Tradition& Discovery

The Polanyi Society Periodical

Incorporating

Convivium
The United Kingdom Review of Post-critical Thought

VolumeXVIlI Number 3 1992

In Thislssue

= = & TSR 2
INEWS E INOLES ...ttt e et e et a e st h e e b e e b e bt eh e b e s R SRt b e R e se e s e e e seeaeeheebesbesreenenne e 3
The Polanyi SOCiety MEENG NOLICE ......ueviiereseeeeeeeeeee st s es e e e e e sesnesresnesresresnesnens 4
Faith, Form and Meaning: A Report on the UK Centenary Meeting ..........ccoeouerrrerverienienenenenese e 5
Raobert A. Hodgkin
On Deafnessinthe Mind’ s Ear: John Dewey and Michagl Polanyi .........c.ccocvvivveneneveneseseeseceeeee e 9
JE.Tiles
The Tacit Victory and the Unfinished Agenda: Polanyi and Rhetorical Studies ..........cccooveiceninencncnnne 17
Sam Watson
Michael Polanyi and the Philosophy Of MEICINE .........cccvciiiiecece e 21
Richard Gelwick
TEROOISOf CUITUIE.......ceeeeeeecetercericee et bbbt oo 0
Robin A. Hodgkin
Comments. .. 100thAnniversary of theBirthof Michagl Polanyi..........cccoceoiriiinneine e 33
John C. Polanyi
ThEVAUEOf tNEINEXACL .....c.eeiiiieeiee bbbttt e )
Michael Polanyi
SUDMISSSIONS FOr PUDIICALION ...t e et b e b b e e 37
1000011 ] o111 o TSSO 37

Membership INFOMMIBIION .........coiiiiie bbb e e ettt ae e e ae b e b sae b e 3



The Polanyi Society

General Coordinator
Richard Gelwick
University of New England
Biddeford, ME 04005
(207)283-0171

General Editor-Tradition & Discovery
Phil Mullins

Missouri Western State College

St. Joseph, MO 64507

Book Review Editor
Walter Gulick

Eastern Montana College
Billings, MT

Art Studies

Doug Adams

PSR/Grad. Theol. Union
Berkeley, CA

Communication/Rhetorical Studies
Sam Watson
University of North Carolina, Charlotte

Education Studies
Raymond Wilken
Kent State University

Medical and Psychiatric Studies
Allen R. Dyer

Quillen College of Medicine
East Tennessee State University

Philosophical Studies
Martha Crunkelton
Bates College

Religious Studies
David Rutledge
Furman University

Member At Large
Harry Prosch
Skidmore College

UK Editorial Committee
Joan Crewdson

12 Cunliffe Close

Oxford, OX27BL

Robin Hodgkin
39 Holyoake Road
Oxford, OX3 8AF

Drusilla Scott
Ashe House, Aide Lane
Aldeburgh, Suffolk

UK Coordinator

John Puddefoot

Benson House, Willowbrook
Eton

Windsor, Berks SL4 6HL

¢ 1992 by the Polanyi Society

ISSN 1057-1027

Preface

Inthisnumber, thereis more bounty from the seven conferences held during
the Polanyi centennial year ending last March. “Faith, Form and Meaning” isareport
ontheNovember 1991 United Kingdom centenary conferencesponsored by Convivium.
Jm Tiles' essay exploring the relation between John Dewey and Michael Polanyi’s
thought, wasoriginally apaper delivered at the April 1991 Kent State conference. Sam
Watson’ spieceon Polanyi and rhetorical studiesisthethird and final component of the
articles published during the last year under the title “The Tacit Victory and the
Unfinished Agenda.” All such articles grew out of presentations on the relevance of
Polanyi’ sthought to disciplinary developments by long-time Polanyi students at Kent
State and at the November 1991 Polanyi Society centenary banquet in Kansas City.
Richard Gelwick’s*“Michael Polanyi and the Philosophy of Medicing” was originally
acontribution to the August 1991 Budapest conference of the Michael Polanyi Liberal
Philosophical Association. Also you will find a copy of the remarks made by Nobel
Laureate John C. Polanyi at thecommemorative conferencein Hungary. Certainly, the
material sincludedinthisissuesuggest therangeof intereststhat Polanyi scholarshave.

Insideisinformation ontheupcoming annual meeting of ThePolanyi Society
which is held in conjunction with the annual meeting of the American Academy of
Religion. There were so many good paper proposals that David Rutledge arranged to
schedul etwo sessions, one on theevening of November 20 and asecondinthemorning
of November 21 at the San Francisco Hilton. Instructions on how to order papers are
included.

Pleasenoticetheformintheback of theissue: itistimeto renew memberships
inThePolanyi Society. Itispossibleto publish TAD only if most of thoseonthemailing
list actually support the enterprise with hard dollars. Expect to receive humorous but
nagging, dunning noticesby lateFall if you don’t get acheck off to General Coordinator
Richard Gelwick. Noticed sothat theformincludesanew blank asking for your electronic
mail address. Someof thebusinessof ThePolanyi Soci ety isnow conducted by e-mail --it
isthe most economical way these days. Several folks have indicated someinterest in
setting up a“Polanyi list,” i.e., an electronic addresswhich INTERNET and BITNET
usersinterested in Polanyi can employ to discuss mattersrelated to Polanyi’ sthought.
Undoubtedly, this may sound strange to those who are unfamiliar with the truly
incredibleel ectronicworldemergingthroughINTERNET and BITNET. However, there
already are scads of “interest group lists’, including several in philosophy, that are
vibrantly functioning. If youthink youmight beinterestedinusinga“ Polanyi list,” write
meanote (pmullins@vax1.umkc.edu). Itisnot certainthat wecan set up suchalist, but,
if thereis sufficient interest, we will explore possibilities.

Phil Mullins



NEAGNNDNOTES

Robin Hodgkin, Oxford, Englandhas
an article coming out in the Oxford
Review of Education in their autumn
issue “which attempts to marry
Polanyianideas(‘from-to’ integration,
etc.) and the theory of multipleintel-
ligences espoused by such persons
asHowardGardner and Julian Jaynes.”
In 1980, Jerry Gill wrote about the
bicameral mind and tacit knowledge.
Hodgkindoesnot fully agreewithGill.

Walter Gulick, Eastern
Montana College, has received a
Fulbright Awardfor lecturinginHun-
gary at the Technical University of
Budapest in 1993. Walter isthe book
review editor for Tradition& Discov-
ery.

Andy Sander s, philosopher
of religioninthefaculty of theology at
the University of Groningen, will be
attending Polanyi Society meetings
attheAmerican Academy of Religion,
Nov. 20-24in San Francisco. Inroute,
heiswilling to speak to groupsout of
his rich portfolio of topics such as
"ReligiousBelief, Knowledgeandthe
Natural Sciences’ and “ Tacit Know-
ing: Between Modernism and
Post-Modernism.” TheBoston Theo-
logical IngtitutethroughitsFaithand
Science Exchangeforum plansto ar-
range a lecture. Others may contact
him at Aart van der Leeuwlaan 104,
9721 TIGRONINGEN, TheNether-
lands. Telephone+31-50-267226;

FAX +31-50-636200. Hereisagreat
opportunity to enrich your local pro-
gram with an able and very English
fluent philosopher and Polanyi scholar
from the Netherlands.

Raymond Wilken, chief or-
ganizer of the centennial program at
Kent State has been overwhelmed
withadditional teaching responsibili-
tiesdueto austerity conditionsin the
university budget. He has, however,
just submitted the set of plenary lec-
tures there for editorial review for
publication. Phil Mullins, Richard
Gelwick, and Charles McCoy are
working with him toward our goal of
publishing them.

David Rutledge, Furman
University, isthenew Coordinator of
Religious Studies for The Polanyi
Society and has arranged for an ex-
panded program at the American
Academy of Religion meetingin San
Francisco. Theprogramasannounced
in this issue will begin on Friday
eveningat 7:30.

Paul Nagy, IndianaUniver-
sity, Indianapolis, and Richard
Gelwick have been invited to be re-
search members of a project devel-
opedby TheMichael Polanyi Liberal
Philosophical Association in Hun-
gary. The project is under the spon-
sorship of the Central European Uni-
versity of Prague and of Budapest. It
will focus on the significance and
development of theliberal traditionin
Eastern Europe.

Phil Mullins has arranged
with The Philosophers Index for the
specifically philosophical papers in
Tradition & Discoverytobereported
intheir periodicindex. Morepersons
will becomeawareof ourwork through
this major research resource.

GabridlaUjlakia, Techni-
cal University of Budapest,andEndre
Nagy, ELTE Institute of Sociology,
wereat theUniversity of Chicagothis
summer completing their acquisition
of copies of the Polanyi papers for
The Michael Polanyi Liberal Philo-
sophical Association in Hungary.

Above the word LIBERAL
occurs several times in reference to
thework of the Hungarians. For per-
sons accustomed to thinking of lib-
eral inthetradition of JohnL ockeand
of John Stuart Mill, we need to be
aware that the Hungarians have a
different tradition. They conceive of
liberty in terms of a free pursuit of
truth but guided strongly by thedepth
of tradition and of community. This
differencefrom Anglo-Americanin-
dividualistictypeof liberalismisone
of their perspectives on Polanyi that
they expecttoexploreintheir research.

If you havethingsfor News
and Notes, please send them to my
officelisted on theinside page of the
cover.

Richard Gelwick
Genera Coordinator
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November 20 and 21 1992
HiltonHotd
SanFrancisco, CA

Asin earlier years, The Polanyi Society will have a meeting in conjunction with the annual meeting of the
American Academy of Religionwhich,in 1992, meetsin San Francisco, California. Thisyear therewill betwo sessions
with papers, oneinthe evening (7:30-10 p.m.) on Friday, November 20, 1992 and a second session in the morning (9
am.-12noon) Saturday, November 21, 1992. The AA R annua meeting beginsintheafternoonof November 21. A Friday
evening paper session was added thisyear because there were many good proposalsfor papers. Thosewho regularly
attend the on on the opening day of the AAR meeting are encouraged to maketravel planswhich will alow you
to be available for the Friday evening session also.

Asinearlier Polanyi Society meetings, participantsare encouraged to read papers beforethe session. Papers
canbeorderedfrom David Rutledge (Department of Religion, Furman University, Greenville, SC29613) for $5for the
set. Please order early; paperswill bemailedin mid October.

Both sessions listed below are to be held in the Whitney Room of the San Francisco Hilton on Union Square.

Friday evening, November 20,1992, 7:30- 10:00p.m.

“AnAlternativeFormof Theological Knowing” - ElizabethNewman, SaintMary’s
College
Respondent: Richard Gelwick, University of New England

“TheFallacy of Misplaced Semantics: Polanyi and Cognitive Science” - Robert
Paul Doede, Regent College
Respondent: Andy Sanders, University of Groningen

Saturday morning, November 21,1992,9-12a.m.
“Polanyi’ s Post-Critical Recovery of Truth as Correspondence” - Dale Cannon,
Western Oregon State College
Respondent: Mark Hendricks, Spring Arbor College
“Platonic, Polanyian, Post-Polanyian Dialectic” - Walter B. Mead, Ilinois State
University

Respondent: Barbara Bennett Baumgarten, Santa Paula, CA

BusinessSessionat 11:30 am.



Faith, Form and Meaning: A Report on
the U.K. Centenary Conference

RobinA.Hodgkin

TheUnited Kingdom Centenary Conferenceon Michael Polanyi’ sthought washeld at St George' s, Windsor
Castle, in November, 1991. It was planned as an exploration of certain key ideasfrom thelater chapters of Personal
Knowledge, and thus to contribute to the current, growing conversation between literature, science and theology in
the areas of faith, form and meaning. We were particul arly encouraged when three distinguished speakers agreed to
come: Professor Stephen Prickett from Glasgow University, Professor Brian Goodwin fromthe Open University and
ProfessortheRev’ d DanHardy from Princeton. Their threelectures, summarised bel ow, sparked of f searchingandlively
discussion in the groups that also met. Important contributions were also made by three Hungarian guests.

Stephen Prickett, in apaper entitled, “ Ambiguity and Symbol in Living Language,” placed Polanyi withina
tradition which flows through Coleridge and the Romantic Movement and on to Newman. “Anyone familiar with
[Coleridge and Newman] will have little difficulty in recognising in Polanyi one of the twentieth century’s most
distinguished exponents of that same “fiduciary’ tradition. Both share a common epistemology, believing that
commitmentisanessential part of knowing, andthat suchknowledge...belongstoandisinescapably apart of alinguistic
community.”

