of
preparing The Tacit Dimension, however, did Polanyi fully explicate
the repercussjons of bodily Indwelling. For our purposes here, the
ngemantic aspect" of this process is most important:

To see more clearly the separation of a meaning [as
the integration of bodily clues] from that which has this
meaning, we may take the example of the use of a probe to
explore a cavern, or the way a blind man feels his way by
tapping with a stick . + . . Anyone using a probe for the
first time will feel |its impact against his fingers and
palm. But as we learn to use a probe, or to use a stick
for feeling our way, our awareness of its impact upon our
hand is transformed into a sense of its point touching the
objects we are exploring. This is how an interpretative
effort transposes meaningless feelings into meaningful
ones, and places them at some distance from the original
feeling . » b (TD:lZf).

Polanyl chooses the term vgemantic aspect" because he rightly notes
that anyone who hears or reads a message rightfully projects the
meaning arrived at interiorly onto the source of the clues. The same
thing happens when wgourness" is projected as being in the vinegar or
when, through the use of the Copernican paradigm, "movement" was
mentally projected onto the earth ({even when, gensually and
experimentally, for more than three centuries, no such movement wae
registered). :

THE KINSHIP BETWEEN A SCIENTIST USING A THEORY AND A MOTORIST USING A MAP

The nature and function of theories within the scientific
enterprise needs to be understood if one is to understand correctly
how theories are to be accredited or discredited. In this section,
first, bodily and mental indwelling will be compared and contrasted,
and then a theory-using scientist and a map-using motorist will be
compared and contrasted.

Bodily indwelling functions analogously to mental indwelling.
By virtue of indwelling in our bodies, the clues provided by sensory
interaction are integrated and enhanced in order to provide
meaningful human perceptions which enable us to function in our
environment (e.g., making a cup of coffee or soldering a resistor
into an electronic circuit). By virtue of mentally indwelling in our
scientific paradigms, the clues provided by our experimental
observations ~are integrated and enhanced in order to provide
meaningful scientific understanding which enable us to function in
our specialized environment as working scientists {e.g., isoclating a
mal function in an electronic circuit or designing an experiment to
confirm an expected pattern of proton-proton interaction).

Upon reflection, however, mental indwelling has features

which distinguigh it from sensory perception. Sensory perception 1is
a first-order integration. Theoretical understanding is a second-
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gfzﬁr integration which begins with a particular set of cbservational 18
p:r:eptiona first-order integrations. Such sensory -
what is more E:ﬂalge g;;hifed by ghe unassisted use of the senses or, malfunctioning, he cannot even begin to meaningfully connect his
scientific instrumgntatiogse'hiohservatlonal data is gathered by - - meter to the circuit unless he has first gained an theoretically :
range of naked bodily perce t?o ch extends both the precision and the . informed perception of how the maze of parts before him provides a :
Y P ptions. Y nexus of functionally interrelated electronic pathways. In this E
Whe . ey regard, Einstein is quite correct: "Whether you can observe a thing ‘
order 1nte“r22?°r9tical understanding is recognized as a second~ . or not depends on the theory which you use. It is the theory which !
motori H on, then a scientist using a theory becomes akin to a - decides what can be observed.”
c:s:r st ueing a map. Accordingly, by examining the more familiar y
reality claims comet::t?ﬁderzgigg important elements respecting the .. The parallelism between maps and theories is defective in yet
Typical insights would be ag followa;are appropriate for theories. .. another way. Maps can always be suspected as merely summarizing, in
o codified form, an immense amount of empirical data pertaining to the
(a) th = length and diaposition of streets relative to each other. As a
are in use. When a :g:i;:é E:g—:gige?ecprgpirly underatood when they . result, they can, in principle, be tested exhaustively (e.g., by
order to navigate his car to a glven ddon y :8 an approgriate map in L driving to unknown addresses in every part of town). Theories, in
town, this is akin to a trainedg i :i ress in an unfamiliar part of . contrast, do sometimes summarize some limited data but the inte-
theories for the adjustment of a:czigctggnTaklgg uge of specialized grative meanings that they offer always outstrip the given
an experimental apparatus. Both maps a ; r:; t 2r the design of cbservational data and, in principle, an exhaustive testing is not
toward human action and, as result i thzn corrgz;oﬁgeiz: O;i:nteé i only impossible but not even desirable (since it would be a routine
ggigzgttcglth :ﬁticipation; and practical conseguences servzswe:g L waste of time).
o e ma h — P o e
P and the map-user at the same time. This is why e Finally, maps dlffer from theories relative to the degree to

only trained scientists can use and test properly t
designed by other scientists. properly theories which are

which they exhibit a “surplus of meaning” (Brennan:151) or "prophetic
powers" (PK:5). Maps have a well-defined capacity to lead to

(b) Maps, 1lik Gy

some "EorrespgngzﬁgzizgéhCEEHOt be gireCtly evaluated on the basis of = . exploration and discovery. As an example, consider how a map-reader

place, designeg ﬁgprﬁﬁm::tizﬁvzjtigﬁi1ty& In the firat iﬁ3 can easily determine a novel alternative route to his or her

which are distinctively different from the chemicalan EUIes of logic .. . destination when a known route is blocked by fire trucks. Thecories,
an engineering in contrast, exhibit a more complex relation to a deeper reality and,

principles governing road construction.
inspection of the. ion. In the second place, a focal

“reality"

as a consequence, their capacity to lead to exploration and discovery

of the map (i.e., lines on a sheet of = is generally much more complex and much more rewarding. Consider,

paper} is diatinctly diff
"reality" y srent :rogang égca;s %nigeciion of the L for example, how astronomers were aware of perturbations {i.e.,
potholes). Finally, when maps are in use, the pli with scattered i periodic straying) in the orbits of the outer planets for sixty years
function subsidiarily as which ;nte int ni; on the map R before Leverrier finally recognized that these minor discrepancies
(namely, to g€t to the address in question) ronee e focal intent ..: . from the predicted Newtonian orbits could be used to predict
{c) Maps, like theories, all have a limiteé scope £ i s theoretically the size and orbit of "a hitherto unsighted planet.”
Each integrate certain clues whilg 1eg 4 appi cation. . Using the calculations of Leverrier, Galle in 1846 successfully
entirely blind to others Thus a t k dri ving the driver s sighted and tracked the new planet, which came to be called
or extra-high load needs a rﬁgecizlgzzdha:ii“g a? egtra~wide RS "Neptune.” Prior to this, however, "Neptune® had been sighted by
specialized need. In parallel fashi th i P designed for his o numerous observatories, but it had been mistakenly classified as a
are very helpful in predetermini OE' eories of chemical valence ' star. Galle was able to recognize "Neptune” for what it really was
in what proportions: 5et. such th:grgezta::bssizzesb?iggt EOMblne and 73f: only because the prophetic explorations of Leverrier had altered his
points or to neutron scattering or to such gn ever dan h o melting ST perceptions of what it was that he was looking for (Polanyi, 1926:8).
color. As a result, a scientist has to cultiva{e Ytﬁeenogfgin a; vl In the end, therefore, it becomes apparent that map-reading can serve
rightly selecting which fits the henomen; do . only to approximate the processes involving the use of theoxies by
investigation. P n uncer scientists.
importantMap~reading is different from theory-using in a decisively - C. HOW PRESENT INTELLECTUAL SATISFACTION RESTRICTS PIONEERING EXPLORATIONS
Map~readers a S .
and drive their cars soﬁewhat succzggfaigays ?isper? with their maps s Once a given recognition is developed, it positively impedes
guide Theor&—users ucaﬁ u;esgrv1a;21e iggdmarks to i | an alternative. Polanyli made use of simple Gestalt experimenta to
8- All ' demonstrate this. For example, when the edges of ‘ .

“"obgerving”

consequence, every time a technician takes a voltmeter and begins to
an electronic circuit which 1is

use

"theoreticall i " 3f
y informed observing." In . two partially overlapping squares are joined with

trouble-ghoot

straight lines (as shown), bodily enhancement
quickly recognizes the design as that of a
- transparent cube. The corner with the heavy dot
appears either on the forward or the rear
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surface. In order to perceive the cube in its alte
must look away for a while or blink one's eyes. I;n:t;arg?gzi w:ne
the Ptolemaic paradigm positively integrated the clues offered by tg'
planetary tables and positively impeded any alternate. 1In this caaee
howevgr, months are regquired to digest the sophisticated studies i'
spherical geometry and Aristotelian metaphysics which form thn
gougdatiOns for a mental comprehension of the Ptolemaic paradi me
uring this process, one reproduces within oneself in a ahortegeé
p§§1od of time the very enhancement of one's intellectual powers
:i ch greeted Ptolemy when he first made his discovery. At the same
su::éuzgs h:;evig:;igzgig tast:d the intellectual satisfaction which
system as a resolution to the puzzlin
movement of the planets. In the end, therefore o o
ig;ellectually committed by virtue of the intellectual ;atigggcti;:
which one feels when one reenters into the problematic data and
r

almost immediately senses the satisf
act
solution that one k;ows B0 well. ton of the intellectual

Now, to upset this tacitly binding intellectual wvision
2:: i:ot provide an alternative vision which overreaches the c;rrzgz
one neegrms of its inherent intellectual satisfaction. To do this,
one it 8 more than to turn one's mind away or to blink, for one's
thi powers have been stubbornly programmed over months and, all
comgg:me::ingreegzil' dmonthsi would be required to undo them. But
Foenly e hre this?n one directlyl Both Kuhn and Polanyli are

But commitments can be weakened. And, at thi

our bhest guide because he is rightly a;are th:tpgézt%ifg:naig
necessary ingredient for discovery is that some of the members of the
community are diseatisfied that the paradigm in question does not
Eredict rith sufficient accuracy the planetary 1locations. Thisas

slippage" between prediction and observation must, in Kuhn's view
iven generate a "crisis" before commitment to the prevailing paradi ;
fs sufficiently shaken. Once the "crisis” is in place and gropigg
bor a more satisfactory alternative ims evoked, then Polanyi is our

e:; guide. Guiding intuitions insure that this groping is not
entirely ramndom (i.e., trying everything which is imaginable)
Meanwhile, peightened standarda insure that nothing less than ;
better solution will be allowed to count as an alternative. )

In the end, the discovery processa itself stands
witness that a rigorous and prolonged initiation into 321eﬁce832§§
got 8o absolutely condition one's knowing powers as to render them
mmune to perceiving or thinking anything else for the duration of
one’s life. Moreover, the fact that scientists do change their minds
and do accept what they themselves did not discover stands as a
witness to the fact that the community of scientists haa the

practical art of tempering the enfore
practical art of tempe g ement of conformity with .the

D. NEW COMMITMENTS ARE EMBRACED DUE TO THEIR SUPERIOR SATISFACTION

When Copernicus first accredited his sol
ution, it
granted that this was because the intellectual satisfaction t:::t ?E
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afforded far' outweighed the satisfaction afforded by his former
commitment to the Ptolemaic system. Kuhn's analysis in The
Copernican Revolution brings this out quite clearly and is the better
gulide here. Polanyi asserted this initially in Personal Knowledge,
but, in his later writings, he favored such troublesome concepts as
“tacit knowledge of yet undiscovered things” ({(TD:23), "universal
intent” (TD:78), and "gradient of understanding® (TD:8l1) -- notions
which I have now come to regard as obscuring what he cught to have
developed by way of affirming the comparative intellectual
gatisfaction which the pioneer uses to accredlt his novel ineights.

