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Preface

Inthisissue, | am particularly pleased toincludethe paper devel oped
from Professor Holton' s keynote address at the February 1992 conference on
Polanyi in Boston. Y ouwill also find asecond contribution from that confer-
ence, Allen Dyer's essay which continues the discussion of Polanyi and
postmodernism found in some other essaysin recent issues. Dale Cannon’s
articleisbased on hisK ent State paper; hisexamination of common sensealso
nicely fitsinto the context of discussionsof Polanyi, contemporary cultureand
the university.

In the last issug, | noted that some members of The Polanyi Society were
interested in setting up a “Polanyi discussion list” available to INTERNET/
BITNET users. Discussions about this possibility are progressing. We will
probably be able to provide instruction and an e-mail address for those
interested in the next issue. Severa interesting possible uses for electronic
communications are already clear. It islikely that papersto be delivered at
upcoming Polanyi Society meetingswill be made availablethrough FTP (file
transfer protocol) to those who can receive copies without the help of the U.
S.Mail. Anelectronicaddresswill also probably be used to produce aupdated
bibli ography of materialson Polanyi aswell asdisciplinary scholarshipmaking
significant useof Polanyi’ sideas; suchabibliography will beavailableby FTP
toanyonewhowantsit. If youhavean e-mail addressanddid notlistitinyour
recent membership renewal, please write to me at my e-mail address
(mullins@acad.mwsc.edu).

Phil Mullins

TraditionandDiscovery isindexed selectivelyinThe
Philosopher’sindex and Religion One: Periodicals. Book
reviewsareindexed inIndexto Book Reviewsin Religion.
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NEWSAND NOTES

A new work by WILLIAM
H. POTEAT, A Philosophical Day-
book, Post-Critical Investigations,
Columbiaand London: University of
Missouri Press, 1990ismakingitsway
into the “muscular assumptions’ of
the Polanyi Society. Referencestoit
wereplentiful at therecent meeting of
the Polanyi group at the American
Academy of Religion in San Fran-
Cisco as we continued to pursue the
implications of post-critical thought
with its “mindbody” character as
Poteat isexploringit. Thisworkisa
briefer and perhapsmore “incarnate’
work asit growsout of 15 months of
journd entriescomposed after Poteat’ s
Polanyian Meditations: In Search of
aPost-critical Logic. A linefromthe
dust cover aptly suggests the appeal
andimportanceof Poteat’ scontinued
pursuit of the vital reality of being:
“By every available rhetorical strat-
egy, therefore, this must be an
anti-book. It must striveto defeat our
centuries-old habituation to the book
as spectacle, in order that we may be
broughttodwell intheimmediaciesof
our lively selvesintheworld, aswedo
inourora/aural life.”

DAVIDRUTLEDGE, Coor-
dinator of Religious Studies for the
Polanyi Society is trying to arrange
for meeting and talking with WILL-
IAM H. POTEAT at our next meeting
of theAmerican Academy of Religion

inWashington, D.C.,Nov. 19 (Friday
evening) andNov. 20(Saturday morn-
ing).

The1991-92Michadl Polanyi
Lecture at the University of North
Carolinaat Chapel Hill wasgiven by
NOBEL LAUREATE DUDLEY
HERSCHBACH, Baird Professor of
Science at Harvard University. His
titlewas" Imaginary Gardensand Real
Toads: Reflections on Science, Art,
andEducation.” Thislectureseriesis
madepossibleby anendowment from
WALDOE. HAISLEY, Professor of
Physics, Emeritus.

LADY DRUSILLA SCOTT,
author of Everyman Revived: The
Common Sense of Michael Polanyi,
sends thanks to all those persons at
theAAR Polanyi meetingwhowished
her a speedy recovery from eye sur-
gery. She reports that she is getting
better though still limitedin her read-
ing and writing.