Prickett then stressed anumber of similaritiesbetween Newman and Polanyi, but thereweredifferencestoo:
“Themost striking... isthat whereasNewman findshislingui sticcommunity in “thecommunity of faith,” inother words
the Catholic Church itself, standing in contradistinction to the World which surrounds it, Polanyi sees no reason at
all to cordon off thelife and language of the Church from that of the rest of human existence and seemsto imply that
all languageisof itsintrinsic nature “fiduciary,” and ultimately, therefore, pointing towardsthe existence of God. We
need, | think, to recognise how big aleap thisis.”

It wasNietzsche, rather surprisingly, whofirst saw that languageitsel f can be proof of God. “ | fear wearenot
gettingridof God,” hewrote, “ becausewestill believeingrammar.” Prickett seesatacit understanding of thisin Polanyi
and speculates as to why he never made it explicit.

Therefollowed afull and fascinating exploration of the openness of language to what isnew: “ That final inability of
living ordinary human language to maintain itself as a totally closed system.” This is what Polanyi means by
“indeterminacy.” At alater stage, Prickett considered both the similarities and the profound dissimilarities between
Polanyi’s view of “openness’ and that of the contemporary deconstructionists in literary theory, Roland Barthes
particularly. Thedifferenceisthat thedeconstructionistsare concerned with thetransparency or absence of the person
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in the processes of language; whereas with Polanyi, it isthe creative presence of personswhich isemphasised in all
hiswork.

Prickett concluded by commenting on recent books by Kevin Hart and George Steiner. The latter's Real
Presencesis apowerful meditation on the above-mentioned theme, the centrality and necessity of creative personal
powers. “ Steiner isasserting,” says Prickett, “with aboldness not hitherto attempted, the confluence of the aesthetic
andthereligious. All art isultimately religiousart. It isnot in grammar, but in poetry that we encounter God.”

Brian Goodwin spoke to us about the emergence of anew perspectivein biology. Histitlewas, “ A Science
of Qualities,” and he, too, spoke of “apresence,” something over and above the parts which constitute anew whole.
“Clearly, living beings have some property of dynamic order that is elusive, akind of presencethat speaksto usat a
deeply intuitivelevel sincewe sharethe condition.” Hewas not suggesting, however, nor, indeed, was Polanyi when
he touched on these matters, any return to vitalism.

Goodwin started with a powerful critique of the current “selfish gene” orthodoxy. He showed that thisisa
kind of essentialism (genes = the essence of life). Like somekinds of religion, thisintroduces afalsedualism: “apart
of the organism [the genetic material] isregarded asthe source of distinctive qualitiesand is given powersit doesnot
possess.” “This is like the view that the plan for making a house contains all the information required for its
construction”--leaving out all theinformation embodiedinthebricksand mortar and all the personal knowledgeflowing
through the builders' hands. Goodwin presented these ideas as the background to anew, emerging holistic theory in
which form-devel opment (morphogenesis) rather than inheritance would be at the centre. Theseideasare“intimately
linked to structuralist thinking asit has devel oped during this century [in, for example, linguistics or anthropology].
Together, they provide a basis for a holistic science of qualities.”

What evolves then, is not genes, though, of course, these play a key role, but whole organisms, dynamic
entities, that reproduce and have hereditary properties. “What,” asks Goodwin, “isthe nature of these entities? They
arefieldsof particular kinds. A fieldisadomain of relational order inwhich the state of any part isadefined function
of the states of neighbouring parts, (the neighbourhood can be local, or extend over thewhole organism).” A simple
example of anon-living “natural kind,” shaped by afield, would be the spiral pattern of water flowing down ahole.

A spectacular example of this kind of morphogenesis initiated by but vastly transcending the instructions
of the genes was demonstrated by the development of giant, single-celled alga - acetabularia. Goodwin and his
colleagues have studied the complex, spontaneous development of this organism in detail, using a powerful
computer-modelling techniquetoimitateit.

Such studies which are being carried out by many researchers suggest that we are in sight of a new, “intelligible
unificationinbiology.”

[Thiswill] shift the emphasisfrom the historical reconstruction of lifeon earth, Darwin’sgoal and
that of current evolutionary theory, to the construction of the systemsof transformationsthat define
therangeof biological forms, making arational taxonomy possible. Evolution [will thenbeseenas]

6



an exploration of this realm-of-the-possible and each species[as] anatural kind rather than as an
individual resulting from historical contingency . . ..

Much of Goodwin’ ssubject matter and, indeed, thewhol e approach, wasunfamiliar to many of hisaudience
but hismainthemescarriedfamiliar Polanyian echoes. “ An organismisadynamicform engagedin process, becoming
other in order to remain itself.” This aso summarises one of Goethe's insights into biological nature. Such
non-reductive, holistic understandingsare, once again, beginning to betaken serioudly. “ A scienceof qualitiesgrows
out of anew biology to heal 0]d dualismsand alienations and to provide acontext of significant actionin the creation
of ahalistic global culture.”

InDanHardy’ spaper, “ Theology and Life’ slrreducibleStructure,” therewasastrong senseof thecomplexity
of our “ contextuality” -- of the processwithinwhich wehaveto find and sometimeslose our intellectual bearings. Y et
theproblemswefaceinsuch aheuristicfield arenot merely intellectual but practical. Theissuesarewide; “moreakin
totheissueof the place of scienceand theol ogy inwhat issometimescalled wisdom, and the place of wisdominthem.”

Among themany twisting strands which constitute our experience, the shifting balance between the Hebraic
and Platonic traditions has been amajor thread. During recent centuries, the swing has been away from the Hebraic
strand mainly because “[h]istorical teleology has been supplanted by evolution and experience . . . has lost its
transcendent direction and historical continuity.” This shift has been the main cause of the widespread sense of
alienation and meaninglessness in our culture.

Hardy went on to question the view, not entirely absent from Polanyi’s (and his successors') writings, that
we can learn the much-needed corrective lessons “from experience,” i.e., as autonomous persons working within a
tradition. I sthiskind of knowledgeenough?Wewereaskedto consider thekind of experience-based“ moderaterealism”
of science which has been expounded and developed from Polanyian foundations by Harr and others. Such realism
iscertainly far richer and moremorally responsiblethanthevarietiesof positivismwhichit haslargely supplanted. But
doesit reach out? I sthere not adanger of it promoting akind of person-centred narcissism? And “ doestheinitiation
of knowing rest so much with the human person asPolanyi suggests?’ Thisisthecentral problem about Polanyi today
which Hardy posed. Hedealt withit, at |east in part, by advocating the recovery of Polanyi’s*seminal understanding
of the person,” not as an autonomous monad but as a“ multi-dimensional focus of contextual forces.”

Theissueisnot ... how thehuman personlearnstoknow andto speak reality andtodo soresponsibly
beforeGod; for that would simply | ead usback toaconcentration ontheperson. Itisrather how reality
knows, does and speaks itself in and through the human person, and how, as it does so, the
transcendent God who is the source, order and energy of both reality and the human person, is
presentinthis. Itisonly by askingthequestioninsuchaformthat wecan movebeyondtheprivileging
of the human person in knowing and doing and speaking reality.

In his concluding “ Chairman’s Summary,” John Puddefoot picked up athemewhich united all three speakers, “ Are
we open--do we open oursel ves--to the potentially destructiveforcesin theworld, or do we shelter behind the armour
of self-consistency and self-constitutingindividuality that so easily becomesashroud?’ Hepointed out that Dan Hardy
“wastryingtogropetowardsananswer . .. by inverting all thetraditional conceptual toolsand turning, quiteliterally,
inside out the way we think of ourselves and our individuation.”
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Polanyi himself had not ducked thisissue. Hedemanded asimilar courting of danger, areadinesstobeproved
wrong and to invert many conventional ways of thinking for thisvery reason; that we might be opento new formsand
to new contingencies. Thiswaswhat made Polanyi’ s philosophy of science so unpopular. It was dangerous because
he had devel oped, “single-handedly a non-equilibrium philosophy in which open structures. . . are supplied by the
operation of human minds acting in concert in a process of spontaneous ordering as they fall, in their knowing and
being, under the spell of thereal.” Puddefoot stressed that “ Polanyi’ sthought, forged in the laboratory, isinherently
dynamic and the non-equilibrium character is sustained by the personal.” Properly understood, it should not lead to
the kind of self-regarding complacency of which Hardy warned. “It is a philosophy of Life of aquite new kind,” a
philosophy which can transcend self by self-loss.

The Conference would not have been possible without the excellent and sensitive help of Canon Derek
Stanesby and thestaff at the St George’ sHouse Conference Centreat Windsor Castle. Wewerea sofortunatetoreceive
financial support from a number of anonymous individuals. Most of the planning was the responsibility of the
Convivium Groupwhichisthe European focusof Polanyian study and theeditorial link with Traditionand Discovery.



On Deafnessin the Mind’s Ear:
John Dewey and Michael Polanyi

J.E. Tiles

My aim hereisto proposeadiagnosisandaitiology for aprofessional syndromewhichtroublesme.
For several decadesnow analytical epistemology and analytical philosophy of sciencehaveresisted cogent
argumentswhich concludethat until closeattentionispai dtothepsychol ogical and cultura contextsinwhich
beliefsandtheoriesarejustified, effortsto clarify the basesof suchjustificationswill beentirely sterile. My
approach to understanding this syndrome is to examine the efforts made by two men, who tried
unsuccessfully to influence the agenda of epistemology, John Dewey and Michael Polanyi.

Now the doctrines of these two men are in many important respects quite different. Where
Dewey’ sphilosophy grew more secular ashe grew older, Polanyi’ sretained important religious elements.
Where Dewey worked to collapse the distinction between science and technology, Polanyi kept the two
sharply distinguished. Where Dewey waseager to harnessscienceto social control, Polanyi wasprofoundly
suspi ciousof anything whichthreatened theindependenceof purescientific research. Polanyi, whosecareer
in philosophy got underway just before Dewey’ s death, mentioned both Dewey and pragmatism [PK 234,
328)2 in dismissive terms, but terms which betrayed a superficial appreciation of both the man and
movement.

But for all the differences of doctrine, of outlook and of palitics, the general direction taken by the
agendaof epistemol ogy would havebeen much the same, had theinfluence of either man been properly felt.
Othershave since exerted pressurein thisdirection, notably Thomas Kuhn, but in Dewey and Polanyi itis
possibleto seeclearly different formsof what may explain the source of theresistanceto having theagenda
of epistemology set in the contexts of culture and psychology.

In their treatments of knowledge, both Dewey and Polanyi combine elements of historicism and of
psychologism. Historicismisthedenial that claimsto knowledge and the eval uation of these claimscan be
made by reference to standards which are timeless, universal and independent of socia and cultura (i.e.,
“historical”) context. Psychologism is the affirmation of the need to use general conceptions of mental
abilitiesand activitiesintheunderstanding of our epistemol ogical aspirationsand achievements-- of theneed,
inother words, for conceptswhich belong, albeit at ahighly general level tothestudy of human psychology.®

Historicism hasin recent times been a congenial habitat for (cultural) relativists. Neither Dewey
nor Polanyi subscribedtothedoctrinethat all scientificoutlooksand practicesareequally valid, althoughboth
tended to be mistaken for relativists. What psychologism, on the other hand, encourages depends on the
approachto psychol ogy which oneadopts. I ntrospecti onist psychol ogy encouragessubjectivism; behaviorist
and physiological psychology both encourage a mechanistic outlook. The psychological concepts which
Dewey and Polanyi both treat as fundamental do not contribute to any of these approaches, but to an
approach, which for lack of a better term we might call “classical,” because it is found as far back as
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Aristotle. Thisistheapproachwhich seeshuman dispositionsasfundamental totheunderstanding of human
knowledge.*

Polanyi stressedtheimportanceof skills, not only theskillsinvolvedintheexecution of someaction,
but theskillsinvolvedinobservation, inbeingresponsivetofeaturesof theenvironment (“ connoisseurship”)[PK
49-55]. The fundamental insight of Dewey’ streatment of the reflex arc concept is preserved in his use of
theterm*“habit.” > Thisinsight wasthat thereflex arcisinfact acycle, whichisaco-ordination of receptivities
and responses, and which either stabilizes under the influence of routine or expands under theinfluence of
inquiry.®Intheexemplary illustrationwhich Dewey drew from James' Psychol ogy, theonceburned, doubly
cautious, child stabilizes an expanded reflex cycle (habit) around anew discrimination.’