HOW "TRUTH" AND “CONTACT WITH REALITY" ARE TO BE INTERPRETED IN SCIENCE

At the end of this endeavor, what sense does it make to speak
of the pursuit of truth within a community which experiences a growth
in understanding through intellectual revolutions?

(a) In the first place, truth needs to be recognized as a relational
"act of assertion" (PK:255) which only finds iteelf correctly
understood and evaluated by those who share the same community of
inquiry. This is not to advocate pure relativism, for each one Iis
bound to the truth by virtue of being bound to the operation of
his/her particular bhody. From within the committed situation,
Copernicus could rightly say, "Here I stand. I can do no other."

(b} When Copernicus published his theory of the universe, he fully
expected that those who shared his "erisis” situation would find the
same superior intellectual gatisfaction within his system that he
himself had found. He had to acknowledge, however, that his system
would be considered as "absurd . . . by those who know that the
opinion that the Earth rests immovable in the middle of the heavens .
.. had been confirmed by the Jjudgment of many ages" (De
Revolutionibus, preface). Meanwhile, it would hardly do to have
Copernicus label his former views ase "entirely false," since 1t was
only by virtue of his commitment to the Ptolemaic system that he 'was
set upon a course to remedy its deficlencies.

(c) Sometimes'a new theory has clear advantages in terms of its
actual or potential scope of application. Sometimes pragmatic
advantages clearly decide for one theory in opposition to a
contender. In  the case of the Copernican system, however, no such
evident advantages were forthcoming. As a result, aesthetic appeals
became dominant.

{d) Even aesthetic atandards maintained within a convivial community
of scientists, however, undergo progressive transformation within the
dynamics of history. Those who initially were converted over to the
Copernican  system, it will be remembered, did sc with the
understanding that the new aystem retained the aesthetic
gratification of accounting for the eternal motion of the planets in
terms of epicycles which featured circular movement at a uniform
speed. The aesthetic gratification of Copernicus’ contemporaries
would hardly serve to accredit Kepler theories vwhich cane later.
Within the scientific enterprise, aesthetic standards of one

. generation serve to accredit theories which, in the course of time,

go on to modify the very aesthetic standards by which the next
generation of scientists will decide what theories it will rely upon.
(e) In practice, every scientific apprentice regards the standards of




evaluation exhibited by his or her living masters as normative. Th;

novice agsimilates the current scientific worldview as to what ig:

"there at hand* worthy of his attenti
on and dedication even.whi @
history of science clearly demonstrates that the current con:enisst?:

science wae arrived at through historically an d
Procesges in which human weaknesses, powerYpolgt?gifu;iélyigggi;migeff'3
blases played some role. The presumption is that sciengif?ffﬁ
knowlgdge has improved over the course of time since existi”cf '
theoriea are credited with affording a superior understanding azg%ﬂ

Ofvh

exper iment . i
scgentizzs?l control than those upheld by past generations

(£) The detection of anomalies (i.e., clearly defined areas whereiﬂ .

theoretical expectations do not match exper '
indicates to scientists that their theoretizaliT;:;:1 aﬁzafgzzziﬁzzl
to and transcended by what is “there at hand." Kuhn is correcg ie
noting that the intellectual dissatisfaction attendant upon thg
presence of stubborn anomalies leads to investigations directed

toward altering the theoretical "“maps" '
psa 80 as to remove e
inadequacies. Since scientific theories are second-order 1nte11§2::§ :

integrations, no amount of direct ins
pection of the -

obeervational data (e.g., the planetary tables) can serviiigtrgzg:i
how to correctly integrate the clues into a more satiasfying whol
Hence, the inveatigator must deliberately grope toward reconfigurin
his theoretical "map" until such time as it affords sonme exgandeg
?;?i;fiCti?n at accounting for the troublesome data at hand. F .
olanyl can speak metaphorically of this gropin e
"gulded by sensing the presence of a hidden rgall;tyg ?;gfgzﬁ-a;eteigz
would do just as well to note that Copernicus was guided by ; sup;eme
confidence that the planetary configurations were obeyin some
mysterious systematic mathematical patterns which, if he gppiied
?imself to it, he would be able to discern just what they might be.
dg any case, both Polanyi and Kuhn agree that the advent of 'a
scovery is confirmed by the intellectual or aesthetic satisfaction
which relieves the straining or crisis which promoted and sustained
the pioneering investigation both toward and beyond the many false
leada which were set amide during the process of investigationy s
(h) The increased intellectual satisfaction which a new diécovefj
affo;ds an investigator serves to transfer the interest and
commitment from the old to the new system. The new paradigm appears,
in the eyes of the pioneer, to hold more promise for unlocking yeé

other mysteries of what is "there at hand" inde o
pendent of the knower. .
This prophetic promise may come to pass or, alternately, the whole |

new system may prove to be an illusory projection. The human dilemma

is that only by yielding to a new commitment, by habitually dwellindw;

within it, can an investigator establish its true worth.

Thé anticipation of discovery, like discovery it-
self, may turn out to be a delusion. B;t it is futilg to

seek for strictly impersonal criteri i
(TD:25). Y imp eria of its validity . . .,

| CONCLUS ION

Epistemologically speaking, one can erode confidence in our
penses in the way that the British empiricists did during the last
century. In the same way, one can erode trust in theories on the
ground that, after all, they are humanly designed instruments which
allow us to project the meaning of clues upon an extramental world
which can be regarded as quite indifferent to such projected
meanings. Nonetheless, despite the anthropomorphic content which 1is
présent in every enjoyment of a flower and in every investigation of
the planetary orbits, the truth remains that sensory and intellectual
perceptions routinely must rely upon the bodily enhancement of clues,
the bodily integration of these clues, and the projecting of the
consequent meaning-for-us into the locus where the clues originated.
As long as we continue to be embodied spirits, we cannot know things
as they are for themselves. We know all things as they are for us --
BPound up within tacit skills which are historically, culturally, and
organismically conditioned. As such, Polanyi and Kuhn are effective
guides in allowing us to both accept the heuristic circularity of all
knowing at the same time that the phenomenology of discovery is
offered as the route to change and, within the human condition, to
improve our knowledge. Improved knowledge enhances the human powers
to be and to do. But here again, what is worth being and worth doing
changes both for individuals and for societies. Hence, even the
phenomenology of discovery as put forward in this paper only serves
those who have been previously lured by Polanyi or by Kuhn into a
mindset of being dissatisfied with the time-honored solutions to the
time-honored gquestions surrounding human knowing.
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THE CONVIVIUN GROVP

R.T.Allen
A8 our subscribere know, Convivium has merged with Tradftion and
Disccvery., This does not mean that the Conviefum Graup has been

disbanded and fte activittes have ceased. W¥hile we ng longer

produca Convivium ae a separate journal, we continue to meet ag a
comafttes and to pursue our ain of encouraging interest in Polany{
and poat-critical thinking, as we have done since the group wase
formed in 1974, A1l that has changed {s that our members will
recelve Tradition and Discopvery, incorporating Convivium, Thus
thers will etill be two organisations, one in the USA and one in
Britain, but now sharing the same Journal,

Having edited and published Convivium almest eingle-handedly for
nearl; ten years, Joan Crewdson had to call it =» day, and s, after
asking for our subscribers’ suggestions, the decision was taken to
merge with Tradition and Discovery. (There was already a

considerable overlap of content between the two journals). Ve all

a

owe a great deal to Joan for her work during her editorship iIn
keeplig Convivium alive. As har friends know, that work was done
at ths expence of completing The Book, which, we hope, she will now

ba able speedily to finish,

The new arrangements for those who formerly subscribed to

Copvi ¢ lum.

Ve suzgest that those of you ldving outeide Burope who formerly
subscribed to Convivum should now write to Profeseor Gelwick, if
j'nu bave not already d4ohe so, and erange a direct subscription
with Am for Tradition and Discovery. 1f you also wish to keep in
touch with the continuing activities of the Convivum group, please
let me ¥now and 1 shall put your names on the mailing list for the
Fewslvtter which we hope to be able tu send out at least once a
year.

I ntw co-ordinate matters for this side of the Atlantic: ag I
receive subscriptions, items ‘fur publication, and distribute
Tradition and Discovery.

You =hould already have recelved from nme a copy of our
questionaire. Can you please complete and return it, if you have not
already dons soc. Ve are espacially looking for people willing and
able to referee articles, As before, we gtill need articles, reviews,
notes and news, for Tradition and Discovery and for our gwn
Bewsletter, We also need more subscribers, I have a short leaflet
which T can send to you for you to distribute to friends, at
conferences, among your colleagues, and so on. Please write to me
for coples,

We hope to organise & conference o mark Polanyi's centenary in

1991, and welcome suggestione as to place and speakers,




Personal Knowledge in Perspective:
A Reply to R.T. Allen's Questions

5. Palmquist

The October 1987 issue of Com
vivium (#25, pp.48-54
;;Iigl:h:y R{E' Al}en entit&ad "Polany{ and T;utg" (heria?ggia§;§ 82
author claims to "take up the chall o
Palmquist's 'A Kantian Criti gt Crieion) phiv:
que of Polanyi's "Post-
e ost-Critical Ph "
inzgzézéu:; ﬁﬁ:; g:;:?819:;i pp.é-ll)." In that article (hereaiigioﬁgg) I
philosophy as a soundi
;:::u;nfor;un:te misunderstandings contained i;ngo?;gPto2?e1¥ pinpoint
posed, for the purpose of that rather mod . .
est task
:?§:;£:::ation of Kant's philosophy which I had develzp;d&?n full
undergtan& tﬁ deference to any readers who questioned or failed to
is interpretation as summarized in KCP, I referred in the

footnotes to seven of the a
KCP, 10-11). e articles I have written in its defense (see