An abstract of Robin A.
Hodgkin's article “Michael Polanyi
ontheActivity of Knowing- thebear-
ing of hisideas on the theory of mul-
tipleintelligences,” Oxford Review of
Education, vol. 18, No.3, 1992 has
been received. It states: “Michael
Polanyi’ s philosophy of science and
his corresponding ideas about how
we act, perceive and know was, in
part, a revolt against materialist re-
ductionism. Initsplace he offered a
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“holistic’ theory (not his phrase) of
personal knowing: webuild up small
skillsand perceptsinto larger wholes
- Gestalts. Polanyi showed that such
“personal knowledge' did not haveto
be subjective and arbitrary because
itscomponentsand unifying patterns
could reflect real patternsin the uni-
verse. Polanyi’ saccount of how two
eyespresent differing versionsof the
world is instructive. It can now be
used as a model for understanding
how thetwo partsof someone’ sbrain
may integrate two versions of the
world into one synthetic conscious-
ness. Howard Gardner's and the
author’ sversionsof “themultiplein-
telligences' theory of how we learn
andalsothe Sperry-Gazzanigapicture
of how two brain hemispheres coop-
erate actively in making sense of the
world are surveyed under this
Polanyianrubric. Thesewritershigh-
light boththenecessity of activelearn-
ing and the disciplining, articulating
importanceof linguistic skillsin giv-
ing coherenceto any multipleintelli-
gence version of how a person ac-
quires and expresses overall compe-
tence.”

JOHN APCZYNSKI has a
major articleon” BeliefinGod, Proper
Basicality, and Rationality” in the
Journal of the American Academy of
Religion,vol.LX, 2. Whilethereare
no explicit Polanyian references, the
argumentwill beappreciated by mem-
bers of the Polanyi Society.



Physicist ~ W. JIM
NEIDHARDT and theologian James
E. Loder have published TheKnights
Move, The Relational Logic of the
Soiritin Theologyand Science. (Colo-
rado Springs, CO: Helmers and
Howard) " Therelational logicof spirit
isdisclosed in the ‘knights move' of
discovery in both science and theol-
ogy, whetherintheleapifinsightorin
the leap of faith.” Neidhardt also
writesanintroduction for THOMAS
F. TORRANCE'S recent book, The
Christian Frame of Mind, also pub-
lished by Helmersand Howard.

ROBIN KASH, who assists
withthepreparation of T& D iseditor
and publisher of Worship Works, a
monthly magazine for worship lead-
ers and planners based on The Re-
vised Common Lectionary. Worship
Works consists of prayers, brief an-
notationsontextsfor eachweek, sug-
gestions of hymns, anthems and or-
ganmusic, material for usewith chil-
dren in worship, and selections of
new and out-of-print books. He is
seekingarticlesonworship, itstheol -
ogy and practice, as well as philo-
sophical intersectionsand articleson
worshipandthearts. Heisa sointer-
ested in considering for publication
book-length manuscripts on similar
topics.

Tosubmit material or toob-
tain further information write: Wor -
shipWorks, P.O.Box 58, Topeka, KS
66601-0058, or call 913/232-0354. For
returns, please enclose a SASE.

For the sake of keeping our
network of communication, please
send your news and notes to me.

Richard Gelwick,
General Coordinator



Toward the Recovery of Common
Sensein a Post-critical I ntellectual Ethos

Dale Cannon

ABSTRACT

The modern critical tradition’s strategy for defeating the demon of self doubt and securing certainty, as Hannah
Arendt haswritten, restricts serious candidates for belief to those whose conditions of truth can be rendered wholly
immanent to focal consciousness within a point of view that is simply taken for granted. Thereby it forecloses the
possibility of recognizing the partiality of itsown per spective vis-a-visthat of others, taking into account therel evant
per spectives of other persons, and reaching any kind of sense in common between perspectives. The institutional-
ization of thisstrategy in 20th century academic lifeisamply and insightful ly documented in Bruce Wil shire’ sMoral
Collapse of the University. Michael Polanyi, in hiswritings, adumbrates a post-critical intellectual ethosinwhich
the making of sense in common between persons of differing perspective is central to the enterprise of teaching,
learning, and research. Key elements of such an intellectual ethos are articulated and explored.