Thusboth Polanyi and Dewey call for usto recognize theimportance of avast array of inarticul ate
organicdispositions, which are continuouswith those of other animals, and they call onusto appreciatethat
speech, by adding to the range of performances which humans carry out, creates pressure to make
discriminationsthat woul d otherwise beleft unmade and to internalize structureswhich can only beformed
around the flexible medium of signs. Language thereby brings about much of our consciouslifeandliesat
theroots of what both meninsist isthe fundamental structure of consciousness. Polanyi referstofocal and
subsidiary awareness[PK 55-7]; Dewey accepted the phenomenon which James had referred to using the
terms“focus’ and “fringe’ [EN 254]8, and insisted that this structure extended to meaning where thereis
adifference which hereferred to asthat between “ sense” and “signification” [EN 213ff]. Elements at the
focus of our awareness of a situation have significance because it is given a sense by what we are (in
Polanyi’ sterms) subsidiarily aware of in the situation.

To understand this one needs to recognize that there are more aspects to which one respondsin a
situation than those that reach the level of explicit awareness. For example, eventswhich have previously
transpiredinform present awarenesseven whenthey are not consciously remembered. Dewey’ sdiscussion
of what isrequired to follow the plot of aplay or novel presentsan excellent paradigm of this phenomenon
[EN 248ff]. Unlesspreviouseventsinform present action and contributeto the sense of thecontextinwhich
that action transpires, onewill not be able to appreciate the significance of what is before one' s attention.
Polanyi speaksof thisonamoregeneral |evel when henotesthat subsidiary awarenessof wholesisrequired
in order to focus on partsand that the reverse occurs when whol es are focused upon. Polanyi also linksthe
two kinds (or degrees) of awareness to kinds of meaning. “ Representative” or “denotative’” meaning is
where one thing calls forth a response to another; but the meanings possessed by whole contexts (which
Polanyi suggestsshouldbecalled* existential meanings’) do not standinthisrel ationtosomething el se, “they
mean something only in themselves’ [PK 58].

Now it follows from the psychological framework, which Dewey and Polanyi share, that
knowledge is neither completely nor adequately represented as a body of statements held to be true
(believed.) A body of statements (what is commonly taken by analytic philosophers to be sufficient to
constitute a “theory”) is only a saient part of a much larger phenomenon. Even to know what such
statements mean onemust know how they will beinterpreted, how they will guidepracticeingeneral, what
will betakento beaconcreteinstancerel evant to strengthening or undermining confidenceintheir guidance.
These additional non-salient features are embodied in the skills and habits which constitute practices of
observation, experimentation, interpretation, engineering, etc. Thebelief that practiceissomehow external
and not an essential part of knowing is a consequence of an error which Dewey stigmatized as
“intellectualism.” Inhisvocabulary theerror consistsof assumingthat all experienceis* cognitive,” inother
words, whatever is realy in experience is “known,” in the sense of being an object of full conscious
awareness. In Polanyi’s vocabulary the errorloconsi sts in recognizing only the explicit components of



knowledge and overlooking the tacit components.®

For both men the crucial aspect of the environment in which we acquire the dispositions rel evant
toknowledgeisthesocial. According to Polanyi, one hasto associatewith other peopleto acquiretheskills
which are necessary to do, e.g., scientific research. Shipping books and instruments of research to some
corner of the world will not by itself enable the recipients to start aresearch enterprise. In addition, they
reguiretraining which placesthem in the samerel ation to an experienced research worker as an apprentice
toamaster craftsman [ PK 53-4]. The conclusions about sciencewhich Polanyi drawsfromthisarein some
respects (openly) “authoritarian” and “€litist.” One cannot learn to be a scientist without submitting to the
authority of thosewho possesstheskillswhichoneneedstolearn[ibid.]. Thestandards, which oneacquires,
will be understood and upheld only by those who have undergone the training [PK 183].

The social dimension plays an equally important part in Dewey’ s account of how we acquire the
dispositions which constitute our knowledgein general and our sciencein particular, although Dewey did
not, as Polanyi did, stressthe need to submit (at crucial stages) to authority; and he held reservations about
theautonomy which (pure) scientistsdemandfor their research objectives. Hereanissuebreaksthesurface,
whichwould be high onany agendaset by philosopherswho had absorbed the sort of social-psychologistic
orientation of Dewey and Polanyi.*® How shoul d the obj ectives of those engaged in organized -- andin most
cases publicly funded -- practices of inquiry be determined? And closely following, and in many cases
pre-empting, the discussion of thisquestion isoneregarding the authority of the criteriaby whichwejudge
inquiry to haveasuccessful outcome and the authority of the standardsof those practices, viz., educational,
which preserve what we think of as our successes.

Polanyi’ svocabulary partly obscurestheseissues. What apprentices learn from master craftsmen
ismorethanwhat weusually associatewiththeword“ skill.” Notjust “ techniques’ arelearned but standards
of precision or rigor, standards of what to be proud of or ashamed of, conceptions of what to aim for, which
predispose competent practitionersto accept someinnovations asimprovements and some as unworthy of
the profession, or “not workmanlike.” What an apprentice learns from a master has elements of moral
appraisal initwhen appliedto practitioners; and theadmiration or contempt whichisexpressed for thework
of such practitioners is not free of this element. Dewey’s “habit,” particularly if the resonances of the
medieval term habitus are present, is a better term. What are learned are not only the habits that produce
results, but the habits that shape the assessment of the resultsincluding the habitswhich governwhat it is
oneamsfor.

If Polanyi’ svocabulary doesnot hel pclarify thematter, heat |eastiscandidin confrontingthecentral
issue. The standards which are set in any seriously undertaken human enterprise are “ self-set,” and there
isan apparent paradox in holding any kind of objective validity for those standards. What could possibly
provideagrounding for our “ subjective self-confidencein claiming to recognize an objectivereality” [PK
104]? Dewey’s philosophy brings him face to face with thisissue, but his response appears to be that of
someonetrying silently to stare down ahostile animal. Indeterminate! situationswhich call forth inquiry,
whicharetransformed into problemsand which areeventually given asatisfactory unity, raisethequestion,
“ Satisfactory to whom?”

Now thisguestion should not trouble Dewey any morethan it does Polanyi because behinditisan
assumption about our cognitiveaspirationswhich bothmenrepudiate. Theassumptionisthatitisonly from
theperspectiveof anindividual mindthat something canbesatisfactory. Inamovethatisthoroughly Kantian
(but not recognized or at least not acknowledged to be Kantian), Polanyi rejects the ideathat humans can
or should aspire to the perspective of the universe. “Any attempt rigorously to eliminate our human
perspectivefrom our picture of theworld must lead to ?E)surdity” [PK 3]. Our knowledge, however refined



and rendered more comprehensive, will alwaysberepresented (realized or actualized) in amedium shaped
by human limitationsand human interests.

But doesit not follow, from thisrepudiation of theideal of seeing thingsfromthe perspectiveof the
standpoint of theuniverseitself, that what counts asasol ution and hence asacontribution to knowledge (to
the" continuumof inquiry”) for oneinquirer (or community of inquirers) iswholly dependent onthesituation
whichgeneratedtheinquiry? Toexplainhow hewasnot diding hopel esdy toward rel ativism or subjectivism,
Dewey appeal ed to hisnaturalismandinsi sted that, ashuman problemsare human phenomenaandtherefore
part of nature, the question of what counts as the resol ution of a problem or what counts as the unification
of anindeterminate situation, is as objective as any other question about nature. Thisis certainly abranch
tohold ontoif oneishopingto stop aslideintorelativism, but there remainsthis doubt about the strength of
the branch: It may well be objectivethat X issatisfactory for A in asituation and aquite different thing Y
is satisfactory for B in a closely similar situation. How does one build a common science out of such
“objective facts’ 212

Dewey, inhiseagernesstoacknowledgethefull particul arity of thesituationswhichcall forthinquiry
andtomaintainapluralismabout thespecific goal swhich occasioninqguiry, findshistonguetied at thispoint.
To say what his position might very well allow himto say -- viz., that common scienceis possible because
wesharecommon problemsand common objectivesby virtueof al being human beings-- may havesounded
tohimlikeapublicrelationsdisaster for hisparticularismand pluralism. Polanyi, ontheother hand, isunder
less pressure from such allegiances and is able to assert forthrightly that humans are capable of seeking
solutionsto problemswhichwill not only besatisfactory for themasindividual sbut whichwill becompelling
for everybody else [PK 301].

Moreover, the commitment to advance claims which have universal validity is what for Polanyi
distinguishes the “personal” from the “subjective’ [p. vii]. Ultimately this commitment to what can be
referredtoas” agreater objectivity” iswhat for Polanyi distinguishesscientific from non-scientificinquiry.
A scientistiscommitted to advancing sol utionswhich arenot tiedtothepeculiar circumstancesof theinquiry
and to the expectation “ of an indefinite range of possible future confirmations of the theory” [PK 4]. The
middle way, between the absurd pretense that science can deliver the truth from the perspective of the
universe and the anarchical delusion that every perspective is as valid as every other, is found in a
commitment toriseabovethelimitationsof our perspective, evenif wecannever transcend thoselimitations
atogether.

TountieDewey’ stonguealittle and seeto what extent hewould agree with this, consider someone
who does not see why the resol ution he seeks when heinquires should satisfy or be satisfactory to anyone
other than himself. Polanyi would say, “Well, that iswhy you are not ascientist.” Dewey would diagnose
this person as suffering from an overly narrow conception of “self.” That he should not be concerned with
satisfying anyone other than himself meansthat what he takes personal satisfaction in does not includethe
recognition on the part of other people of his achievement and the satisfaction they might take as users or
competent and appreciative critics of the genuineness of hisachievement. Thisisaseriousmoral failingon
hispart, afailing whichin humaninteraction generaly liesat theroot of much that ismorally blameworthy
in people and in the societieswhich they form.

Wehaveobservedinthesketch of thepsychol ogical framework, inwhich Dewey and Polanyi place
knowledge, that the education of ascientist haselementsof moral traininginit. And we havejust observed
that to swim between an absol ute obj ectivism and athorough-going rel ativismwithout being dragged by the
currentstoward either, one hasto take one' s bearings from an ethical doctrine. Polanyi appealstowhat is
ineffect acategorical imperative, “ advanceonlf/zthat whichyou canreasonably expect al rational creatures



tofindfruitful and compelling,” and reststhedistinction between asci entist and anon-scientist ontheformer
possessing aspeciesof goodwill. Dewey under theright sort of pressure canbedrawn out to the point where
hemight well rest the samedistinction on hisidiosyncratic and highly revisionary version of ethicsbased on
“sdlf-fulfillment.”

| think thisisthekey tothereceptionwhich both menhavereceived of latein anglophonephil osophy.
Polanyi at one point diagnoses the conception of science which stood in the way of hisown conception as
something “ stemming from acraving rooted inthevery depthsof our culture” [PK 16]. Thephenomenawe
have been considering here are indicative of something that deep, although Polanyi’s diagnosis is not
accompanied by a sufficiently detailed aitiology. The craving, as Polanyi saw it, was for a conception of
natural sciencebased onasharp distincti on between subj ectiveand objective, inwhich passionate, personal,
human apprai sal swereeliminated from objective scienceor minimizedto“ negligibleby-play” [PK 16]. As
Polanyi saw it, it was largely a resistance to acknowledging the role of emotion and aesthetic satisfaction
in science. | suggest that the resistance is also to acknowledging the moral element in science.

Behind the resistance to all of these and behind the strong impulse to draw a sharp and deep
distinction between subjective and obj ective, istheway our culture seeksfor authority whichisimpersonal
and amora and insists on confining the moral along with matters of taste and the shaping of people’'s
emotional livestoapersonal realmentirely insulated from publiccriticism. Thosewhowield authority present
themselves as managers who employ objective principles of scientific technology to achieve ends set for
them by apublic opinionwhichisnothing morethan thesum of privateinclinations. No objectiveprinciples
canbeappliedtocriticizeor correct therealmwhereprivateimpul ses, emotions, tastesand moral sensibilities
ferment to generatethepublic opinionwhichissupposedtodictateendsto thosewhoseauthority i ssupposed
to rest on their ability to find the means to those ends.