Mr. Allen states at the outset
of PT that "I shall
:;nzi::t shall try to clarify what Polany{ said" (;T aagotnzozment hie
pOSitiozss;ng seven of the "problems" which KCP raised about Po(IJes t?is
question; d? the course of his discussion he addresses a number :2Yi °
e tions d éziglg to me and calls for a public clarification of m
i .How o my best in the present article to respond to A{le '
cextain'ext ezer, I must make quite clear at the outset that he ha tn a
parcatn ex En ?sked for the impossible, KCP was opernly and expli itlo :
criticag hi;nt 8 critical philosophy, not on Polanyi's allegeg pc t-y
ciitica philosophy. A full appreciation of the weight of my ar ne
iy c::tizguir:spsgme understanding of Kant. The role of %ant§:m:§t
ue of Polanyi is not an optional kot
ony™h critique of ptional extra that can be "bracketed
purposes of a reply. Such .
° an illegitimat
m:tgsdt:§1:§a;§1:: Ty mgs;iwe:g?ty criticism of the gerym"p:s:?££;:i§:§ﬂ
yi an 8 followers advocate: it is th
g;sitiziit) supposition that we can go beyond something o: gg;:gi
critgn ring it (or them). Saying "I'm going to object to a Kantine nerely
knowlg;: offx gjthout mentioning Kant" is like trying to explainagu
8 of objects without ever mentionin “th
. o g the participati
c:ﬁg;z:? . and this is something which neither Kant noer01:: ;f th?d
critiCismsyozugg;stigndto Mr. Allen, then, is that if he findsymywou
: : olanyi difficult to understand, he sh
1
g::ii:h;d ?tticles {offprints are available uéon reqzzsg)re;gigyi
unableu(;;vznigggr::nt bec::se in the remainder of this aéticle Iswill be
orementioned intentions of KC
although I will concentrat ° e tomanac s Lead;
e on clarifying my attitude t I
will again be unable to do so without making some refer:z::d:opgis: b1

8 m
lilﬂ fol].owjll commen O SHpO! d to Al
ts COrr pon 13“ 5 sSeven numbered SectiOIls (1 4

1. In KCP 2-3 I critie

ize Polan
distinction between "I helieve p" zidfﬁr P,
missing in his account is the recogniti
criteria for truth do not preclude,

z Eo make an adequate

P is true." I suggest that what is
on that, as Kant argued, objective
but rather make possible, our
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personal (i.e., empirical) involvement in knowledge. Allen addresses this
issue by noting the importance of recognizing "the difference between the
abstract distinction between...truth and error, and the application of
that distinction to oneself" (PT, 48), Against Russell, Polanyi argues
(according to Allen) "that science aims at a reality beyond itself,
and...that our beliefs are (or should be) anchored by a commitment to a
reality beyond them" (PT, 48). I quite agree with Allen that this marks
an advance over the two alternatives he cites: "all denials of the
possibility of truth and...all 'Objectivist' claims that truth can be
impersonally attained...without the exercise of our (largely tacit)
powers of judgment and decision" (PT, 48). However, this in no way
precludes or goes beyond Kent's position. On the contrary, a Kantlan
refarence to non-empirical objective criteria is the only way such a
position can be upheld (consistently), Allen is right: Polanyl does say
that science aims at a transcendent reality, and that beliefs are all
grounded in our faith in such a reality. My point in KCP was that Kant
says much the same thing, only he goes a step further! Polanyi's position
just cannot stand on its own. If he says that science can actually reach
fts "aim,” that we can actually attain reliable knowledge of reality "as
it is" (PT, 49), then he would land right in Russell's lap. But Allen
rightly sees that this is not an adequate interpretation of Polanyi,
inasmuch as I can never compare my own beliefs "with "facts' which I do
not believe to be facts" (PT, 49). On the other hand -- the hand Allen
decides to igmore in PT, but to which KCP was devotad to elaborating --
if Polanyi adwits to the impossibility of ever "knowing” this
transcendent reality, then he is still left with the problem of
distinguishing between knowledge {or truth) and belief. Allen says
nothing (in section 1 of PT) asbout this issue.

Rant's solution is that "reality" can be viewed in two distinct
ways: if we view reality empirically, then we can (and do) attain
knowledge of it, knowledge which we can distinguish from mere opinions by
its agreement with certain transcendental conditions (or "criteria for
truth"); if we view reality transcendentally, then it is unknowable,
except that such a point of view enables us to establish just what the
objective criteria for empirical knowledge are. (Note that these
criteria, though "objective" when viewed empirically, are actually
subjective -- perhaps we could even say personal -- when viewed
transcendentally).

2. Allen thinks Polanyi would probably admit "that some of the
conditions (for truth, i.e., for empirical kmowledge) can be outlined,”
but not all of them (PT, 49). This is unobjectionable (see e.g., FK,
ch.5). But Polanyi's “conditions" are one and all empirical, and as such
they miss the whole point of Kant's transcendental revolution: no set of
empirical criteria, no matter how important a role they happen to play in
the way we actually gain knowledge, can possible define how we must gain
knowledge. Allen also points out that Polanyi would insist that objective
(impersonal) knowledge is impossible because there is always, in every
act of knowing, at least an "implicit exercise of faith," and because
regarding something as true requires an explicit commitment to some
system of beliefs (PT, 49). Once again, Polanyi and Allen fail to
recognize the difference between two quite distinct types of belief and
commitment. In fact, the very examples Allen raises in objection to the
notion of objective knowledge can illustrate the distinction between the
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transcendental and empirical perspectives: "In using & calculator,
computer or marking scheme, I commit myself to its truth....Of course, I
can operate it mechanically and impersonally but not in order to make’
correct calculation, draw correct inferences and award valid marks. Once
I do that, I personally...commit myself..." (PT, 50). But the first
commitment (i.e., to the system -- e.g., the marking scheme) is
transcendental: without that commitment there wouldn't be any marks at
all, to say nothing of valid marks., Such a commitment is a necessary
condition for the possibility of using the marking scheme, just as space
time and the categories are for Kant necessary conditions for the ’
possibility of experiemce (and hence, transcendental}. But the function
of my transcendental falth in such a system is to create a situation in
ﬂhich it is not just possible, but proper to view the results

mechanicelly" or "impersonally," insofar as their empirical validity is
concernad, Everyone who has ever used a calculator would surely agree
upon serlous reflection, that there is nothing morally, scientificall;
or even epistemologically wrong with approaching it with explicitly ’
mechanical intentions. After all, that's what it's for! Our faith in its
accuracy is a transcendental presupposition of ever using it, not an
empirically significant "fact" about how and/or why it works. (Indeed
many a psychiatrist would be interested in talking to anyone who hone;tly
believes that the correctness of the calculations done on a hand
calculator are correct primarily because of the personal relationship
which the person establishes with it! If this is not the sort of thing
Polanyl means by "personal," then he should be more careful in narrowing
dqwn his use of that term -- or perhaps just choose a more suitable one)
This is the point being made in KCP: commitment to a system is '
fundamentally different from commitment to a fact implied by that system
The former is transcendental (and in a sense "personal™); the latter is -
empirical (and in an equally legitimate sense “impersonal," though of
course it too 1s personal inspfar as it is dependent upon’a
transcendental foundation).

I trust this answers Allen's main query in sectio

respect to the three specific questionsqhe isks at theneidoifpzﬁagith
section, I will add the following remarks: (a) I hope it is now clear
that I do not think Polanyi is wrong in claiming that many judgments are
personal. Rather, he is wrong in not distinguishing between those
personal judgments which are epistemologically significant (i.e
transcendental) and those which are not (i.e., those which aré 6;1
empirically personal, and therefore irrelevant to the necessary Y
conditions for knowledge). The fact that a scientist has to make numerous
decisions in performing any experiment, for example, 1s certainly true
But for a good scientist such decisions will be irrelevant to the '
validity of the outcome {though, of course, if he had not made them, he
would not have discovered that particular objective fact). One obviéus
proof of this is that other scientists, with other personal decisions
hopes, fears, etc., should be able to reach the same conclusions as t;
the validity of the purported fact. (b) Once again, Polanyi is very right
about tacit knowledge, etc.. But he is wrong to think that such s
(empirically) personal elements have anything to do with constituting
authentically scientific knowledge; they may indeed regulate how we
perceive such knowledge, but they do not define what it must be -- that
can be done only by transcendental conditions. (c) For anyone familiar
with Kant, it goes without saying that "the authentic examples of strict
criteria for knowiedge" (PT, 50) are space, time and the twelve

FE
categories, united together by means of a transcendsntal synthesis of
intuitions and concepts. (Incidentally, such criteria do not "relieve us
from all responsibility for the holding of our beliefs" (PK, 323, quoted
in PT, 52); rather, they merely enable us to view that responsibility
from its proper perspective}.

3. Allen points out, gquite rightly, that for Polanyi a phrase such as
"personal meaning” is "almost a tautology" because "all knowing is
personal, and is accomplished by the "personal coefficlent'” (PT, 50). As
a result Allen is unable to understand how the terms "objective meaning'
or "impersonal meaning,” as used in KCP, 3, could make any sense. First,
we must remember that KCP is a Kantian critique of Folanyl, not a
commentary on Polanyi's position. This then frees us to adopt Kant's
distinctions, such as that between transcendental and empirical. Even
though Kant's "transcendental conditions" are not the same as Polanyi's
"personal coefficient," they do serve a similar function (viz., that of
defining fundamental presuppositions). The key difference {aside from
Polanyi's sbove-mentioned failure to distinguish between empirical and
transcendental types of personal involvement) is that Polanyi refuses to
admit that the epistemologically interesting fact about the "personal
coefficient” is that is enables us to act as if it were mot always
present. That is, the personal aspect of our knowledge -- in particular,
our set of personal (cf., transcendental) presuppositions -- is not
always (and should not always be) the focus of our attemtion, nor is it
always the key factor in what justifies us in regarding a given statement
as true. Thus, when I imply in KCP, 3 that the physicist's description of
a grandfather clock 1is Yobjective" in a wsy that, for example, an antique
dealer's description might not be, I am not denying that the physicist's
knowledge of the clock also has a "personal” element. Nor am I denying
Polanyi's interesting point about the importance of levels (as Allen
thinks I am -- ses the last paragraph of section 3 of PT). Rather, I am
claiming that what the physicist does say about the clock, howevsr
inadequate it is for a complete description) will be true (or false)
regardless of whether the clock was made by his own grandfather, whereas
we might not be so sure about this in the case of the antique dealer. The
physicist's knowledge of the clock obviously has & meaning -~ indeed, &
very clear, mechanical meaning -- but the meanings of the statements he
makes about the clock are not validated or invalidated by the personal
element which inevitably plays a part in the physicist's knowledge. Thus
it can be said to have an "objective meaning” (in a non-Polanyian sense
of the word). As I defined it in KCP, 10, objectivity in this sense
jmplies "true for everyone."