My remarksheregrow out of nearly aquarter century of wrestlingwithwhat Polanyi referredto by thephrase,
“towards a post-critical philosophy,” in the sub-title of Personal Knowledge. Polanyi’s words imply that he was
seeking to articulate apost-critical philosophy, and that implication | have no wish to deny. However, it seemsclear
that it was not just toward apost-critical philosophy that Polanyi wasaiming. Just asmuch or even more so, | believe,
Polanyi was seeking to articulateavision of apost-critical intellectual ethos, acontext and style of intellectual life,
a“convivial order,” that would befree of theinordinate critical passionsand objectivist epistemology that plaguethe
modern critical ethos and render it so problematic and unconvivial.

| should make plain at the start that my interest hereislesswith what Polanyi has said and written than with
theenterprisewithwhich | understand Polanyi wasengaged and withwhich hesolicited others’ engagement: namely,
fostering the emergence of apost-critical intellectual ethos.

My shift of emphasisfrom “apost-critical philosophy” to “apost-critical intellectual ethos’ is meant to broaden the
focusfromtheindividual knower inthe abstract to the knower in community with other knowers, and from aspecific
philosophical viewpoint that may or may not be shared by other philosophersto Polanyi’ s account of what it means
to indwell a given theoretical framework alongside of others who may happen to indwell quite distinct theoretical
frameworks. It strikesmethat most schol arship on Polanyi hasfocused ontheformer totherel ativeneglect of thel atter,
withtheresult that little of Polanyi’ swork hasbeen used to illuminate our own livesin the academy and therolesthat
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each of usplay inour larger intellectual culture. Inother words, my concernisto identify some of theimplications of
Polanyi’ sthinking for our practice asintellectualsin the academy.

| shall proceed to do this, first, by relating Polanyi’ s thinking to what Hannah Arendt hasidentified as “the loss of
common sense” inthe modernworld. Second, | shall briefly draw upon one of the more impressive recent attempts
to diagnosethe current malaise of higher education -- namely, Bruce Wilshire' sThe Moral Collapse of the University
-- to give the bones of this relatively abstract analysis some concrete flesh, particularly asit relates to our lives as
members of the academy. Third, | shall briefly explain the differences between our critical intellectual ethosand a
post-critical intellectual ethos. Finally, | shall attempt to identify some of the features of the post-critical intellectual
ethos that Polanyi envisioned which, if more widely recognized and appropriated, could play a crucia rolein the
recovery of common sense in the academy.

Political philosopher Hannah Arendt has argued (Arendt ch. 39) that the modern critical tradition is
characterized (in part at least) by aCartesian strategy it usesto conquer the demon of skeptical self-doubt: it restricts
rational evidencetowhat isor can bemadeimmanent to consciousness(clearly and distinctly) and knowledgeto what
themind isablerigorously to infer therefrom. Thisisthe source of the modern mind’ sinsistence upon explicitness;
by insistingonkeepingall of its(focal) concernsexplicit, it maintai nsstrict control (atleast it appearsto maintaincontrol)
over the mind' s natural credulity, its tendency to believe what cannot be proved, which isthe source of its greatest
fears. Whatever candidate for belief whose truth conditions cannot be made focally immanent to consciousness,
especially oneoriginating froman other, unfamiliar point of view (whoseintimations areinaccessiblefromthegiven
point of view), isaccordingly not given asecond thought. (Thiskind of responseisvirtually certain when the point
of view takenfor granted hastheauthority of established professional academic consensusand thepoint of view within
which the candidate for belief has been expressed does not yet have such astanding.) The curiousresult of all this,
which Arendt pointsout, i sthat thisCartesi an strategy for securing certainty itself forecl osesthe possibility of common
sense.

What Arendt means by common sense needs some explanation (Arendt chs. 7, 39, and 208f) First of all, she
doesnot meanwhat weordinarily takeit to mean: namely, acollection of opinionsabout theworldandthingsingeneral
that ordinary people find obvious and take for granted without question. Nor does she mean the somewhat more
sophisticated set of common sense beliefs that G. E. Moore took to be foundational for al our understanding of the
world (seeMoore). Nor, asshemakesclear, doesshemeanby it the Enlightenment ideaof auniversal faculty of natural
reason, possessed by each human being as such and by virtue of actualizing which aperson is supposed to transcend
animal nature and realize her humanity.