Thisway of conceiving the relation between the objective and the subjectiveisthreatened by any

suggestion that private/subjective elements of passion, taste or morals contribute to the public/objective
sources of technocratic authority. And it isequally threatened by theideathat if those private el ementscan
enter and be subjected to objective standards of criticism in the science that lies behind our technocracy,
such standards could well be established and applied to the private/subjective realm.
Dewey’ smessage that our culturetakesits bearingsonitsauthority structure by means of alinewhich has
not been drawnin anintellectually defensible place was, thus, not a message which people had the earsto
hear. When in thefifties and sixties an independently minded scientist in Britain tried to draw attention to
the sameincoherency, the same cultural mindset responded to his message with a profound deafness. The
irony isthat both men accurately discerned the social-psychol ogical mechanisms by which their messages
could be soaked up in thisway, leaving barely atrace. The habitswhich constitute our practices, aboveall
our social practices, makeusinthisway sensitiveto somethings, deaf and blindto others. Thedoubleirony
isthat part of the message that does not get through isthat these mechanisms have to be recognized, if we
areto establish an authority®® structure, both political and cultural, whichisintellectually defensible.

ENDNOTES

1 A version of this paper was read at the March 1990 conference of the Society for the Advancement of
American Philosophy in Buffalo, New Y ork. My commentator on that occasion, Larry Hickman, observed
that although my comparison of Dewey and Polanyi was sound, there are respects (for those who are
interested in the American philosophic tradition) in which Polanyi is closer to Peirce and standsto Dewey
asPeirce stood to Dewey. | had recognized thisasapolsgi ble subject for another paper, but my pointinthis



paper concernsthe attitudestaken toward knowledgein general and sciencein particular inthe present and
the recent past, and for this purpose the comparison of Dewey and Polanyi is more germane.

2 References to Michael Polanyi Personal Knowledge, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1958
(reprinted 1978) will be given in the text PK followed by page number.

3. This use of “psychologism” bears affinities to that proposed by Adrian Cussins in “Varieties of
Psychologism,” Synthese 70 (1987), pp. 123-154. “ Sincel deny that “psychologism’ need bear apejorative
sense, | am not happy with the definition of “psychologism’ as a doctrine which confuses philosophy and
psychology. Instead, | shall adopt an asymmetric definition which holdsthat apsychol ogistic doctrineisa
doctrine which requires psychology in order to answer a philosophical question. The rejection of
psychol ogismistherejection of the phil osophical relevance of psychology” (p. 126). (Cussinsisinterested
primarily intherelevance of cognitive psychology, whereas Dewey in particular would urgetherelevance
of social-psychology to philosophy, and thus is an advocate of what could be characterized as
socid-psychologism.) ) ) ]

4. Aristotle defines both Y 8é60b"i¢ and 6Y <i¢ as‘ Y1260, and ‘ Yidé0 istrandated into L atin as habitus. For
Aquinas’ treatment of this Aristotelian idea see, Summa Theologiae, Vol 22, Dispositions for Human
Action (la2ae 49-54), trandated by Anthony Kenny, London, Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1964. (Kenny’'s
introductiontothistrandation, p. xxx, containsan observation on Aquinasuseof habitus, whichif onebears
itinmindwill prevent thewrong associ ationsfrom generating mi sunderstanding of Dewey’ suseof “ habit.”
A habitus, unlike our usual associations with the word “habit,” is not a condition which makesit hard for
people not to do something -- €.g., hot to smoke -- but rather makesit easy for them to do something -- e.g.,
hear Freudian slips or forget to watch to prevent the potatoes from boiling dry.) Pragmatists such aPeirce
and James al so work within thistradition of philosophical psychology.

5. Thisisobservedby GordonW. Allportin“Dewey’ sIndividual and Social Psychology” in The Philosophy
of John Dewey, edited by P.A. Schilpp, New Y ork, Tudor Press, 1952 (1939), p. 270.

6. Dewey paysinsufficient attention to caseswhereindeterminate situationsare not resolved by inquiry but
leavetheinquirer with habitswhich arelessintegrated and which generally diminish the unity of situations
that are encountered in the future. The only discussion of such pathology | canthink of occursin one of the
articleson emotion in The Early Works of John Dewey, edited by Jo Ann Boydston, Carbondale, Southern
Illinois University Press, Val. 4, pp. 159ff. For the classic treatment of the reflex arc concept see Val. 5,
pp. 96-109.

7. 1f onekeepsin mind thecomplex of habitswhich must be co-ordinated for anany reasonably complicated
animal tofunction, onehasaframework for integrating thethreekindsof learningwhich Polanyi for hispart
distinguished: trick learning orinvention, signlearning or theamplification of perception, andlatent learning
or interpretation. Thethird of theseinvolvestheinternalization of some pattern or principle of responsein
suchaway that it can manifest itself inindefinitely many and not easily predictableways[PK 74]. Thiscan
beidentified with the medium- or large-scal e re-organi zation of habitswhichison occasionthe outcome of
the successful completion of what Dewey refers to as “inquiry.” For following Dewey’s definition of
“inquiry,” (Logic, the Theory of Inquiry, New York, Henry Holt and Company, 1938, pp. 104-5.) the
“transformation of theindeterminatesituation” isthroughitsconstituent distinctionsand rel ationsand these
areonly actualized throughthehabitsof responseof theinquirer. Theresulting situationisunifiedonly if the
patterns of response of the inquirer are unified.
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8. Referencesto Dewey’ s Experience and Nature are by page following the letters EN, and to the second
edition, La Sdle, lllinois, Open Court, 1971. At EN 244-5 Dewey contrasts the conscious with the
subconscious, remarkingthat “ Thesubconsciousof acivilized adult reflectsall thehabitshehasacquired...”
Thisterm is perhaps the closest equivalent Dewey has to Polanyi’s “tacit dimension.” It isimportant to
distinguish sharply the prefix which Dewey uses, “sub” from that commonly used by Freudians, “un;” for
thiswill serveto distinguish the claim which Dewey (and with him Polanyi) is making from that made by
Freudians. Thesubconscious, unlike Freud’ sunconscious, doesnot haveastructure, whichreduplicatesand
inimportant respectsisisomorphicto that of consciousness, astructurewithitsown motivationsand rules.
Itisofferedinstead asafurther set of distinctive organswithout which trying to understand consciousness
isliketryingtounderstand, say, akidney without referencetotherest of thebody. Thisistherespectinwhich
followers of Chomsky, who have taken over Polanyi’ s vocabulary of “tacit” knowledge, differ from both
Polanyi and Dewey. LikeFreudiansthe*tacit dimension” of the Chomskiansisusedto explain behavior by
reduplicating at alevel not directly accessi bleto consciousnessastructure(of motivationinthecaseof Freud,
of rulesto be followed in the case of Chomsky) found at the level of consciousness.

9. Neither Dewey nor Polanyi claim that the “non-cognitive” or the “tacit’ isinaccessible to “conscious
reflection” or to “articul ate representation.’ Indeed achieving thereflectionisfor Dewey the* sole agency”
of control over non-cognitive experience (EN 22) and analysis of experience is for Polanyi an important
means by which genuine practices and experiences are validated (PK 50-2). What both claim, however is
that although one can bring more of the non-cognitive/tacit into the light of reflection/articulation, there
remains aneed for aframework consisting of the former to bracket any achievement of the latter. Notein
comparing the following how Dewey remarks on the need to expand the non-cognitive in the process of
expanding the cognitive. Polanyi: “ The enormousincrease of mental powers derived from the acquisition
of formal instruments of thought stands also in a peculiar contrast with the facts collected in the first part
of thisbook which demonstratesthe pervasi ve participation of the knowing personintheact of knowing by
virtueof anart whichisessentially inarticulate. Thetwo conflicting aspectsof formalizedintelligence may
be reconciled by assuming that articulation always remains incompl ete; that our articul ate utterances can
never altogether supersede but must continueto rely on such mute actsof intelligence...” (PK 70) Dewey:
“It is not denied that any experienced subject-matter whatever may become an object of reflection and
cognitiveinspection. But the emphasisisupon “become;” the cognitive never isall inclusive: that is, when
the material of aprior non-cognitive experienceisthe object of knowledge, it and the act of knowing are
themselves included within a new and wider non-cognitive experience -- and this situation can never be
transcended” (EN 23n).

10. Dewey’ shistoricismisgiven afairly obvioustheoretical foundation through his stress on how human
dispositionsareshaped by thesocia environment. (Thisiswhat, morethananything, distinguishesDewey’s
use of the concept of disposition in philosophical psychology from the use made of that concept by Ryle.)
If thisislessobvioudy trueof Polanyi, becauseheislessexplicitincrucia places, thereisnothing that would
prevent motivating hishistoricistimpulsesinasimilar way.

11. Thekey word, “indeterminate(ness),” iswhat for Dewey describeswhat drives humansto reconstruct
situationsirreducibly shaped by their interestsand limitationsand thereby to make cognitiveadvances. Itis
not determinate how interestsas presently articul ated can be pursued under existing resources, and theonly
way one can keep the indeterminate out of an inventory of the furniture of the universeisby excluding all
or part of thesituationswhich generateinquiry fromtheinventory. This, however, directly contradictswhat
for Dewey istheessence of epistemol ogical naturalism, viz., thedoctrinethat human knowledgeisanatural
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phenomenon. And if human knowledgeis part of the natural world, indeterminateness must be acknowl-
edged to be part of the natural world.

Dewey’s metaphysical doctrine about the place of indeterminateness in reality is more general than is
warranted by the conclusion of thisargument. For present purposes, however, it issufficient to observethat
alimited repudiation of theclaim about adeterminateuniversefollowsfrom Dewey’ snaturalismwhentaken
with his conception of inquiry. Of course neither Dewey’ s doctrine nor the weaker version supported by
thisargument needsto be made from the perspective of the universeitself. They are claims made from the
best perspective we can get on our general situation vis avis our environment at the moment.

12. It might be suggested that there is no problem here because Dewey shares with Peirce the assumption
that thereisahighly general “experimental method” whichispragmatically warranted and which (if shared
by problem-solvers) will yield comparable solutions. It isnot clear, however, that Dewey has bought into
enough of the Peircean framework. There is the clear suggestion in the Logic (note 7 above) that the
methods of science haveto evolve under the pressure of inquiry and the explicit suggestion (ine.g., “The
Objects of Vauation,” in S. Morganbesser, ed., Dewey and His Critics, Journal of Philosophy Inc. 1977,
pp. 600 ff) that the obj ectivesof any enterprisewill beclarified and refined asinquiriescontinue. Theworry
isthat if themethodsand obj ectivesof sciencearefixed only at suchageneral level astobeempty of specific
content, then winds of historical change may scatter the fleet of natural science to such an extent that
guestions may be raised about its unity and identity. The argument here is that something like the
Dewey-inspired ethical consideration outlined in the next few paragraphs needs to be drawn into closer
proximity to what Dewey says about inquiry if we are to make satisfactory use of his philosophy of
knowledge. (The suggestion answered here comes from Peter Manicas, whose very perceptive criticisms
of an earlier draft of thispaper weregratefully received and on all other occasions, not resi sted, but accepted
with what | hope were adequate modifications to the paper.)

13. Asitisall too easy to misinterpret “ authority structure” as entailing a mechanism by which policy and
attitudes are fed from the top down through somerigid hierarchy, it should be said that “ authority” hereis
understood asany sourceto which peoplelook for guidanceand itsstructurein asociety may beprofoundly
diffuse. This would be the case in particular in a society which practiced what Dewey understood by
“democracy.” Dewey’s pluralism, however, did not preclude the acceptance of hierarchies of authority
extending over limited areas of life and based strictly on competencein the relevant practices.
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The Tacit Victory and the Unfinished
Agenda

[ EDITOR’SNOTE: On April 11, 1991 at the Kent State University conference cel ebrating the Polanyi centennial
there was a panel discussion which bore the title listed above. The panel included nine persons whose interest in
Polanyi’ sthought islongstanding; panelists were asked to comment on the relevance of Polanyi’ sthought to issues
and discussions current intheir interests. Sam Watson' sremarkswere a part of this session at Kent Sate. A similar
panel discussioninvolving threeother personsoccurred at the Polanyi Society banquet in November 1991 in Kansas
City. Volume XVI11, Numbers 1 and 2 contain “ tacit victory” articles from both these gatherings.]

Polanyi and Rhetorical Studies
Sam Watson

What relations might there be, between someone’ s act of speaking (or of writing) and that same someone’'s
act of knowing?