Allen defines "meaning” in PT, 51, as something which is "by or for
consclousness of some sort." Unfortunately, he does not provide a
corresponding definition of "personal;" rather, he seems to imply that
the same phrase can define both words. If "personal" means "by or for
consciousness,” then obviously there can be no Impersonal knowledge,
since knowledge is expressed in propositions, which are alyays intended
for conscious use. Polanyi clearly has something 1ike this is mind. I
would reject it, however, because of its wisleading implications. Do we
really want to say, for example, that logical truth is personal? That
would imply (to anyone with 1ittle or no expertise in Polanyian thought)
that a logical truth is valld because we believe it is valid. Now in one
sense this is admittedly true. We belleve (1.e., commit ourselves in an
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act of transcendental faith in the supposition) that certain fundamental
principles, such as the laws of identity and noncontradiction, are true.
There is nothing that forces us to accept them (except perhaps that we'd
have a hard time thinking without doing so}, so in this sense they are
personal. Yet when we examine a particular logical truth, such as "All

bachelors are unmarried,"” do we really want to claim that we accept the
" truth of this statement because of our own personal involvement with it?
No. If we know what the words mean, then there is no need to go around
interviewing as many bachelors as we can to see if they all turm out to
be unmarried: we can be certain of its truth without taking into
consideration anything else which could be called "personal" (i.e.,
anything besides our understanding of the words and our faith in logical
structures). Such a statement therefore has an "objective meaning"
because it 1s something which is "by or for a consciousness,” and it has
an "objective meaning" because its validity is in no way dependent upon
which consciousness it is presented to (assuming, of course, acceptance
of the presuppositions -- unconscious for most people -- of logical
systems as such).

4, Allen reminds us that Polanyi's use of the word "personal” is an
attempt to overcome the illegitimate dichotomy between "objective" and
"subjective,” viewed as exclusive categories (PT, 51; see also PK, 300,
quoted in KCP, 4), and asks whether or mot I accept such a distinction,
Yes and no. I certainly reject the validity of any attempt to do away
with these categories altogether by blurring them beyond any intelligible
recognition. So in that sense I accept the categories. However, with Kant
and Polanyi, I strongly disapprove of the belief that this categorization
is exclusive, For Kant, empirical objectivity is defined in terms of its
participation in transcendental subjectivity; the two are inextricably
intertwined, and are both distinguished from transcendental objectivity
(which i3 an impossible ideal) and empirical subjectivity (which is the
merely contingent element in our experience). (Ironically, Allen himsalf
employs & fairly exclusive subjective-objective dichotomy in PT, 52)I

The word "objective" implies for Allen a kind of guarantee of truth.
Thus he says in PT, 51: "There is nothing that guarantees that we are
correct in what we believe and judge and do." But I have argued above
(and in KCP) that this just isn't truel The thing that guarantees that
the calculations we make on our hand calculator are correct, or that the
particular marks on each exam paper are falr, or that this particular
bachelor is ummarried, is our commitment te, or faith in, some higher-
level prineiple. These principles, even though they often, or perhaps
alyays, have a personal character, nevertheless define for us what we can
in general regard as objectively true. Without adopting some view of this
sort -- as Polanyl and Allen insist we must mot -- I still (even after
consulting the ‘index to PK, as Allen suggests!) cannot find any
convincing explanation (given the ambiguous ubiquity of Polanyi's
understanding of the 'personal coefficient'} for why Polanyi feels
Justified in rejecting alchemy and astrology with such brash confidence.
The most T can see is that Polanyl has his own personal reasons; but how
can these constrain anyone alse to agree? This would not be problematic
if it were not for the fact that Polanyi treats such matters as if every
rational being should agree with such a rejection.
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6. Allen excuses Polanyi's emphasis on natural science and empirical
psychology and his consequent neglect of transcendental inquiries by
claiming that "Polanyi was describing science from within, from within
the commitment situation" (PT, 52). Fair enough. But in that case Polanyi
should not have claimed (e.g., in the subtitle of PK) to be doing
philosophy and, in particular, should not have claimed for his
conclusions the kind of universal validity that only transcendental
enquiry can establish. Allen goes on to assert that Polanyi "rightly"
rejected "any attempt at transcendental critique," because "we cannot but
start with acceptance of the facts established by acience” (PT, 53).
Unfortunately, he never explains why this is true. Instead, he quotes a
naive "standard objection to Kantian critique,” namely "that you cannot
validate knowing without first knowing something of what you seek to
validate" (PT, 53) -- a criticism which could only hold weight for
someone who has not read (or at least not understood) the first two
paragraphs of the Introduction to Kant's first Critique!

Allen concludes section 6 with a statement which unwittingly backs
up my charge in KCP that PK adopts a kind of "personal positivism." He
insists that Polanyi would reject “any 'critical,' 'justificatory' or
'foundational' ambition” (PT, 53)}; yet Polanyi himself attempts to
provide such a justification in the form of a "post-critical" {personal)
foundation for knowledge -- a predetermined prejudice not unlike the

'logical positivist's rejection of metaphysics by means of the
P

(ironicelly, metaphysical) principle of verification!

7. By now I hope it is clear that by "objective knowledge" I do not
mean "knowledge without personal involvement," as Allen assumes in PT,
53. Nor do I mean "knowledge without any possibility of error™ (PT, 54).
Rather, it is knowledge considered apart from that which our personal
involvement supplies.

Allen complains (PT, 54) sbout my charge that Polanyi's "critique of
doubt" ends up merely defending "a newfangled version of Cartesian doubt"
{KCP, 9). Nevertheless, Allen himself ends up implicitly substantiating
my point. I did not say Polanyi adopts the game type of doubt, but a new
version -- one which is in fact more radical in some respects. Allen
supports this when he affirms that, for Polanyi, "we have just got to
accept the fact that we could...be mistaken, and not allow this in
general to unsettle us." Yet it is unsettling to the philosopher to be
told that nothing can be known for certain. Rather than passively and
dogmatically doubting that certainty can ever be reached (a la Polanyi),
Descartes adopted an active method of doubt as an attempt (though perhaps
unsuccessful) to find something which is certain. By contrast, Kant's
philosophy was, in part, an explicitly anti-Cartesian attempt to settle
this quandary, without appealing to the dubious method of doubt.

8, 1 was rather surprised to find that Mr. Allen is unable to remember
any of the occasions in PK in which Polanyl says that his ideas should be
read as his own opinions; perhaps it is time he refreshed his memory by
rereading PK. Of course, I fully agree that Polanyi's use of "I" is _
intended to be read as an "invitation to the reader to verify (Polanyi's
personal position) in his own experience" (PT, 54). Nevertheless, his
usage still exemplifies his tendency to shy away from the universal in
favour of the personal.




The Janowlce Conference
October 1-5, 1988
W. T. Scott

An International Seminar on the topic "Pogper,PPilagyi, and
Rationality" took place in Janowice, Poland, near
;Egkngiggtgger 1-5, 1988, It was organiged by a committeiiof 4
four Krakow philosophers, J. Misiek, Z. Piatek, Ji Plazogs1 an
J. Wolenski, and brought together 21 persons. Th r;een Iodeies
attended, two Soviets, two Americans, and one each from India,
Italy, Korea, and Turkey.

The aim of the conference was to evaluate the new

the philosophy of science created by the work of
ﬁiiﬁggftég?aﬁgi in gontrasg {o the traditional style of thﬁught
represented at its best by Karl Popper. The hope was to show
that Polanyi's ideas can be instrumental in solvinglsomeE
notorious problems, particularly including the pro e? g ‘o use
rationality. O©Of the 13 papers presented, some attemg e1
Polanyi's ingpiration, and the others discussed par: cutar ere
problems in the traditional approach. Three pargig paE :igs
working physicists and six participants graduate n phy
before switching to philosophy.

The lovely nineteenth-century marble-floored manor house
near the little village of Janowice was a charming and "
comfortable place for the leisurely conference. Wit? the £ tine
presentations spread out over five days, there was p en:y o .
for conversation and walking through the sunny countrys get:n
for study and rest. The University author!ties who owne ﬁ
building and provided the rocom and board without charge to the
attenders deserve the thanks of all concerned,

The List of Participants

1. Adelino cattani (Italy)

2. Jan Czerniawski (Krakow, Poland)

3. Teresa Grabinska (Wroclaw, Poland)

4. Ahmet Inam {Ankara, Turkey)

5. Alexander Ivin (Moskow, USSR}

6. Wladyslaw Krajewskl (Warsaw, Poland)
7. Jozef Misiek {Krakow, Poland)

8. Prabir Mitra {(Krakow, Poland and India)
9, 7dzislawa Piatek (Krakow, Poland)
10. TIgor Petroff (Moskow, USSR)

11. Tomasz Placek (Krakow, Poland)

12. Janusz Plazowski (Krakow, Poland)

13. William Taussig(Scott)(Nevada, Usa)

. Yong Song {(Korea

%g. izggzej gtaruszkiewicz (Krakow, Poland}
16. Klemens Szaniawski (Warsaw, Poland)
17. Barbara Szlabowska {Gdansk, Poland)
18. Jan Tarski (Berkeley, USA)

19. Jan Wolenski (Krakow, Poland)

20. Miroslaw Zabierowski (Wroclaw, Poland)
21, Jozef Zycinski (Xrakow, Poland)
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Abstracts

W. T. Scott (Reno, Nevada, USA), in "On Polanyi's Notion of
Rationality", surveyed Polanyi's ideas on rationality in terms of
Gestalt perception and the derivative concepts of embodiment,
commitment, and trust, the central idea being belief in contacts
with reality. The materialistic conceptions of deductivism and
determinism are of limited value, and those of positivism and
reductionism are wrong. - Polanyi's view of stratification
justifies the independent existence of the several sciences and a
corresponding variety of rationalities. Overlapping judgments
throughout science create a single great web of scientific
knowledge, and scientific discovery generally consists of filling
in gaps at the growing edge of the web in a rational fashion.

The paper was concluded with an account of Polanyi's
development of the basis for chemical reaction rate theory,
primarily in terms of a picture of the mechanism whereby
reactions occur and some indication how approximate rates are
found from this picture. Saturday evening.

J. Zycinski (Krakow, Poland}, in "Tacit Knowing and the
Rationality of Science," defended the search for rationality in
science from the many efforts to treat scientific claims as
relative to the social context. He discussed in detail the way
in which the inarticulate beliefs that take part in tacit knowing
form part of Polanyi's own critical realism. Sunday afternoon.

A. Inam (Ankara, Turkey), in "On the Character of Tacit
Rationality,” considered whether theories about rationality in
science could be themselves rational, and argued that they must
be non-rational. He spoke of limits of the logical extent of any
theory and the value of the criticism of one theory by another in
terms of illumination rather than inference. Several maxims were

suggested for seeking more light on any given theory. Sunday
afternoon.

J. Wolenski (Krakow, Poland), in "In Defense of Induction,"
gave a defense in Carnap's spirit of induction in opposition to

Popper's position, combining standard logical arguments with some
others borrowed from metamathematics. Monday morning.

K. Szaniawski (Warsaw, Poland), in "Formal and Substantial
Rationality," discussed the many different representations of
rationality among philosophers and scientists which tend to be
formally similar but to differ widely in substance. The speaker
restricted himself to rational believing as contrasted with
rational action, and in terms of classification rather than the
metric of probability. Three properties are needed for rational
acceptance of a belief: (A) articulation, (B) consistency and
{C) validation. (B} is formal and easy, (A) and (C) are
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different procedures,
controversial; different philosophies have
but in practice we accept on trust by personal decision. Monday

morning.