Students of Polanyi’ sthought will recognize that as acomplex question: Given the presence of thetacit, no

articulationisever exhaustive; no act of articulation isever complete. On the other hand, it ispossible (thoughit may
hardly ever bedesirabl€) to engageinarticul ationwithout any act of knowing at all; wordsused mindlessly may signify
nothing, but words can be used mindlessly.
Students of speaking and of writing will recognize the question above as an important one. However, though many
of them areincreasingly familiar with Polanyi, they still often miss much of the question’s complexity. The question
reasonably “frames’ Polanyi’s influence among these scholars, and it suggests the direction of an agenda as yet
unfinished.

It isaquestion as ancient asit is contemporary. On its basis Plato (Gorgias) condemns rhetoric as “mere
flattery,” while I socratesinsists, “With thisfaculty [of speech] we both contend against others on matterswhich are
opentodisputeand seek light for oursel vesonthingswhich areunknown” (Antidosis, 256). Beginning with Aristotle,
who definesrhetoric as“the faculty of discoveringinthe particular case what are the available means of persuasion”
(Rhetoric, 1.2, emphasisadded), thefoundati on of ancient rhetorical theory and practicewasan art of inventionlargely
consistent, | think, with Polanyi’ sthought. In the age of science, however, thisart dissolved; instruction in speaking
and writing came to be seen as merely “managerial,” a matter of making good use of the knowledge derived
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independently, via“ scientific” method. Thismerely “ managerial” view of rhetoricfinally gave usthemindlessness of
rote drill and the purposel essness of the five paragraph theme.

Among scholars and teachers of speaking and writing, the second half of the twentieth century has been a
time of recovering ancient rhetorical theory, of reinventing it withinand for the contemporary world. Central to those
efforts have been attempts to formulate some distinctively rhetorical art of invention. For instance, members of the
“good reasons’ movement see rhetorical invention as a matter of discovering “reasons for” (or against) particular
coursesof action, intheabsence of compelling fact. Andthese scholars, such asChaim Perelmanand WayneC. Booth,
haveread Polanyi -- partially. They oftenenthusiastically embracehis* critiqueof doubt” while, ironically, they continue
acritically to accept an essentially Cartesian epistemol ogy, failing to acknowledge the epistemological reorientation
which Polanyi offersus.

While scholars of rhetoric have been articul ating new (and renewed) theory, they tend not yet to have come
to grips with issues of epistemology. Teachers of writing have not done so either, directly, though they have been
articulating pedagogies and understandings of writing that seem deeply harmonious with Polanyi’ sthought and that
often draw upon himdirectly. Thus James Britton cites Polanyi in calling our attention to theimportance of “ shaping
at thepoint of utterance,” thesort of meaning-making whichtakesplacewithinan act of articulation. Polanyi ispresent
inthetitleof Janet Emig's“ TheTacit Tradition,” astudy of theintellectual forebearsof contemporary writinginstruction.
Polanyi informsmuch of Peter Elbow’ swork, and heisoneimportant guidefor L ouiseW. Phel ps, inher programmatically
and philosophically important work, Composition as a Human Science. Rather than review the varied citations and
uses of Polanyi inthe current literature, | would liketo point to two areas of current thought, two especially sensitive
ones, which are resonant with hiswork.

Among many extremely influential writing teacherstoday, acentral termis“voice.” (It would repay serious
study, todeterminejust why and how teachersof writing haveadopted the“ vocal” metaphorsof speech, whileteachers
and theorists of speech, with their complex printed schemata and “lines of argument,” seem unconsciously to have
adopted the metaphors of -- writing!)

“Voice” isanelusive concept, whichindeed hasmeant variousthingsto variousteachersof writing. “ \VV oice”
is most easily identified with essentialy “persona” narrative (and indeed that is one source of the caution and
sometimesthedisdaintheseteachersmeetinacademiccircles). Insuchwriting, onemay most easily sensethepresence
(or the absence) of some “person” within the words; for many teachers, “voice” has come to represent the presence
of theauthenticating personal,inawrittentext, asenseof somereal persontakingastandwithin (or “ behind”) thewords
of thetext. | believethat Susan Hilligosshassaid it best: “Voice[is] thereader’ s sense of how the writer knowswhat
she knows -- not by analyzing the argument, but by the degree to which the reader can participate in the re-creation
of that knowledge.” Indeed, it seemsto me reasonable to take Susan one step further: “voice” may be the sense that
atext providesof itswriter’ sauthority, not asdetermined prior to and independent of thetext, but asestablished within
thewriting of thetext itself. “Voiceful” texts are oneswhich seem to embody traces of their own creation; they seem
to be the acts of some person’s coming to know, within that person’s acts of articulation.

Among writing teachersasimilar and kindred concept is“writingto learn,” anotion which s, at theleast, a
needed complement to the “writing to communicate” which has become the academy’ s stock in trade. Traditional
instruction, focused ostensibly on“communication” (though often more concerned, really, with matters of propriety
in language and citations) presumed that “ knowleti%e" isto be garnered, somehow, prior to and independent of any



act of writing. Writing isamatter simply of transcribing what someone aready knows -- often, someone quite other
than thewriter herself or himself. Student writing becomes student transcription of what student has read in books or
heardinlectures-- arecipefor mindlesstedium onthepart of studentsand of terminal frustration and boredomfor their
instructors. (Should we wonder that, whether intended or not, the result often is plagiarism?)

“Writing to learn” is quite a different orientation; not, | think, finally a competing one but certainly a
complementary one. Heretheemphasi stendsto beonrel atively short burstsof essentially informal writing, inavariety
of modes. Throughthewriting, studentsfindthemselves(partially) articul ating therel evant experienceand knowledge
they arebringingto anew subject of study; they pose questions; they seek out new and tentative connections. Through
their written language, they are becoming more active learners. Such writing, asit becomes habitual, should deepen
and extend learning; it should also improve students’ abilitiesin “writing to communicate.” | am confident on both
points, though we do not yet have research studies which demonstrate either. Meanwhile the anecdotal reports, from
students and from teachers, characteristically are enthusiastic, sometimesto the point of embarrassment. Needlessto
say, theoretical treatments of “writing tolearn” areyet to be written. When they are written, James Britton and Janet
Emigwill be seento have played key roles. And, in even more overarching ways, sowill Michael Polanyi; | am fully
confident of that.

Polanyi’ sthought already isasignificant source for adirection of work that, on the face of it, might seemto
havelittletodowith speakingand writing. Inwork thatisincreasingly influential ineducational circles, Donald Schon
and others have been devel oping an understanding of “reflective practice,” through which practitioners effectively
act -- and learn -- in complex and problematic situations. Central to this“ professional artistry” isthe practitioner’s
reliance upon the tacit knowledge she brings to the situation.

Central, also, areusesof languagequitedifferent fromthetraditional delivery of whatever wasal ready known.
Language becomestentative, speculative, exploratory. Inimportant senses|anguage becomes conversational, asthe
medical doctor works toward an accurate diagnosis or the architect considers the varied constraints on abuilding’s
design. Education also needs to partake of this conversation, Schon insists, if our students are to become effective
practitionersrather than merely technically knowledgeable.

“Conversations,” taken serioudly, entail “communities,” convivia forums within which persons come
together to explore. In terms of organization and prevailing attitudes, our schools and universities today tend to
encourage neither conversation nor community among the expert practitioners we call “teachers.” The “teacher
research” movement, through enabling teachersto becomereflectivepractitioners, isoffering apromising alternative.
However, as Donald Schon says, such teachers “pose a potential threat to the dynamically conservative [school]
systeminwhich [they] live’ (1983, 332). Louise W. Phelps(1991), drawing upon both Schon and Polanyi, describes
one university’ swriting program within which reflection is central, and she confronts questions of epistemology of
practice squarely, articulating the place of “practical wisdom” within the sorts of knowledge that characterize
composition studies.

Thequestionwith which | began thisoverview isphilosophically complex and politically charged: whenwe
acknowledge, asPolanyi invitesustodo, that persons’ actsof articulation may contribute essentially tothose persons
actsof knowing, new vistasbecomepossi bl e. Oneorganized movement withinwhichteachersareexploringthosevistas
istheNational Writing Project. There, teachersof writingwrite; they discussand sharetheeffectiveclassroom practices
they have developed; they become teachers of other teacheB In short, they draw on their own knowledge, within a



convivial community; often, the classrooms to which they return also become communities of learners. And,
collectively, they have established areputation as being the most effective writing teachersin the nation, areputation
which for thefirst time this year has earned Congressional funding for their continuing efforts.

Aswe continuequietly to ask that question about the possi bl erel ations between persons’ actsof articulation
and their acts of knowing, we just may be able to transform American education.
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Michael Polanyi and the Philosophy of
Medicine

Richard Gewick

One of the great contributions of the profession of medicine to the twentieth century is Michael Polanyi’s
philosophy of knowing yet the medical contribution of Polanyi is barely noticed. Most authors, including myself,
commenting onPolanyi’ spolymath character notethat Polanyi began hisscientific careerin medicinebut early Polanyi
turned to physical chemistry. Except for the interesting historical anecdote about Polanyi’ s getting diphtheria as a
medical doctor while servingin the Austro-Hungarian army in World War I, then writing hisdoctoral dissertation on
thepotential theory of adsorption during hisconval escencefromthediphtheria, littleismadeof Polanyi’ sbackground
in medicine or of hisuse of medicinein hiswork asamajor thinker of this century. Inthe study of Polanyi, medicine
isonly aprefaceto Polanyi’ smajor careersin physical chemistry and in philosophical and social thought. Polanyi’s
readersare aware of hisknowledge of medicinethrough hisuse of examplesof medical practiceand hisgroundingin
biological science. Even so, these obvious clues have not led to the exploration of the importance of medicine in
Polanyi’ s thought.

Polanyi himself did not encouragethe pursuit of thisline of understanding hiswork. Hisfocusgenerally was
not upon what he had done but upon the problem of objectivismin our culture that needed to be solved by areform
of our theory of knowledge. Hisexamplesand investigationsin the theory of knowledge werewideranging so that he
impressed all with hisamazing grasp andinsight into many disciplines. Onefelt theneed to bean expertinmany fields
to challengeor to follow him. Besides distracting attention from histraining in medicineby hisuse of ahost of fields
inhisargument, Polanyi himsel f minimizedtheplaceof medicineinhisachievements. | asked himoncewhy hehad gone
intomedicineinstead of into philosophy. Hetold methat hereally wanted to gointo phil osophy, but hewasnot confident
that he could have made aliving in philosophy. It aso seems, by inference, that Polanyi must also have thought that
he could not directly enter physical chemistry asaprofession or hewould have perhapsdonethat instead of medicine.
He had shown an interest in medical research connected with chemistry as early as 1910.t We have, therefore, from
Polanyi himself littledirectiontoward medicinein an explicit way. For thesereasons, we have until now neglectedits
possibilities.

WilliamT. Scottin hiscurrent biographical research on Polanyi hastold methat Polanyi served onthe Serbian
front at an epidemic hospital. Hewent there voluntarily in place of doing hisinternship. Going into medical servicein
war, Polanyi followed the ancient adage that “war trains many surgeons.”

Inweighingtheroleof medicinein Polanyi’ sthought, it may beobserved that Polanyi said moreabout religion
than he did about medicine. We now have controversies about therole of religion in Polanyi’ sfinal work, but we do
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not questiontheroleof medicine. Sincehehad adegreein medicine, it seemsindisputable. Still weneedto explorethis
part of Polanyi’s development of his philosophy of personal knowledge or tacit knowledge.

Polanyi spent thirty-three years after dissertation on the potential theory of adsorption before exchanging
hischairinphysical chemistry for oneinsocial thought. Thisproductive period established Polanyi asaworld renowned
physical chemist. Still Polanyi’ ssocial and philosophical writing did not haveamajor focuson physical chemistry as
asource of hisarguments against the objectivist fallacy. In Polanyi’ s discussion of science asacultural force, there
areonly two articlesdealing explicitly with physical chemistry, theoneon the potential theory of adsorptionand“My
TimeWith X-Raysand Crystals,” acontributiontothe E. P. Ewaldfestschrift. Thereforeyearsspentinadisciplinemay
not be the clue to look for in considering the way he used a disciplinein his thought.

Thereason for thisrather hidden character of specific disciplinesin Polanyi’ sdiscussionisgiven by Polanyi
himsdlf. Itistheprincipleof tacit knowing. Thedisciplinesof hisprior careersbecomeapart of hissubsidiary awareness,
and he relies upon them in a subsidiary way for attending to the new problems that he is pursuing. This means that
those disciplines are not absent but have become integrated into the semantic and phenomenal aspects, the meaning
and the appearance of what he is now targeting, the objectivist problem of our culture.

As soon as one turns to the medical aspects of Polanyi’s philosophy, it becomes clearer that medicine has
beenunderestimatedinitsimportancefor what Polanyi hastoteach usand a sofor what Polanyi hasto offer tomedicine.
As abeginning in this research on Polanyi, we can discern these things:

1) Polanyi’stotal approach to the crisis of our cultureisas*“physician of culture;”

2) Polanyi’ stheory of knowledge has essential roots, not accidental ones, in medicine;

3) Polanyi’ s language, his examples, and his metaphors are steeped in medicine;

4) Polanyi’ s reform of our theory of knowledge in science leads us back to the humanistic art of
medicine; and

5) Polanyi offersafoundation for amore humanistic philosophy of medicine. Let ustake up each of
these separately.

Physician of Culture

Itisdifficult totell the conventional intellectual who Polanyi is because Polanyi does not fall into the usual
categories these conformists use for classifications. Polanyi cannot be adequately described as a philosopher even
though he proposed a monumental philosophical theory, if philosopher means doing philosophy the way most
European and American academic philosophers have defined philosophy in this century. As soon as you speak of
Polanyi asaphilosopher, as| have, youfind yourself having to explain that hisphilosophy isdistinctly different from
most contemporary philosophy. Since official academic philosophy hasvirtually ignored or obscured Polanyi, it may
befutiletotalk to philosophers about Polanyi as a philosopher. Peopl e open to the much more perennial and grander
tradition of philosophy throughout human experience, not just in Europe and in America, can grasp Polanyi as
philosopher better. Polanyi cannot betyped by aschool such asexistential, phenomenological, or Gestalt eventhough
hehasaffinitieswithimportant elementsof all of these. Neither can Polanyi beadequately described asasocial thinker
or economist. He was asocial thinker but the term is too vague, perhapsimplying that Polanyi was a sociologist or
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anthropologist or political theorist. There is truth again in all of these descriptions. Certainly Polanyi cannot be
described as a theologian even though he spoke positively about the importance of faith and of religion in culture,
enjoyed theattention of theol ogians, encouraged theuseof hiswork by theol ogians, and expressedtheability tobelieve
inreligion as one of the major aims of histhought.

If one takes another route and turnsto his scientific work, you are again driven into true and relevant titles,
such as physical chemist and scientist, that are incomplete. These roles are so important in Polanyi’ s insights and
discoveries that they must be noted, but they are only a part of the dominant character of the man. The errorsin
understanding science are a major part of Polanyi’s discussion, but Polanyi’s work proceeds from correcting the
mistaken understanding of scienceinto the widest range of human endeavor suggested by Polanyi’ s own terms such
as“maninthought” and “asociety of explorers.” Ultimately, Polanyi isfocused uponthe quality of humanlifeinour
culture as affected by the objectivist scientific outlook.

If you take the description “physician of culture,” you find one of the most appropriate terms to say who
Polanyi is.2Wehavebegunwiththefact that Polanyi did study and briefly practicemedicine. Themodel of thephysician
isin histraining. Considering histime of training in Hungary it isalso likely that Polanyi wastrained asageneralist,
not aspecialist, adoctor prepared to take care of his patientsasawhole. Thisapproach isprimary care, arelationship
that demands acomprehensive approach sincethe doctor hasto beresponsiblefor thetotal person, not just the health
or disease of aspecific organ of thebody. Indeed, primary careiswhat Polanyi attempted. It ispartly what turns some
philosophersand social thinkersaway from him. Polanyi darestotakeonthewhol e patient, the personandtheir history.
In Polanyi’s case, the patient is a culture now composed of individuals who have lost the capacity to affirm their
participation in al their knowing and to take responsibility for it.

Oneof Polanyi’ sarticles,“ TheScientificOutlook: I1tsSicknessand IsCure”? showsthisphysician’ sapproach
to our world’ sproblems. Polanyi here and throughout hissocial and philosophical thought beginswith the symptoms
of the patient, goes on to adifferential diagnosis, and then prescribes a cure. The boldness of Polanyi in diagnosing
theillness of our period of history as rooted chiefly in our philosophy of knowledge isapart of his offensivenessto
many. It seemstoo simpleto specialized criticsof our culturetothink that wecould find aprimary causeof our disease.
Polanyi, ontheother hand, isconvincedthat thereisanunderlying problem and remedy that oncerecogni zed andtreated
can significantly change our world.

For followers of Polanyi, this mode of physician of culture posesachallenge. It asksthem to take on more
than ausual intellectual task of problem solving. It asksthem to be apart of treating awhole culture. Such achallenge
hassimilaritiestothephilosophical school sof Greeceand of Romeat thebeginningsof our civilizationwhen philosophy
was about the meaning of life and how to cope with the uncertainties of human existence. The acceptance of such a
task places one in the company of persons who seem like missionaries, a role unacceptable to persons who pride
themselves on having gone through the enlightenment of scientific objectivism.

Polanyi as physician of culture also poses a challenge to our ways of diagnosing the problems of our time.
Polanyi’ sbelief isthat ideashave consequences. Hethinksthat our basic belief sasacultureaffect our humanbehavior.
Hedarestogo sofar astoisolateaprimary causeof our disease, our scientific objectivism. Hereheistruly aphysician
doing adifferential diagnosis, that is, he has moved from symptomsto a primary cause. In his approach, he hastold
the patient that to get well thereisacause and aremedy. For many, it isdifficult to accept not only Polanyi’ sremedy
but also his belief in the etiology of the disease. 23



By using the model of physician of culture, one can betrueto Polanyi’ s self-presentation. Like aphysician
who drawsfrom many areasof knowledgeto do her or hiswork, Polanyi combined theresourcesof physics, chemistry,
biology, literature, art, religion, social scienceand philosophy to do hiswork. Hedid not describehimself asaphysician,
but his example suggests the influence of the medical model.

Medical Skill and Tacit Knowing

Themedica component in Polanyi’ sthought isfoundin hisfundamental contribution, theprinciplesof tacit
knowing. Polanyi almost al waysbegan his presentation of tacit knowing by calling our attention to thenatureof skills.
Heasserted that knowledgeisaskillful performance. Hepointed out how all knowledge, and especially itssophisticated
and complex forms, requires much more than what can be detailed in any kind of explicit statement or formula.

Theselection of skillsasaprimary exampleisespecially consistent with medical training. Medicinerequires
grounding in much basic science - physics, chemistry, biology, anatomy, and the systems of the body such as
respiratory, cardiovascular, reproductive, hematology and neurosensory. Much of thisisfirst presented in didactic
lectures. Thegreater balanceof medical education, however, isspentinvariousformsof apprenticeshipwheretheideas
and concepts of the basic sciences are integrated and applied to understanding the human person. Through
apprenticeship, the medical student moves from observation to practice. The necessity of apprenticing learning by
connoisseurship and by conviviality, leadsto Polanyi’s claim that knowing isaskill.

Inhis1960 addresstotheWorld Student Christian Federation assembly in Strasbourg, France, Polanyi began
hispresentation of histheory of knowing by givingtheexampl eof adistinguished psychiatrist who showed hisstudents
arare type of fit.* Later the students discussed the case and tried to decide whether the fit was an epileptic or
hystero-epileptic seizure. The question was resolved and an important lesson taught when the psychiatrist told his
studentsthat this case was atrue epileptic sei zure but he could not tell them how to recognizeit. They would haveto
learn by continued experience.

Here, in Polanyi’ sillustration, we have the principle of themedical curriculum. Moreimportant, wehavein
his theory of knowledge ajustification for the way the medical profession hasto insist upon alengthy education in
practice before the doctor islicensed to practice.

It could not be argued that Polanyi learned only from medicine about skillsasaclueto unlocking themodern
misconceptionsof explicit and of detached knowing. Heobviously drawsfromtheal solong apprenti ceship necessary
for laboratory research. Nevertheless, medicineis strikingly insistent upon thisfactor in its historic self-description
of itsfield asan art.

Onereason why the art of medicineisimportant in considering Polanyi’ sthought isthat medicine arose and
progressed into the modern world parallel to the revolutions in astronomy, physics, and chemistry. Medicine had a
guild and tradition that preserved and passed on its heritage with less concession to the mechanism, reductionism
and objectivism of modern scientism. Theart of medicineclearly preparesPolanyi for hisprofound aphorismthat “ we
know morethanwe cantell.”®
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Polanyi’s Medical Language

Wehavealready noticed that Polanyi takesthe approach of adiagnostician and usesthat terminology. There
are other waysin which medical languageis basic to histhinking.

One of theseisthe word “attending.” Aswe know, thisterm refersto the object of our knowing, the point
upon which we focus our cognitive powers. Inthe medical context, “the attending” istheterm used for the physician
receiving and following through with a patient in the hospital. In the decision making process about treatment, the
attending isthe locus of responsibility. The force of the term isto emphasize the involvement of the physician. Itis
a dynamic word, one of action, true to Polanyi’s basic understanding that all knowing is the action of a person.
“Attending to” carriesthe medical connotation of someone well prepared by training now straining and focusing on
a patient who has presented a problem that needs a remedy.

Other medical termsin Polanyi’ stheory of knowledgearethewords* proximal” and“distal.” Without medicine
thesewordscarry the obviousmeaning of nearer and further inlocation. When onelearnsthat theseare essential terms
in human anatomy, they take on aricher and more consistently Polanyian meaning.®

Inlearning human anatomy inmedical school, astudent hasto beabletolocatethe partsof thebody accurately
regardless of whether she or heis standing above or left or right. The references asthe surgeon asksfor aclamp have
tobeclear and preciseat theoperating tableor inacasehistory. For thisreason thereisauniversal usage of suchwords
as“lateral,” “vertical,” and“proximal” and “distal.”

Alsotheproximal and distal locationsin anatomy are not separated by empty spaceasthey might bein casual
lay usage. For exampl e, proximal might refer to my eyeslooking across empty spacelooking at adistal object suchas
achair. Butinanatomy,proximal and distal lieat different endsof asingle body, limb, or organ. When oneknowsthis
bodily connected function of theseterms, it strengthens the meaning of what Polanyi is describing in tacit knowing.
The strong bodily connotations of proximal and distal enhance Polanyi’s contention that our knowing is bodily
knowing. The distal object is not across an empty space but it isin a continuum of bodily cluesthat we indwell and
shape into a coherence.

The Humanistic Side of Medicine

While medicine devel oped to its present state out of its own independent tradition that paralleled the rise of
modern science, it is aso living in the pandemic of scientific objectivism. The pressures of mechanism and of
reductionism are seeninmany waysin medicine. Foremost in recent medicineisthebrillianceof biochemistry andits
genetic discoveries. Biochemistry was not pioneered by physiciansor even by biol ogists. Therevol utionary work of
Francis Crick and James Watson isthe work of persons prepared first in amechanistic understanding of physicsand
chemistry. Their successhasrevived theNewtonian dream of Laplace of attainingamolecular knowledgeof all living
things by knowing their propertiesin theterms of physicsand chemistry. Francis Crick described the human brain as
thelast frontier of scientific research waiting to be conquered by the analysis of biochemists. Very much aiveinthe
excitement of neurological research isthe goal of reducing human thought to electrical and chemical actions.

The application of strict scientific standards has greatly advanced medicine beyond the twentieth century’s
great reduction of disease through public health and sanitation. We are made aware on a daily basis of advancesin
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pharmacology for controlling pain and ending disease. The marvel of organ transplants and the increased longevity
al so uphol dsthemechani cal approach made possible by the use of the principlesof physicsand chemistry inmedicine.
In many ways, the objectivist tendencies of modern science are reinforced in the medical world.

Againgt this trend is a concern for the human dimension in medicine. The dilemmas of medicine partly
augmented by thetechnol ogy and science of medicinehaveshown againthat not all medical judgmentscan beresolved
on an objectivist scientific basis. Decisions about death and dying have to go beyond a physical calculus.

Todeal withthisincreasingly difficult area, medical schools, hospitals, foundations, and thegovernment areinvesting
in programsthat contribute human dimensionsto medicine. Polanyi’ stheory of knowledgeanditsmany implications
for our culture is central to this mission of humanizing medicine. One of the major contributions that a Polanyian
philosophy can makeistoremind medicinethat it hasinitsown history of theart of medicinean antidotefor thecurrent
insurgence of mechanism and impersonalism.