J. Misiek (Krakow, Pcland}, in *Binstein's Method of
pDiscovery,” discussed Einstein's method of discovery th%t
involves seeking to develop the inner perfection ofha i eorytion
before any substantial evidence was available'for the nnovath .
According to the speaker Einstein practiced his methgdifrom e
very beginning of his research activity but attempﬁi t:h g
description only in his later years. The use of t skme 1od .
clearly presupposes M. Polanyi's distinction between know :ign 5
and tacit knowledge. In the technical part of his prsenﬁa urs;
Misiek trid to explain how Einstein’s method worked in the co
of discovery of Special Relativity. Monday afternoon.

W. Krajewski (Warsaw, Poland), in "Rationality of Sc;ezﬁe
‘ in termg o e

Irrationality of Art," discussed the topic
::ger:ubjective griteria'for rationality: commmunicability and
testability. These do not apply to works of art, though the args
do try to convince and enlighten us concerning human motives an
moral dilemmas. Comparisons were made in terms of what lis A
advantageocus and what disadvantageous for science a?d art.
comment was made on the central role og the person in art as
compared to the role of the universal in sclence. Monday
afternoon.

. Plazowskl (Xrakow, Poland}, in "The Mirage of
Ratioiality,“ discassed the mirage of rationality in reference to
the metaphysical outlook of rationalists from mediegal t%mes to
the present. He suggested a Freudlian scheme for sc enie.the
Popper's third world of knowledge and culture represents Lhe tes
rational "ego" of science, Polanyi's tacit knowledge cons u
its "subconscious,” and the metaphysical conceptéon gf
rationality with its background of creativity and order
represents the "super ego". Tuesday morning.

T. Placek (Krakow, Polan?), ind;The MY;hM°fP§?:i;??iity
for Rationality, scugse -

:ﬁiggio;:; ?ﬁe:;e gontext of the ancient myth of rationality
{logos). He was able to draw some similarities between them. L
for instance, both philosophical theories maintain thelper:on:her
character of rationality and also its objectivity. Go ng 1ur her
the speaker tried to answer the question to what extent Polany
philosophy could be seen as a solution of the contemporary
problem of rationality. Tuesday morning.

"ongoing Research

W. T. Scott {Renc, HNevada, qsn), in

Program on the Problem’of How Rain Happens," presented an acc?unt
of the study of how warm rain occurs as an example of an ongoing
research program with successes and difficulties. 1In contrast to

Y

Lakatos' view, the program coheras out of attention to the
reality of entities and processes now known to exist rather than
to propositionally formulated theories under test, Verified data
were deacribed on the rate of condensation growth of cloud
droplets, on the rate by which larger droplets fall and collect
smaller ones, and on the thermodynamics of cumulus clouds that
prove the mixing of dry air into the clouds. Experimental
evidence thus provides verification of formulas for the boundary
conditions for the rain theory. An attempt at an analytic
mathematical theory was descr¥bed that predicted rain in an
expected way but used inaccurate formulas. Accurate computer
programs used on the same background failed to give rain
production, so that substantial theory modification became
necessary. The only alternative appears to be drying and
recondensation c¢cycles caused by turbulence that could give the
necessary widening of the droplet distribution. The present
state is of a theory assuming an unverified mixing rate that even
if producing verifiable amounts of rain remains uncorroborated in
the absence of a believable and verifiable mixing mechanism. The
regsearch program hangs together in ternis of many established
facts. Tuesday afternoon,

A, Cattani (Padova, Italy), in "Polanyi's Enthymematic
Rationality," developed and illustrated a parallel between
Polanyl's view of argument in which much is tacit, and the
clagsical enthymeme of rhetorical argument which omits expressing
a readily taken-for~granted premise or a conclusion that would be
obvious to the reader. BAn example would be directing attention
to a choice of a balance among the scientific values of accuracy,
syastematic relevance and intrinsic interest, or the insights
behind a discovery. Scientific rationality is always only
partially proved and generally seeks enthymematic expression in
chetorical form, Tuesday afternoon.

A. Ivin (Moscow, USSR}, in "Universal and Local
Rationality,"” gave an extenslve analysis of types of rationality,
putting the emphasis on rationality as a characteristic of
scientific decision making rather than on particular features of
theories. The focus was thus on the dynamics of sclence as
contrasted with a static view. What is rational is a matter of
historical relativity: which principal traditions are used, what
milieu is involved. The tacit knowing of medieval scholastics is
different from that of the classical period and Erom that of
modern sclence; Ivin said that in any case the tacit bears 9/10
of the influence on choice, and made the interesting comment that
scholasticism has been present in modern times with Hitler and
Stalin. Logic is the hard core of rationality, but the important
criterion is whether the concept of making the best rational
choice is reducible to the concept of truth. Persons like Kuhn
who do not connect rationality and truth may be called
irrationalists., While rationality is an aspect of truth, it isa
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noriGelwlck (and this is somewhat curious in the case of the latter)
h. admit that there have been any changes made to Polanyi's thinking as
not the same thing asbt?e 1°Ei°::ef§u;??§i3"a§§ :h:ggyi:: trut : & result of the publication of Meaning. Rather, it is the belief of
:gnggxr§§é?:ainiilgggee Ogghe: components of rational choice are : each that Ehe other has always been misinformed about the diregtion
the tagit knowledge of the scientific community, interdiscipli- 3 gglaﬁ?%éﬁgﬂnselgr%i?en: n(ﬁ?clgding) tPeL a;gg&entllmais h%“ Meagln ).
nar incipl d the requirements of definite paradigms or of ; b 4 S see O be consisten n a of his wri ings,
Y principles, an . Indeed, bhoth understand Polanyi never to have deviated from hig

individual theories. The concept of rationality in the ends- . initial intention, ang hence from their respective interpretationg
means relation can be applied to the character of the end or to . of his work, ’ P P

the best choice of means, Wednesday morning.
Prosch, representing one side in the debate, criticized

Z. Platek (Krakow, Poland), in "What Doeﬂ It Mean That 3 Gelwick's work The Way of Discovery, in a review article appearing
Darwinism ig a Metaphysical Research Program? discussed the view in the journal “Et ics (January 1979), for, amongst other things,
Of Karl Popper that Darwinism is metaphysical because i misunderstanding the substance of what Polanyi had to say ab initio
unfalsifiable. If 1ife on Marg were to consisgt only'of three o about the nature of the subject matter of the arts, religion and the
species of bacteria, it would falsify the theory because of the . humanities. Gelwick, representing the other side, responded in an
absence of the residues of millions of years that the theory says S T article in the theological journal Zygon (March 1982), reproaching
should exist; if the theory were tautological biologists would o Prosch for misinterpreting the entire character of Polanyi's
not knowingly deal in trivia in disrespect to their intelligence; : epistemology as it bears on issues of a cultural and humanistic
the theory would not have gone through its extensjive o character, In brief, it was Prosch's contention that Ppolanyi
modifications; it explains far more than it predicts contrary to - attributed no real existence, that is to say, independence to the
Popper's view of explanation---including its strictly creattfve - objects of knowledge in the fields of the arts, religion and the
character. Popper's insistence on treating competing theories : humanities. Rather, it was his view that the known is these three
Cuts off study of the many implications of the theory itself, E o fields was. am Far aa Polanvi wasa concerned. a function of the
Wednesday morning. o imaginative and creative intelligence of the thinker, Gelwick, on

the other hand, Supported the opposite and, in some sense, more
traditional point of view, which saw Polanyi extending his belief in

sciences to the domain of the arts and the humanities, {The
complete issue of 7 on, on this occasion, was devoted to articles
on the thought of Mig ael Polanyi.)} Alsgo participating in this
- debate, although at a very respectable distance, wag the great
Harry Prosch's MODERNISM i Polanyi interpreter, Marjorie Grene, as well 48 a number of other
w interested scholars, (Cf. also Journal of the British Society for
Phenomenology, {October 18771.)

Maben Walter Poirier
With thesge introductory observations in mind, one of the first

Those of us who have been following the controversy which has f things which needs to be stated is that Prosch's Michael Polanyi: A
developed amongst Michael Polanyi's followers since the publicatl?n : : Critical Ex osition is not a work that is suitabe‘?EEETHE“?S%"the
of Meaning in 1975 (a work produced by Harry Prosch, W°rki"911" o uninitiated reader. This is so for two reasons, Pirst, this work
close co-operation with Michael Polanyi, and which made extensive : assumes a thorough knowledge of ang familiarity with Polanyi's
use of material originally written by Polanyl) have been aware for . thesis, in as much as it frequently explains the various elementa of
some time that it inevitably would require of the disputants that : this theory of knowing in an abbreviated and abstract fashion, and
they come to some conclusion about precisely who Michael Polanyi : with an emphasis and/or orientation which is hard to reconcile with
was, and what were his overall intentions in developing his - Polanyi's (e.q., induction, objectivity). Thig, needless to say,

: epistemology. Hence, it does not come as a4 surprise to us th?; : may cause the untutored reader’ to misjudge what Polanyi is about.
! Harry Prosch should want to present us with his novel and we . Second, it is a work which, despite Prosch's contrary claim, is not
; articulated picture of Michael Polanyi as evidence for his par- t restricted to being descriptive of Michael Polanyi's thought,
! ticular point of view, and in order to counter the emerging and more = Frequently, Prosch embarks upon what can only be described here as a
i orthodox portrait being painted by his opponents.  The conflict = somewhat curious approach to the material, the result of which is
| between these two pictures of Polanyi, it will be recalled, | that he situates Polanyi's thinking in a philosophical context
i developed out of what some of Polanyi's disciples perceived to be a f which, in our view, is too modern. The overall effect of this is to
i- shift in the direction of Polanyi's thinking in Meaning relating to . I make Polanyi seem at times not quite in “sync" with his writings.
the question of the reality of the object known in the arts, 5
religion and humanities. This disagreement was broached in a | B 8till, it must be acknowledged that Prosch's Michael Polanyi:
systematic fashion in a series of contradictory exchanges between o A_Critical Exposition is an ambitious undertaking in which the
the philosopher Harry Prosch, and the theologian Richard Gelwick. o 53?53?-7§§ﬂﬁrjgg7ﬁﬁﬁﬁstrate the correctness of his thesis about

Parenthetically, it should perhaps be noted here that neither Prosch




Polanyl, The key to understanding thls work in a critical manner
rests with the approach which Prosch has adopted. The author has
premised his work upon the belief that Polanyi saw his theory of
knowing as a therapy for the serious disease that afflicts modern
man. For this, the author is to be commended., Indeed this, in our
estimation, is how Polanyi is to be understood -- namely, as a
therapist. But, of course, it remains to be seen whether Prosch's
Polanyi understands the pathclogy from which man suffers in the
modern world in the manner in which Polanyil himself understood it,
and whether he is up to the task which Michael Polanyi set himself.
Unfortunately, it must be said that we think not, despite the fact
that Prosch deftly leads us through what he thinks are the various
stages of the Pclanyian curative process in the hope that he who
emerges will be restored to health.

Michael Polanyi: A Critical Exposition is divided into four
partas entitled, respectively, Diagnosis, Prescription, Treatment,
and Evaluation. In the three chapters of Part One, Prosch is
concerned essentially to describe Polanyi's understanding of the
psychic pathology that afflict contemporary man. We find the source
of this pathological condition of the soul, Prosch and Polanyi tell
us, in the history of modern thinking since the Enlightenment.
Specifically, it is located in the growth of a form of corrosive
skepticism which characterizes the modern era, and which in the end
leads to nihilistic thinking. Prosch's development of this materi-
al, while somewhat condensed and reined in, follows closely, and
perhaps toc literally, Polanyi's words on the subject. 1In Part Two,
Prosch gives us a highly personal account of Michael Polanyi's
theory of knowing, which touches base with all of the aspects of the
theory. It is frequently a particularly sensitive reading of
Polanyi's theory, but it is also at times curiously off course. In
Part Three, we are given an understanding of the implications of
this theory of knowledge for the study of certain problem areas
within various disciplines. In Part Four, Prosch is concerned with

evaluating the importance of Polanyi's theory of personal knowledge.éiﬁ
It is in this Part that Prosch speaks of Polanyi's abandonment of |

the standard which he set for himself in the investigation of the
natural sciences when studying the arts, religion, and the
humanities. Prosch refers to this as "Polanyi's Divarication." 1t
is imperative for us to appreciate here that for Prosch this
abandonment was not an unintended shift of direction in Polanyi's
thinking. For Prosch, it is rather the case that from the start
Polanyi always had this bifurcated understanding of how men know.

Since we cannot critically review all of the questions to
which Prosch's work gives rise, let us focus our attention on three
issues; a) induction, b) objectivity, and ¢} Polanyi's so-called
"divarication."

Prosch's reading of Polanyi is frequently perplexing when seen =
from the perspective of one who adopts a more traditional:
understanding of the material. There is no doubt that one can find &
confirmation of, or support Ffor, what Prosch says about certain .
aspects of Polanyi's thesis in the writings of Polanyi. However, :
frequently cne must wrench a Polanyian argument out of context in @
order for it to say what Prosch claims it states. 1Indeed, it is . =

is

often the case that an aspect of Polanyl’'s thought which is viewed
as pivotal by Prosch is seen as peripheral by Polanyi. This is not
especially difficult to establish, 1In Part Two, which is divided
into five chapters, Prosch is primarily interested in giving his
readers an understanding of Polanyi's epistemology, and within the
limits which he has chosen for himself, he has succeeded. However,
throughout his exploration of the thesis, he attributes to Polanyi a
concern for logic and the problem of induction, which, while
important and perhaps even central to some aspects of Polanyi's -
thinking, was most certainly not the principle reason for which
Polanyi sought to make known his theory of knowledge. In Chapter
Four, entitled "A New Epistemclogy," for instance, Prosch reduces
Polanyi's epistemology almost exclusively to an issue of induction
and its attendant problems. "But, is this Polanyi?" we are inclined
to ask. Was Polanyi driven to develop his epistemology as a result
of a concern for the problem(s) posed by induction? Did he see his
thought as an attempt to resolve the difficulties faced by the
received-view in the area of induction? We think not. It should be

noted that we are not claiming here that Prosch asserts thﬁf Polanvi
was interested in induction in the way modern empiricists are

interested in the lssue. We are saying simply that in drawing
attention to induction as an initial explanatory approach to
Polanyi's epistemology, Prosch is inevitably deforming and limiting
what he can propose as Polanyi's principal therapeutic concern, not
to mention what Polanyi believed to have been the nature of the
modern pathology. Furthermore, we must never forget that Polanyi
was extremely critical of the received-view in all of its
ramifications, and he ought not to be associated even inadvertently
with it. On those occasions when Polanyi saw fit to speak of
induction, it was almost always to condemn the recelyed—view's
fascination with and misinterpretation of the issue induction. Now,
this is not to imply that Polanyi's theory of knowing does not bear
on the issue of induction. It does. But it is not the aspect of
his thought which most interested Polanyi, nor is it entirely Ealr
to him to present his thought from this perspective. The feature of
his theory which most intrigued him was the fact that all knowing is
anchored in the subsidiary and the personal, and hence, that
philosophical-psychology is more important than logic to the
development of a credible theory of knowing. Indeed, the greatness
of Polanyi, in our estimation, resides in the fact that he reminds
us of the preeminence of ontology over epistemology. Since the time
of Descartes, philosophers have, as a rule, given priority to
epistemology. Michael Polanyi returns us to the ways of the
ancients. He informs us that knowing depends upon being, and not
just any being, but human being. What we know, and what we are
capable of knowing, as well as how we know, is suffused with our way
of being in the world, according to Polanyi. We cannct but
conclude, therefore, that the problem which Polanyl sought to
address was much more seriocus than the issue of induction {important
as this issue may be), or any problem in logic. Unfortunately, in
introducing us to Polanyi's thought by focusing on induction instead
of the personal and psychological origin of knowing, Prosch has left
himself open to the criticism which states that he misunderstands
the severity of the disease which Polanyi's therapy sought to
remedy,




The situation is much more serious with reference to the way
in which Prosch chooses to treat Polanyi's interest in objectivity,
On the subject of objectivity, Prosch appears to be of the belief
that Polanyi frowned upon the pessibility of our acquiring objective
knowledge, Repeatedly, Prosch insists that Polanyi's theory of
personal knowledge privileges a non-objective type of knowing
(whatever that may be), which Prosch seems to feel is superior to
objective knowledge. Although this is a view that is to be found
throughout Prosch's work, the clearest statement of this matter is
on p. 98, where we read: '...'personal knowledge’ bridges the
gap...between subjectivity ang objectivity. There is no purely
objective knowledge, because nothing can be called knowledge that is
not personally accredited as knowledge." We, of course, agree that
'personally accredited knowledge' is important. In fact, it is cen-
tral to Polanyi's thinking. But the question is: Is this entire
statement consistent with Polanyi's position? Specifically, would
Polanyl have said that his theory of knowledge is situated midwa
between subjectivity and objectivity, and mean what Prosc o
apparently means by these words? Would Polanyi have sald that
"{t]lhere is no purely objective knowledge," and meant that there is -
no objective knowledge as such, as Prosch seems to imply? As a .
statement of Polanyi's view on this question, this, we contend, is
very misleading, and it will inevitably blunt the significance of
Polanyl's contribution to the development of post-critical thinking,
If Prosch is to describe Polanyi's theory of personal knowledge this
way, little wonder is it that Polanyi's opponents are prepared to
characterize him as a subjectivist, What Prosch should have said is
that for Polanyi "there is no purely explicit knowledge.” The
important point which Prosch fails to note here is that the
distinction which Polanyi drew between what is explicit and what is
tacit in the knowing process is not equivalent to the distinction
which Prosch makes between what 1s obJective and what is subjective,
Put very simply, for Polanyi, what is objective is not synonymous
with what is explicit, as Prosch seems to assume, and what is
subjective is not synonymous with what is tacit. The expressions
tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge relate .to how man experiences
the activity of knowing, whereas the words objective and subjective
bear on the question of where the content of our knowledge is deemed
to reside -- ocutside the mind (extra-personally), or within the mind
{intra-personally). Hence, it was conceivable for Polanyi that a
man might have explicit knowledge of what is subjective, namely,
inside the mind, and/or tacit knowledge of what exists objectively,
namely, outside the mind. In fact, his claim was that scientists
have tacit awarenesses and tacit knowledge of realities which exist
objectively, and it is these avarenesses which bring about -
discoveries. Unfortunately, it seems that Prosch has confused these '
issues for his readers. w

e,

In our estimation, Prosch mistakenly uses the term "objective"
in place of the words "solely explicit," “wholly distal” and/or |
"neutral.” As a consequence, he frequently finds himself in the |
unenviable position of having to attack objective knowledge {which |
Polanyi never attacked) in the belief that this was Polanyi's
target, in lieu of attacking epistemological neutralism and the i
modern belief in a completely distal knowledge, which was Polanyi's ¢
target. This distinction between "objective” and "neutral" as it

»

bears on Polanyi's thinking obviously is not of minor significance.
It goes to the very heart of the issue of whether Proach understands
the nature and severity of the modern pathology that is nihilism ——
the pathology which Prosch correctly claims Polanyi sought to
remedy. We recall that the modern ailment, for Michae] Polanyi, has
its origin in man's recent rejection of self as the sensorium of
truth, which, amongst other things, is a crucial element in the
knowing process. In fact, it is this refusal to acknowledge the
significance of self which results in man's enchantment with
epistemological neutralism, and in his pursuit of a wholly explicit
knowledge. It is not the search for objectivity which is the origin
of our predicament, as Prosch contends. Man's quest for the
objective is something which was entirely acceptable to Polanyi, and
it was and is consistent with his epistemology. Polanyi was, after
all, someone who was interested in attaining objective knowledge -~
though it is true that he knew that it is not tne product of fulily
explicitable reasoning, Discretionary reasoning and fiduciary
thinking are always involved in attaining objective knowledge; of
this Polanyi was certain. The objective was not something he shied
from. How could it have been otherwise with him? He was a natural
scientist before being a philosopher of science, And 1like all
natural scientists, he knew that his was a quest for the “other" --
that which exists independently of us; in brief, the real.
Furthermore, we must remember that knowing the real, according to
Polanyi, did not mean having apersonal and neutraf knowledge, which,
in any case, man can not have. It meant having objective knowledge.
But there is more to this matter. It is not just a question of
Prosch confusing what is objective with what is totally explicit.
Prosch's reluctance to distinguish between the "objective” and the
"epistemologically neutral" in explaining Polanyi's thought is at
the origin of his misunderstanding of who Polanyi was, and what his
objectives were in presenting us with a new epiatemology. Thus,
here again, Prosch leaves us with a very confusing picture.