Because modern medicineisespecially concerned to wear the mantle of science, it isimportant that it know
that science is based on persona knowledge. Michael Polanyi, medical doctor, has much to offer to the future of
medicine. Medicine knows from its own story that it is more than science, it is an art. This art without the kind of
reconstruction given by Polanyi’ stheory of knowledged and criticism of scientific objectivism haslittle foundation
onwhichto stand. Once Polanyi’ scontributionisaccepted, thereisaplacefor both the scienceand theart. AsPolanyi
has shown so well, thereis a common ground of knowing from the sciences to the humanities. All knowingis skill
because it is founded in tacit knowing. Instead of trying to make an either/or choice in medicine, there isaneed to
recoghize how the science and art of medicine are essentially joined in the work of the human person.

Polanyian Foundations For A More Humanistic Medicine

To elaborate the contribution of Michael Polanyi to the philosophy of medicinetoday, | want now to move
from having suggested that Polanyi’ s phil osophy was substantively influenced by histrainingin medicineto specific
concepts that are relevant to current medical practice.

1. First, every field engaged in science today has to become aware of the extent to which the image of scientific
objectivism dominates and colors its concepts, methods, goals, outlook, and practice. Edmund Biernacki
(1866-1911),Wladyd aw Bieganski (1851-1917), and Zygmut K ramsztyk (1848-1920) - all| physi ciansand membersof the
Polish School of Philosophy of Medicine pointed out that with the scientific revolutionin medicinein thelast half of
thenineteenth century, physiciansstroveto rid themsel vesof theimage of aheal er and sought theimage of ascientist.”
Thistendency has continued to grow and to spread today until it isvirtually taken for granted. What thisgrand image
of scientific knowledge hasdoneisto obscureor to reducetherol e of the physician asheal er and the patient asperson.
Today thereisanimage of the superior physician being aspecialist, steeped in scientific informati on and technol ogy,
applying thislearning to adisease. Missing in thisimageisthe critical role of the physician who affects a patient not
simply by hisor her scientific knowledgebut by thetotal rel ationshipthat includesethi cal and psychosocial dimensions
aswell. Further, the patient is regarded as adisease, and if a disease cannot be diagnosed, “there is nothing wrong
withthem.”

Medical schools havetowork to train their graduates that the affective, the intrapersonal and interpersonal
components of medicine are asimportant asthe m%eri al structures of illness.



Polanyi’ scritique of thevast influence of the scientific objectivismiscritical to overcoming theimpersonalization of
medicine. Thisgeneral outlook still dominates and hasto befaced directly at itsrootsin our epistemol ogical outlook.

2. A harder and morebasi c point liesin Polanyi’ sdemonstrationthat scientificknowingisitself apersonal achievement.
Thetheory of tacit knowing showsthat into every moment of knowing theregoesthe gathering and integrating powers
of the specific person. Polanyi doesnot sol ve the problem of theimpersonalizati on of modern medicineby makingthe
humane element an additional component al ongside of the scientific one. That way of constructing the problemisboth
mistaken and al so acontinuation of the dichotomy between medical science and therapy, between basic sciencesand
thehumanitiesand arts. Inmedicine, asin other fiel dssuch asphysicsand chemistry, theattempt toreconcilethenature
of science and the nature of the humanitiesisdefeated by creating separate dimensionsor separate realmswherethey
operate. Granted that they have distinct functions in what they attend to in their knowing, the sciences and the
humanitiesarenot completely compartmentalized. Theact of discovery andtheact of creationarerootedinthecommon
principles of tacit knowing, knowing by relying on and attending to, by subisidiary and by focal awareness, by
indwelling, by reaching for cluesand intimations of new aspectsand new levels of experience and of understanding,
by appeal to a sense of the universal in the minds of prepared colleagues, and by belief in abearing on redlity that is
opentoall inquirers.

Polanyi’ stheory of knowledge callsfor an end to the divorce between theory and practice, between laboratory and
examing room, between medical science and the practitioner. Every treatment is an application of the personal
achievementsof scientists. Every treatment isal so an experiment testing and enlarging the laboratory conceptions of
science. The practitioner deals with more than just isolated biological phenomena; he or she deals with the wider
dimensions of human illness and contributes their own discoveries. One is in the feedback of specific scientific
proceduressuch asdrugs. Theother isinthecombination of these procedureswith theethical and psychosocial factors
of human life. Until medicine restoresthe continuum between the science and the art of medicine, it will falter under
theweight of scientific objectivism.

3. Thetransformation of medicine away from the distortions by the objectivist ideal of science can be begun by three
areas already recognized but needing Polanyi’s comprehensive theory of knowing.

1) The rejection of reductionism as a total goal of science and the use of reductionism within
reasonable areas. The attempt to describe completely aspects of life in biochemical terms has
attained important results. The mapping of the human genome will advance our ability to treat
disease. These results can do much to improve human life. Medicineisand will remain more than
theapplication of biochemistry and morethan theapplication of pathology. Whenaphysiciantreats
apatient, therearenot just simpleor complex biol ogical facts. Thepatient belongstoafield of forces
that include environment, life style, and society as well as human biology. Polanyi’srelating his
theory of tacit knowing to the hierarchical structure of human evolutioniscrucial in seeing that we
haveinmedicinenot only lifereflectingonlifebut al sotheopen choiceof our destiny whichincludes
valuesnotlimitedtothebiochemical level. Wehaveto movefromthelimitsof reductionismtoseeing
that we haveto choose the val uesthat shape our future. Thesevaluesareintegral to the healing art.

2) Recognition of medical therapy as a genuine art based on basic science: The physician treats
patientsnot idealized laboratory specimens. Edmund Pellegrino, distinguished American physician
and medical humanist, hastried to expressthisvi% in saying that medicine cannot be reduced to



medical science.® Polanyi helpsto further thisunderstanding by his central teaching that knowing
isaskill. A good doctor isonewho knows not only the available scientificinformation but also one
who can apply that to the uniqueness of every patient. Each patient has their own disease and not
oneidentical toaclassification. Thefocusof medicineistheperson. Furthermore, astatistical picture
remainsageneralizedview. Herethemovement isfromtheoreti cal knowl edgeto thecombination of
practical experience of the physician, hisor her compassion for the patient, and hisor her ability to
make anew judgment based on their reliance on the totality of their personal knowledge. Because
therapy cannot be codified completely, the recognition of the nature of skilled learning through
apprenticeship and practice is a major Polanyian contribution. On Polanyi’s terms, this clinical
application is as true as the laboratory findings of the basic scientist.

3) Aphilosophy of medical progress: Medicine, likeother fiel dsaffected by thescientificrevolution,
has tended toward historical nihilism. When the practices of the past were found to be based on
inaccurate and misleading conceptions, such asthetheory of humors, the effect hasbeento discard
all concernfor past medical history. Inthedesireto bescientific, only thelatest and mostimmediate
dataandideasareconsideredworthy. Inaddition, thechangesin medical knowledgehaveproduced
atypeof relativismrepresented by the* constructivist” epistemol ogy of L udwik Fleck (1896-1961),
the best known of the Polish school of philosophy of medicine, held @) “the non-existence of
“objective’ observations, b) the dependency of thelatter onthe previoustraining and preconceived
ideas of the observer, c) the dependency of scientific truth on the thought style of the scientific
community that generates it, and d) the incommensurability of truths generated by thought
collectives. .. ."® Hiswork sought to right the balance between scientific research and therapy.
Instead of righting the balance, Fleck’ sway of emphasi zing the personal and social contribution of
theknower ledto greater distrust of the past and adesirefor moreexact scientific resultsimpervious
to change.

That medicineisalsoavictim of thetruth that every theory initsowntimelooksrational isarealization that
needs Polanyi’s sense of history. Instead of being skeptical about the past or our present knowledge, Polanyi’s
understanding of tradition and of universal intent provided away to rely upon it for perspective and for use until it
wassucceeded by moresatisfying results. The differenceisthat Polanyi did not abandon truth asguiding usby stages.
Heaccepted thelimitationsof our historical setting, but he al so saw those as bearing on an unending search that would
move us to deepening knowledge of ourselves and of the universe. The discovery of the bacteriological causes of
diseasesand of epidemicsoverthrew much of previousmedical knowledge. Thischange, however,isacasefor tradition,
not against it. It teaches, asdid the case of Copernicus, that we are embodied and find our measure of truth by reliance
upon belief in our powersto make contact with reality. Thissense of reality ever inviting, correcting, and advancing
our understanding leads to a sense of human responsibility and of positive relation to our heritage. Polanyi’ stheory
showsthat wecan progressfromour past yet recogni ze our continuing connectionswithit. Wemay evenin somecases
rediscover valueof earlierideas. Paracel susrecommended usi ng plaguebubosfor preventing other infecti ousdiseases
that weresimilar to plague. Thistheory wasrepudiated asabsurd yet itispartially validatedinthetheory of immunity.1°
More pertinent for our timeisto reconsider the ability and theinsight of the physicians of the past who focused more
on primary care of the whole patient than on asingular disease.

In1910, Michael Polanyi’ sfirst scientific paper, “ The Chemistry of theHyrocephalic Liquid” waspublished
here in Budapest. It was a medical paper foreehad%/i ng his later immense scientific achievements. It spoke from a



medical context, and it employed chemistry. Onthisanniversary occasion, let it be noticed that hetook from medicine
the wisdom of practice, the ideaof knowing asaskill and from it, he became a physician of culture and philosopher
to help medicine today.
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The Roots of Culture
Robin A. Hodgkin

[EDITOR'SNOTE: Thisessaywasoriginally printedinthe English publicationtitled The Gospel In Our Culture
(Newsletter 13, Summer 1992); TAD appreciates permission to reprint it. Robin Hodgkin requested that the
following introductory note be appended for TAD readers: “ This brief article skates past several tricky problems.
For example, | maketoo closean elision between Mind, Principle, Logos, Sructureand Form. Theseobviously should
be sorted out but it would bealong and difficult rowto hoe. Second, Michael Polanyi’ swriting onlevelsof orderliness
and on the boundary processes between levels was seminal but still calls for more unpacking. And thirdly, his
important remarks on the nature of machines and tools has never, to my mind, been adequately explored and
expounded.” |

All human culture springs from the way, the process, by which we--a parent and child, a community, a
church--makesenseof theuniver se. Kristin Of stadisright to suggest (Newsl etter 11) that someof our present confusion
resultsfrom afailureto dig down to the roots of sense and meaning which underlie our “ Christian” culture. | propose
tolook at just two of these roots--Technology and Science--and to ask what they really are: or at |east to get near to
their simple essence. Are they separable? How do they relate to each other?

Wecanbehel pedinthisenquiry, first, by Michagl Polanyi. Hetaught usto think about amany-leveled universe
and stressed that there is a hidden (tacit) knowing which undergirds and influences all our explicit knowledge. In
language, for example, the hidden grammar that welearnt as children still shapes our style and energy of expression.
Thereareal so deeper patternsin our mind-body which constrain usor offer unexpected openingsfor our competence.
For example: wearebornwith anaptitudefor climbing but not for flying. Consciously or unconsciously webuildwith
this substratum of tacit knowledge, shaped by evolution aswell as experience, and make sense with it--sense which
we share with others.

The second way of understanding the roots of science and technology isto reflect on the development of
children’ sthought, viaPiaget. Thisimpliesmorethan|ookingat thelearning of individual children. Wemust gofurther
and understand theimportanceof achild’ sbackground, enriched by many social andlinguistic“ givens’: of love, trust,
play and mutual exchange. Thisiswhere culture starts.

Thesubjectislarge, soweshall haveto cut corners. L et usfocuson Naomi, agedthree, playing with her mother
watching. Sheisbuilding atower with four bricks. She seemsto be experimenting and making hypotheses--"what if
... try this.” Crash. Start again. Naomi’ smother comments encouragingly and occasionally suppliesaword for what
isgoing on. “It wasn't quite balanced, wasit, my love? Try itinthe middle--gently.” “Ah, that’ssplendid. Now it's
standing firmand upright.” Noticethe prevalenceinthiskind of talk of what the philosophersused to derideas* value
judgments.” Language, morality, emotional dispositions, music, physical and artistic and social skillsare all being
shaped and nourished in such early interactions between two people and “ nature.”
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Inthiskind of gently monitored and guided constructive play, science and technol ogy are already beginning
to appear in their distinctively different ways. Making dominates in those activities which we term “technol ogical .”
Articulate, shared theory and abstract terms dominate in the kind of knowing that we term “scientific.” They are
complementary. Even the most “theoretical” scientists possess and use practical and other non-verbal skillsin their
work; and vice versa

Itisworthstressingthat “techne” originally meant makingthingswell, asin“technique’; “. . . ology,” “logos,”
of coursemeans“word.” However, because“word,” theologically, has such atremendous connotation, | think weare
justified in seeing a deeper meaning in “technology” than just “talk about making things well.” Logos suggests
mind--theMind of God at work intheworld, throughlifeandthroughliving creatures. Sowhen Naomi wassuccessfully
making something, even before shewasacompetent |language user, logosor mindwas, inasmall way, flowingthrough
her into thematerial shewashandling, judging and thinking about. Thisisbasictechnology: mind flowinginto matter
and ordering it.