Prosch's is at his most questionable, it seems, when he deals
with what he refers to as "Polanyi's Divarication." Proach is
convinced that Polanyi distinguished between the knowing process as
it relates to the natural sciences, on the one hand, and the arts
and the humanities, on the other, on the basis of the nature of the
reality which each has made the cbject of study. The natural
sciences investigate a reality which exists independently of the
knower, Prosch tells us, whereas the arts and the humanities
(including religion) explore a reality which is contingent. In
Chapter XVII of Prosch's work, we read the following:

«.:according to Polanyi there 1s one subset of realities which
exists independently of our knowledge of them and which [natural}
science seeks to uncover or disclose, as well as another subset of
realities, those of the noosphere, brought into being, in a sense,
by our creative efforts through them to achieve meaning in our
lives. These realities are real in that we may expect to see more
of what they mean as time goes on -- ag in great works of art and
religion, They are comprehensive entities, whose depths may
surprise us. They are also real in being valid. But it would be
an illusion to think they existed before we discovered them. {249)
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THE POLANYIAN IDIOM: A GLOSSARY
Robert P. Inkster
St. Cloud State University

Introduction

Michael Polanyi was profoundly sensitive to the pow::iof igin:n;nof the
shaping our understanding. Indeed, the revision of ourd sztnding ne
e e o irasae. iEar,n ho said, nto medify our idion ia to
L

:g;z?lvz:ea2ia::ro¥n::$:::;ee witain which we shall henceforthslnt?rp::t our
Bx erience; it is to modify ourselves" (Personal Knowledge, lg ).Pugan ,

2 ded summary of the work of Evans-Pritchard with the Azan a; : 1tzelf .
::mZ:strataa how the idiom in which a belief ?yatem is expieas; at:bla o

owerfully conservative force, protecting the system from n:n 2r iole ideme
: diesabling the expreasion of those ideas. And he goes on to g that toe
1:10m of objectivism haa, like the Zande belief in uracl:hpot:zzguzz:y bed
discredit opposing views of the univerae by prnac:ibl;g 1t: yocabulary wit
which we mey talk about the universe-- specifically, )«Pnlanyi Dooine
any declarations of feith in knowledge claima. Hence,

I Y --in ﬂﬂt,
Personal Kno tivit a y t t per it f
wledge by redaf‘ining Db’BC v in a w ha 1] g
demands--the Personﬂl participation of the knower in ObjectiVB k“ON’legB.

Dbjectivity, then, like so meny of the other termatinb:?ia 35:532::, haa
special, anriched meaning. This glossary undertakes to 129 e
:mpzrtant'key terms in the Polanyian idiom together in & conclax Tandacepe
systematic way. [t provides an introductory view of the comp > oepe
't:at conatitutes the idiom with which Polanyi interprets the world. o the
extant that this glossary reduces that complexity, ?owavar, tt ai:ztpiiak o
the risk of a reductionist undenata:di;g o:hF::a:§: 31:23:3T0; o e e
a an
:i;;:azzi'b:uth:uzlzttZi:T:eﬁ;osid:ng dirzction to still richer sources of

understanding contained in Polenyi's own work.

The abbrevistions of references to Polanyi's work are as follows:

i on
"Duke 1": Unpublished lecturs delivered by folanyl at Duke Uzi;::zzty
fFebruary 10, 1964, initiating & series of lectures in Feﬁizar; ?; yer ’
' "Duke Lectures" in e Collec
. iled by Richard Gelwick as
i:i:clgzmznd Papirs of Michael Polenyi." Microfilm, Graduate Thecological
Berkeley.

Union Library,

9.
&B: Knowing and Being. Ed. Mar jorie Grene. Chicago: U Chicago, 196

kS

|

+ Ihe Logic of Liberty. Chicago: U Chicago, 1951.

. u
PK1 Personsl Knowledge: Towards @ Post-Critical Philosophy. Chicago:
Chicego, 1962.

I

LH

SFS: Science, Fsith and Society. Chicago: U Chicago, 1964

IB: The Tacit Dimension. Garden City: Anchor, 1967.

"Why?": "Why Did We Destroy Europe?" Studium Generales 23 (1970)
909-~916,

Glossary

commitment: Polanyl asserts,

"To accept commitment as the only relation
in which we can believe somathing

to ba true, is to abandon all effeorta to
find strict criteries of truth and striect procedures for arriving at the
truth. A result obtained by applying striot rules mechanicaelly, without
committing anyons personally, can mean nothing to anybody" (PK, 311).
Polanyi's concept of commitment as central to all our knowing is reflected
further in his frequent citing of St. Augustine's maxim that we muat filrst
believe in order to know. In order to achiave any comprehensive vision at
aell, we must have faith--a commitment to that vision ag it emerges from the
spacific dete at hand. Polanyl argues that commitment is bipolar:
"Reapunaibility and truth are in fact but two asspacts of such a commitment s
the sct of judgment is its personal pole and the independent reality on which
it bears is its externsl pele" (lg,l87). Ses alaso fiduciaery component,
personal knowledge, and truth. For further diecussion in Polanyi, ses

especlally PK, Chapter 10, "Commitment," particularly 308-316, as well as PK,
64-65, 379-80, and 395-97,

comprshension: Polanyi's theory of the triasdic structure of personal
knowledge gives a naw depth ta the literal, etymological meaning of the word
comprehension: a helding together, - Meaning or knowledge, in Polanyi's
epiatemological theory, is an affirmative act of pulling and holding together
the discrate, atomized data in an emergent, comprehensive and comprehensible,
meaningful pattern. For further discussion, ses especlally Study, 45. For an
example of the loss of comprehension, see PK, 199.

conviviality: Polanyi's baaic epilstemological model postulates
indwelling as essential to any knowing: in order to know any entity, we
indwell its particulars, integrating them tacitly in order to know focelly
the comprehenaive entity. When we seek to understend entities that are
sentient creaturss, our indwelling takes on the form of conviviality: we
actually project nurselves into the being of the creature that we
contemplate, judging that creature's bshavior by rules of rightness that we
infer from what we know about the cresture. As we move up the biclogical
ladder to creatures that are increasingly like ourselves, this indwelling
becomes increasingly tonvivial, until, with fellow human beings, our
underatanding of onpe another is profoundly convivial, Conviviality, then,
like commitment, i{s an essential element of knowledge, particularly that ;
knowledge which is embodied in the noosphere. Polanyf devotes a chapter in
Personael Knowledge (pp. 203-245) to convivielity, 1In brief, he dafines




heuriatic; aree ity o
eureka, tymological rogts wi

« « {and] the
primitive sentiments of fellowship that exist previous ta articulation amang

ell groups of men and even among enimalsgt (PK, 209).

: emergence: Emergsnce is gn importent concept in both
. and the ontological theory of Michael Polanyi.
glossary, see the discussion of entology,
triadie structure of knowledge. According to Polany{'s epistemoclogy of
peraonel knowledge, meaning emerges as a result of the heuristic effart of
the knower in integrating, or making coherent and comprehenaive sesnae of, the
specific date to which the knower has access. Specific pieces of data are

the epistemological
For further references in this
reality, tacit knowing, and the

of reaglity,
all sentient exlstence, f

See algo discussions of
and personal knowledge .

emargence, conviviali
see, inter alia,

In Polany{

Chapter 6 in Personal K

nowledgs, "Intellectual Pasaiong,n
:ggezéaliy Pp. 142-45, 150-60, 171-74, 195-202; see also PK 279-8¢, 316:17,
i ) o i h
i clues to the comprehensive topography of an idee, just as specific features ' 4-73, 382-9p,
i of a physiognomy are clueg to the identity of a person. Polanyi Further

finds that epistemology, the structure of knowing, mimics ontology, the
structure of reality. Mora comprehensive levels of reality emerge from
lowsr, more explicitly determinate, more tangible levels of reality,. For
example, the strategy of a chess geme, which tends to be indeterminate and
unigquely structured, emerges from the rulea Fop movement of the various
pleces on the board, which are determinate and are the same far ali} gamea of

chess, |In Polanyi, mee especially ID, 44-46, 55, and 87-8B. See also SFSs,
33-34, and Pk, 399-400.

1nduellingt In Polanyj:
to any knawing act.

meaning., Thig indwel
clues themselves,

comprehensive ent]
follows: "Wheneverp
things, in the way
their appearance., Th
are attending Fromp them,

outside to which we gre attending from our bho

come to dwell jn itn (1D, 16). For related terms,
comprehenslun.

8 epistamolugical theory,
We know anythin

indwalling ia easehtial
g, he argues, by dwelling in clues to its

if we focuys explicitly on the 5
us end we loge sight of the

+ Polanyi describaes indwelling asg
them to other

fiduciary component: Polanyi's epistemology of peraonal knowledge may be
summarized in ths assertion that all knowledge has an inescapabie Fiduciary
component: al) knowledge entails commitment and risk, One Polenyian
illustration is the following: "A child could never learn to speak if it

see conviviality,
nd personai knowledge,

neosphere Polanyi borrowa

We may think of three spheres,
the same place, b

the inner spheres

8 emerging from
ha geosphere, the physicail
iosphere, life

The naxt sphere,

1 lavel oFf

«  The innermost aphere ig ¢

We have here an instance

atian Church Fathsrs in
the words: fides queerens intellectum, Faith in search of understanding®
(SFs, 45), Polenyl summarizes his fiduciary program as Follows: "{ heliave
that in spite of the hazards involved, I em called upon to search for the

emerging From the bi

osphere and form
existence,

is the noosphere:

!

t constitutes |

ru:tu;al heritage and that sustains and {g Susteined by the vast our ;

Nnter D

truth and state my Findinge™® (PK, 299}. The ubiquity of both the risk of oo Bse:erd:Tt web of individuaj} human intellectusl achievement, In Polanyt, P

error and the necessary fiduciary component is further 11luminated in the peclally pk, 382-90, 393-404; Stug r 45-63, :
following description of the relationshi

p betwesn knowledge and truth: "The
sssumption that the truth thet we seek to discover exists by itself, hidden

to us only by oup misguided aproach to it, represents correctly the feeling
which keeps eluding him., It may also
our conviction that we know

conceivably be mistaken, But in
neither case can an outside observer of this relation compare another
Person's knowledge of the truth with the tryth itaelF.

He can only Compere
the observed Person's knowledge of the truth with his own knowledge of jitn
(PK, 305}.

ob jectiviat npiatenalogy:
central tepsm in an array of tep
Other termg in this cluster ipg

In Polanyit g work, objectiviem ig perhaps the
me that are ¢losely related to one enother,

lude puaitivism, skepticisnm behaviariam :i
empiricism, mechenism, ang reductionigm. According ta Pol;nyi'a analys;B, a l A

Profaund apistemulogicai shifg gradusliy occurred during thae aixteenth

eighteenth, and ninetesnth centuries. New acientific via;s of
pplanted many of the older views, which Wwere deeply interwoven

to a significaent dagres, sustained by .

By and large, the new views came eventually to
evidence, Successfyl
of tha univerae-—Nawton'a laws
that al1 reality coulg
ing down com
and analyzing th

plex Phenomena,
088 perts




a“
empirically. Phenomens that could not be so reduced--abstract, intangible
things like velues or beliefs, for exemple--came to be viewed with increasing
skepticism. According to the objectiviat ideal, knowledge, in order to be
reliaeble, must be totally determinate, totally sccounted for by empirical
date. In this epistemological system, the knower's function is simply that
of gseeing clearly the meaning that inheres in the empirical, external dataej
it is emphatically not that of interpreting the deta, since interpretation
entails a personal participation that contaminates the pure date with an
unreliable element. Hencs, the Royal Society took ms its motto Nulliius in
verbs {There is nothing in words--we accept no authority), and Newton
proclaimed, "Hypotheses non fingoi" (I do not engage in speculations.) Two
twentieth century manifestations of objectivism are positiviam in the
philosophy of science and related fields and behaviorism in psycholegy and
its related fields. In Polanyi, mee, inter alia, PK, 139-142, 266, 2B6;

Meaning, 22-30.

objectivity: In the firat chapter of Perseonal Knowledge, titled
"Objectivity," Polanyi redefines ebjectivity, stripping away the objectiviat
meanings thet he hae found distorting the proper meaning eof the term.
Ob jectivity, he insints, does not mean an utter dependence upon empiricel
date. The objectivity of Copernicua, which objectivism holds up as a model
of relience on empirical deta, wes not this kind of objectivity at all. In
fact, the preponderance of emplrical dete supported the proposition that the
sun orblted around the earth, not Copernicus' heliocentriec theory. The
ob jectivity that Copernicus modeled--true objectivity--is a knowledge "which
reliers to a greater extent on theory rather than on more immediate sensory
experience" (PK, 4). Objectivity is the capacity to make the oreative
imaginetive leap that synthesizes the data into a comprehensive, rational
theoretical structure that can be shown to be true from numerous perspectives
beyond simply the local perspective that one has on the empiricel datas.
"Objectivity," Polanyi insiste, "does not demand that we estimate man's
significence in the universe by the minute nize of his body, by the brevity
of his past history or his probable future career. It does not require that
we see ourselves as a mere grain of sand in a million Saharas. It inspires
us, on the contrary, with the hope of overcoming the appalling disebilities
of our bodily existence, even to the point of conceiving a rational idee of
the universe which can euthoritetively speak for itself. It is not a counsel
of self-effacement, but the very reverse--a cell to the Pygmelion in the mind
of men"” (PK, 5}. In Polenyil, see especially PK, 3-17.

ontology: The same complementsrity that exists between Polanyi'se
metaphyaics and his heuristic epistemology also exists between his ontology
and his epistemological thecry of tacit knowing. Polanyi's ontology is
hierarchical: he postulates ontological levels of reaslity that emerge from
lower levels just as higher levels of understanding emerge from our
subsidiary awsreness. Esch level of reality leaves open possibilities, or
boundary conditions, that ere constreined by higher levels. For example, at
the most basic level of reality there exist matter and energy, behaving
according to the lews of physics. At the next level, matter and energy are
further constreined by the laws of chemistry, but, at the same time, more
complex physical structures--i.e., chemical compounds--are possible. With
the emergence of the biosphere--biotic existence--much more complex levels aof
reality emsrge: centers capable of locomotion, reproduction, the various
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vital functiona. TYhe lawa of physics and chemistry still operate at the
piotic level, but‘they are not sufficient to explain biotic operations,
exuept when there are biotic failures that have chemical or physical causes.
Within the biosphere, sentience eventuelly emerges, snd with it still more
new possibilities and constrainta. Eventually existence breaks through into

”E an articulate, noetic level that Peolanyi, following Teilhard De Chardin,
“calls the noosphera. "This is the point," says Polanyi, "at which the theory
i of evolution finally bursts through the boundas of natural science and becomes

entirely an affirmation of man's ultimate aima. For the emergent noosphere

i te wholly determined as that which we believe to ba true and righty it is the
. external pole of our commitments, the service of which is our freedom. It
7 defines a Free society as a fellowship fostering truth and respecting the
" pight. It comprisesa everything in which we may be totally mistaken™ (PK, .

404). For further discussion, see, inter mlis, Study, 47-60 and PK, 139~42,
as well as PK Chapter 11 ("The Loglc of Achiavement,” pp. 327-46) and PK
Chapter 13 ("The Rise af Man,” pp. 381-405).

personal knowledge: The importance of the term personal knowledge in
Polanyi's thought can be seen in the fact that he gave his magnum opus the
title Pergonal Knowledge. Polanyi says, "according te the theory of Pereonal
Knowledge, all meaning lies in ths comprehension of s set of particulars in
terms of a coherent entity--a comprehenaion which is a personal act that can
never be replaced by a formal operation” {Meaning, 4%). The triadic structure
of personal knowledge distinguishes Polanyl's epistemology from both
objectivist epistemclogies and subjectivist epistemologies. An objectivist
epistemology rejects the vital role of the knower in interpreting or
comprehending the empirical data. ‘A subjectivist epistemology rejects the
ompirical data &s contributing te any ultimate meaning. Personal knowledge
is characterized by e bipolar commitment. This commitment has both s persoral
and a universal component. Polanyl sayas, "We have seen that the thought af
truth implies a desire for it, and ie to that extent personsl. But eince
such e desire is for something impersonal, this perscnal motive has an
impersonal intention. We avoid these seeming contreditions by accepting the
framework of commitment, in which the personal and the universal mutually
require each other. Here the personal comes into existence by assarting
universal intent, and the universal is constituted by being sccepted as the
imperscnal term of this psrsonal commitment” (PK, 308). Polanpyi finds
enormous liberating power in this dielectic between the personal and the
universal, expressed in his maxim, "The freedom of the subjective person to
do as he pleases is overruled by the freedom of the responsible person to act
as he must" (PK, 309}.

reality: Polenyi's metaphysios may be briefly described as follows.
"Reality is something that sttracts our attention by clues which harass and
bsguile cur minds into getting ever closer to it, and which, since it owes
this attractive power to its independant exiastence, can always manifest
itself in still unexpected ways. If you have grasped a true snd deep-seated
aspect of reality, then its future menifestations wili be unexpected
confirmations of our present knowledge of it" (K&B, 119-20). Each discovery
thet discloases 8 new aspect of reality (whether we are considering the
tangible reality of physica or e purely conceptual reality such as a mental
Btrategy) suggests still other aspects of reality, just as the palm of my
hand suggests the presence of the back o¢f my hand. Polanyi's metaphysics,
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then, complemsnts his heuristic epietemology of personal knowledga: just as
each healthy sentient organism has an inexhaustible yearning to discaver
richer and truer aspects of reality, so reality has what Polanyi calls an
inexhaustible profundity, an endless capacity for providing, with each new
insight, Ffurther clues and hinta to yet further new insighte. Ffor further
discuseion in Polanyi, see especially "Duke 1" and ID 32-33.

subjectivist epistemology: Like the term objectivist epistemclogy,’
subjectivist epistemology carries with it, in Polanyien usage, an array of
terms that are closely related. These terms include aoliposism, relativiam, .
exiastentlaliem, radical individualism, and nihilism. All are characterized
by their rejection of an ultimate truth and universal meaning to which we as
knowers must submit. All share Polanyl'a re jection of ohjectivist
epistemology, but all depart radically from Polanyi's epiatemology of
peraonal knowledga, which posite ‘@ "knowledge which submits to requirements
acknowledged by iteelf as independent of itaelf¥ (PK, 300). Subjectiviam
indicatesa that any idiosyncretic assertion is as valid as any other
assertion, because the individual judgment 1s the only meaaure of truth.
Paradaoxically, Polanyi finda, subjectiviam and its related concepts have in
modern times been fed by the intellesctual rubble left by objectivism. The
dastruction of traditional belief in any ultimate cosmic purpose by the
skepticism and reductionism of objectivist epistemologies has left a nihiliasm
that has, in turn, paved the way for radical individualism and other
subjectiviat world views. Polanyi's discusslons of these concepts and their
distinctions are extensive., 5See, for example, LL, $3-110; EOF, 1~26;
Heaning, 3-21; "Why?"; TD, 74-81; and PK, 300-303 & 308-312; for discussione
of the distinctions among them. :

tacit kmowing: A central propceition in Polanyi's philosophy of personal
knowiedge is the assertion that we know more than we can tell. Knowing, he
asserts, is a skillful act entailing the use of a multitude of experiences,
beliefa, memoriea, and sensory operationa. In any act of knowing, we use
this reservoir tacitly: we are indwelling this tacit knowledge. In any

- situation that puzzles us, we direct our heuristie energy in search of &

fuller understanding, dwelling in what we know. Polenyi also refers to this
tacit knowledge as an interpretative framework, end the frame of a window is
a useful metaphor for understanding what he means by these concepts. When we
are using our tacit knowledge as an instrument for understanding something
else, that tacit knowledge is virtually invisible--cleer like a window.
Without it we could not see. But when we concentrate our attention diractly
on what we have been ueing tacitly, it becomes copaque and we asse it, es we
might concentrate on a scratch on a window and thereby lose focus on what we
had been seeing beyond the window. Among the many places where Polanyi
discusses tacit knowing, see especially "Tacit Knowing," Chapter 1 af The
Tacit Dimension, pp. 3-25. See slso Meaning, 30-38, 52-53, and 57; K&B, 156,
160, 171-73, 1B1-83, 195, 199-200, 212, 218; and Study, 12-27, :

triadic structyre of knowledge: Polanyl asserts that all
knowledge--indeed, all perception, all discovery, all underatanding--hee a
triadic structure comprieing the knower, a subsidiary or proximate term which
the knower indwells, and a focal or distal term toward which the knower
strives. Knowledge is an affirmative sot performed skillfully by the
knower. Everything we know is known in terma of somsthing slee. Each thing
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Polanyl offers
reconstruction.)

1 have 3just returned from a visit to Hungary, to Debrecen, where
Michael

AN APPEAL TO HELP HUNGARIAN SCHOLARS

an

a number of people

Folanyi. To my astonishment I learned that there were no copies
Debrecen
or in the Reformed Colijege and Academy there! The Frincipal and
Pean of the Reformed College is both a mathematical physiclst and

af any af his wor

a theologian and

trytng to find ways of wsupplying him and hie colleagues with

Folanyi 's books,

Po you think that readers of Tradition
to send coples of Folanyli's works to Debracen? 1f so, they should

send them to

ks

Do

is

asked me about the writings of

in the Lajos Kosasuth University of

{The following letter from Professor Thomas F. Torrance was sent
to the Polanyi Society General Co-ordinator.
been met by an sarlier appeal to members at the American Academy
of Religion. We urge you to do what you can.
dramatic changes in Eastern Eurcpe,

The need has not

In this time of
the thought of Michael

important resource for hope and

very keen to study Polanyl. Hence I

you know of any who have spare topies

Michael ‘s works who might like to part with them in this way?

Frofeamor Dy Botond Gaal,
Frincipal of the Reformed College and Academy,

Falvin ter 16,
Debrecen,
Hungary 4044,

I know that this would be greatly appreciated. Personal Knowledge
and Knowing and Being, would be especially uwseful in the dialogue
beteean Christians and Marxists
besn making a definite impact. But they need all of Michael 's

works.

.Thnmnn Fe

Torrance,

and Discovery might 1like

in which Reformed Theology has

37 Braid Farm Road,

Edinburgh EH10 &LE,
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The kind of clumsiness which is due to the fact that

focal attention is directed to the subsidiary elements
of an action is commonly known as self-conaciousness.
(PK, 56)
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..we cannot compare someone else's knowledge of the truth
Lhe trath itself, but only with ourjown knowledge of it.
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