Thisisthe broader definition of technology thaniscustomary. It coversiconsaswell asmachines, cathedrals
aswell asfactories. In education, at least, it isusually agood ideato keep the concept of technology wide. Children
thrive on an open and adventurous diet of making, of putting the bits and sub-skills together in a disciplined way to
makeawhole. Creativeexperiencein, say, theartsor literaturecan carry over, morereadily than “factual” knowledge,
into creative competence in more focussed fields such as engineering or medicine.

What about science? Inessenceitistheopposite. If achildisgeneralizing from experience, sheisusing her
conceptual skill and elementary language to draw principles or statements about observed patterns out of matter and
into language. Such wordsas*“balance” or “ center of gravity” may havetowait alongtimebeforethey click asactive
concepts in Naomi’ s growing mind. Such control of conceptsis supposed to happen around the age of twelve. But
morefundamentally, theessential wordl essdeductions, theground-work, wasbeing performedthere, onthefloor, long
before the scientific vocabulary had been mastered.

Sciencethereforeinvol vesthedrawing out of mind-likepatternsfrom matter--fromaplay-thing or fromsome
chosen object of observation. Such patternsarethen articul ated, linguistically or mathematically, for acommunity of
critical inquirers. Thismay leadto good scienceor to bad science. Polanyi emphasi zed that thequality will depend very
much on the degree to which the rel evant scientific community shares both an understanding of the background and
what he called “auniversal intent” to persist in searching for more and more truth.

Thisway of thinking about science and technology makes an unfashionable demand on us: that we should
regard logos or mind or principles as existing in the universe and not just in human heads. Polanyi was not alonein
reviving thisideafor themodern mind. Owen Barfield, hisnear contemporary, went much further and someof Jung’s
ideas and certainly Teilhard de Chardin’s pushed in that direction. This perspective may still not be fashionable but
it is beginning to crop up even in the writings of philosophically inclined biologists.

Much of the pristine experience of children gets covered up and forgotten. Obviously, thereisgreat variety
inthequantity and quality of thetacit “ science” andtacit morality that childrenacquire. But thenthetacit rootsof science
and technology can be utterly choked and distorted by layers of media-twisting and untruth, by commercialism and
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gadgetry. When we try to reach down to simple experience or simple truth, we encounter that extraordinary
impenetrability of modern communications systems and even, indeed, of modern education. Perhaps teachers of all
kindshavefailedtoabsorbandtrans atethe Gandhi-Schumacher lesson: smallisbeautiful, foster andlearnfromnature
and from the simplest technologies.

ItisaChristian lesson too. The Christian gospel starts mainly with simplethings, usually growing in some
way: seedsand weeds, pearls, salt and aperson. Thisiswheretheteaching and thelearning start and should constantly
return. Therootsof frontier experiences, almost invisible, arewhat matter--WE--an | and aThou--speaking something
true, making something lovely, making something lively and putting our hearts aswell as our headsinto it.
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Comments on the Occasion of the
100th Anniversary of the Birth of
Michael Polanyi

John C. Polanyi

[EDITOR’'SNOTE: Professor John C. Polanyi, a son of Michael Polanyi who became a Nobel
Laureate in 1986, made the following remarks on the occasion of the Michael Polanyi Liberal
Philosophical Association Commemor ative Conferencein Budapest, Hungary in August of 1991.]

| am grateful for this opportunity to re-establish contact with anation that | knew best before | was born. |
have no doubt that through my parents | owe a great deal to this city and this country.

My father, Michael Polanyi, whose centennial is celebrated this year, was the youngest child of Hungarian
parents, themselves born in the middle of the last century. My father went to school and to university in Budapest.
He served asajunior officer in the Austro-Hungarian army in the First World War.

Followingabrief periodintheMinistry of Healthin Count Karolyi’ sgovernment, hewent to Germany to pursue
acareer in scientific research. At that time Germany was the world capital for science, asthe United Statesistoday.

Fromthe age of about twenty-nineand for the remaining fifty yearsof hisactivelife, hetravelledwidely, but
almost never to Hungary. Hishomefor over forty yearswas England, a country which heloved. But he continued in
his heart to honour theliberal and creative Hungary that he had known, and the Europe that he feared had passed into
history.

Few people have thought as profoundly and passionately about the tragedy of Europe ashedid. Helaid that
tragedy at the door of perverted science. In summarizing hisviewsin thisfashion | use wordsthat he might not have
used, but | do not think that | distort hisideas greatly by doing so.

TheNationa Sociaists(theNazi’ s)in Germany, andtheM arxistsinthe Soviet Union-- each of whomengulfed
thiscountry in horror -- held to the view that what was not part of science could not sensibly be regarded as existing.
It followed that morality did not exist, except asaremnant of outdated superstitions. Truth, justice, and tolerance had
been, they believed, shown to be mere impediments to scientific progress.

Thiswasaflagrant distortion of reality. Thefact isthat science owesits power toitscommitment to precisely
these values. Sciencerespects opinionswhich are honestly held -- and not because of therace, religion, or social class
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of theindividual who holdstheview. Scienceflourishesonly to the extent that it respectstheindividual and tolerates
dissent. Justice is served by requiring each new scientific proposition to prove itself before the court of scientific
opinion.

Sciencedoesnot needtolevy finesor impose prison sentenceson thosewhofail to acknowledgethecurvature
of the earth or the existence of atoms. Thetruth, if it isindeed the truth, does not need to be established at the point
of abayonet. Nor, if itisnot thetruth, will abayonet makeit true.

Far from validating the horrors of the recent past, science, with the other arts, has provided arallying point
for opposition to tyranny. And far from embracing science, the tyrants of this new age have found themselves at war
with science-- attempting to discredit scientific leaders (Einstein, Pauling, Sakharov, and now Fang Lizhi).

Therenaissance of Europeisamarvel my father sensed, but never saw. That renai ssance does not mean that
history is over. Civilised values will continue to be threatened for the rest of time. Not by barbarians so much as
misguidedidealists, whointheirimpatienceandignoranceurgeustojettisoncivilised values. Wewill continuetoneed
individual s with the wisdom to warn us of these hazards. Michagl Polanyi was such aone, | believe.



The Value of the | nexact

INTRODUCTORY NOTE: Thefollowingletter fromMichael Polanyi totheBritishjournal, Philosophy of
Sciencewasfired offin 1936. Itsstyleand content reveal thedaring and thebrashnessof thethen Professor of Physical
Chemistry at the University of Manchester. A distinguished physical chemist is contradicting what philosophers say
about science asa very preciseand quantitative enter prise. Moresignificant, in retrospect, istheway thisbrief letter
poetically embodies the major ideas of Polanyi’ s mature theory of knowledge. Here we can look back now and see
the germ of tacit knowing and the way it explains how science works through skills, apprenticeship, and tradition.

In 1962, | found this letter in the University of California, Berkeley library and showed it to Polanyi who
was then at the Center For Advanced Studies in the Behavioral Sciences at Stanford. Heread it over and laughed
as he saw the continuity between it and his 1962 Terry Lectures, which later became The Tacit Dimension.

Richard Gelwick

Sir,

The subject of chemical concepts as opposed to physical ones has always been fascinating to me because
it showsthe great value of inexact ideas. It iseasy to prove that no completely exact statement can be of any valuein
natural science, but whenappliedto physicstheargument alwaysappearsto beacombination of far-fetchedtrivialities
and sophistry. Of course, themerefact that thereisno absol utesecurity for thevalidity of what weconsider exact natural
laws should lead to the conclusion that these laws are only valuable in combination with the element of uncertainty
in them, which is compensated by the supreme sanction of validity, whichisfaith.

This, however, shows itself in a much more matter-of-fact fashion when we consider chemical concepts.
Chemistry isaworld of ideas expressed by such terms as “relative stability,” “affinity,” “tendency,” “inclination,”
“general expectation,” as descriptions of behavior. Thereis not asingle rule in chemistry which is not qualified by
important exceptions. Thecharacter of asubstanceor classof substancesisascomplex asthefeaturesof physiognomy
andtheart of chemistry appearsto bethe power of being aware of these complex attitudes of matter, and inathousand
delicate attemptsto add further evidenceto, and enlarge the field of this awareness; thus, were amillion compounds
synthesized it woul d be an achievement which could never have been attained by exact methods. It isindeed obvious,
that if at any time chemists would have been so ill-advised as to let themselves be frightened by physicists into
abandoning all vague methods, and to restrict themselves to the field where exact laws (or what are supposed to be
such by the physicists) pertain, the devel opment of chemistry, would, at that moment have stopped dead, and its most
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valuable parts would have melted away in the rays of such foolish criticism.

| think it is good to contemplate how useless, or even harmful exactitude becomes at so close quarters to
physics. Just link up two of three of the atoms of physics, and their behavior becomes so complex asto be beyond the
range of exactitude. How supremely unreasonable it appears then, to claim that, by precise measurements and
mathematical treatment, i.e. physical exactitude, avital knowledge and command of such objectsasliving organisms
and social bodiesshouldbefound. All thesefieldsof highcomplexity gainreal profit only fromthediscovery of specific
tendencies of behavior incorporated in their functional outlines.

Chemistry, indeed, leads us so far away from physics, (or let us say, that physics appears, when we |ook at
chemistry, so far remote from everything elsein the world) that the description of chemical substancesand the art of
dealing with them lies quite near, by comparison, to the types of human behavior and the art of commanding human
behavior. Themythological language of the alchemistspersistsin chemistry andisstill characteristic of itsmost vital
element.

M. Polanyi

1. Reprinted from The Philosophy of Science, Vol 13, April 1936, pp. 233-234. TAD appreciates
permissiontorepublishgrantedby copyright holder Williams& Wilkins, Baltimore, MD 21202-3993.
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Submissions for Publication

Articles, meeting notices and notes likely to be of
interest to persons interested in the thought of Michael Polanyi are
welcomed. Review suggestions and book reviews should be sent to
Walter Gulick (see addresses listed below). Manuscripts, notices and
notes should be sent to Phil Mullins. All materials from U.K.
contributors should first be sent to John Puddefoot. Manuscripts
should be doublespaced type with notes at the end; writers are
encouraged to employ simple citations within the text when
possible. Use MLA or APA style. Abbreviate frequently cited book
titles, particularly books by Polanyi (e.g., Personal Knowledge
becomes PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are preferred, although
longer manuscripts (20-24 pages) will be considered.

Manuscripts should include the author’s name on a
separate page since submissions normally will be sent out for blind
review. In addition to the typescript of a manuscript to be reviewed,
authors are expected to provide an electronic copy (on either a
5.25" or 3.5" disk) of accepted articles; it is helpful if origina
submissions are accompanied by adisk. ASCII text as well as most
popular IBM word processors are acceptable; MAC text can usually
be translated to ASCIl. Be sure that disks include all relevant
information which may help converting files to Word Perfect or
ASCII. Persons with questions or problems associated with produc-
ing an electronic copy of manuscripts should phone or write Phil
Mullins (816-271-4386).

Insofar as possible, TAD is willing to work with authors
who have special problems producing electronic materials.

Phil Mullins

Missouri Western State College
St. Joseph, Missouri 64506

Fax (816) 271-4574
e-mail:(mullins@acad.mwsc.edu)

Walter Gulick

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

John Puddefoot

Benson House, Willowbrook, Eton
Winsor, Berks.

SL4 6HL

United Kingdom

Contributorsto this Issue

Richard Gelwick ismedical humanist at theUniversity of
New England School of Osteopathic Medicine. Heisthe
General Coordinator for The Polanyi Society.

JimTilesteachesattheUniversity of Hawaii, Manoa. He
isthe author of the 1989 book Dewey.

Robin Hodgkin hasfor many years been affiliated with
Convivium. HeisaLecturer in Educationin UK.

Sam Watson isProfessor of English at the University of
North Carolina, Charlotteand Director of theNorth Caro-
linaWriting Project.

John Polanyi is a son of Michagl Polanyi and a Nobel
Laureateinchemistry.
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