In devel oping her conception, Arendt makes appeal to Aristotle’ sdefinition of common sense asthefaculty
of mindwhereby weintegratethedeliverancesof our five separate sensesinto aunified perception (acommon sensing)
of singlerealitieswhosedifferent sensory aspectsare picked up by therespectivesenses(Arendt 208f, 283). However,
Arendt goes beyond Aristotle’ s notion to identify by “common sense” something quite distinct: she meansby it a
sense-ability that corresponds not to a human being as such in the singular but to human beingsin the plural: the

6



capacity to make sense in common with other persons, the capacity to integrate into the recognition of acommon or
public reality between us the private experiences, imaginings and thoughts we respectively have of it as distinct
individuals. Common senseisthat in virtue of which wefit our private reasoningsinto asingle world common to us
all and by the aid of whichwe moveabout initinrelationto oneanother. By meansof it we cometo realize how our
perspectives differ from and relate to each other. But it can only do this because it is precisely what enables the
experienceof mutual recognition between two or moreindependent persons: wherel cometo seethat you seethesame
thing that | see and you come to see that | see the same thing that you see, each from our own distinct perspective.
It corresponds not to our ability through some universal form of reasoning each to come up with the same answers
(asswhenweeachadd 2 +2andall comeout with4) (Arendt 283). It correspondsrather toour ability jointly torecognize
that we each are gathered around the same thing between us, each considering it independently from adifferent angle.
Itistheability tor ecognizesomething-in-common, not despiteour differ ent viewpointsbutinvirtueof thosevery
differences. It isthe ability to catch on to how the same thing can be seen in such different ways. Henceitismuch
more amatter of “catching on to” what others are getting at from where they stand than it isamatter of following up
and confirming their explicit reasonings. (Notethat only thelatter isaccredited by the modern critical tradition.)

Arendt’ s conception of common sensethusnamesthefoundational r ecognition, regardliessof whatever point
of view or frameof referencewemay beassuming, that wear eall embodied knower salongsideoneanother concer ned
withdiscovery of truthsthat transcend our respectivesubjectivities--truthsthat wer ecognizedotranscend our
subjectivitiesinthemeasur ethat they ar ecapableof eicitingmutual recognition between us. Wehavereasonto
believe that we do transcend our subjectivitiesin coming to know the external world precisely as we achieve (and
continueto achieve) senseincommonwith other independent knowers. (Polanyi’ sdifferentiation of thepersonal from
the subjective, marks this very transcendence, although it may not sufficiently highlight the respect in which such
transcendence entailsthe possibility of mutual recognition with other independent knowers (Polanyi 252f, 300ff).)

However, asalready mentioned, themodern critical tradition’ sstrategy for defeating thedemon of self-doubt
and securing certainty -- namely, the strategy of restricting serious candidates for belief to those whose conditions
of truth can be rendered wholly immanent to focal consciousness (a consciousness whose distinctive point of view
issimply taken for granted, though it attemptsto escape“ subjective’ taint by universalizing itsform (Cannon 157ff))
-- this strategy closes off the very possibility of common sense between persons, who necessarily embody differing
pointsof view. Indeed, by restricting considerationtowhat can bemadeimmanent toitsownfocal awareness, thepoint
of view in question avoids appearing, or being acknowledged, as one perspective among others. For itsdlf, it is
disembodied. Foritself,itisnotintheworlda ongsideof others. For itself, rational inferenceisrestrictedtolinear moves
withinitsownframeof reference; nodial ectical shift toanother perspectivecanbecountenanced asrational. (1 suspect
that largely asaresult of thisrestriction, the pre-modern study of dial ectics has been eclipsed from considerationin
modernlogicasamatter of rational inference.) Indeed, foritsalf, thereisallowedtobenoother, nocognition of anything
transcendingitself. Consequently, foritself, thereareno conceivabl e, | egitimate pointsof accessontothe matterswith
which it is concerned other than its own. Hence there is no need to explore any such alleged points of view and no
purposefor empathy asasourceof cognitiveinsight. (Oneishard put to make sense of how empathy iseven possible
onitsterms.) For itself, asArendt makesclear, thereisstrictly speakingnowor ld in common at all (Arendt 57f).

But what €l se could one expect, given the Cartesianinheritance of skepticismwhichrenderssuspect thevery
possibility of knowing other mindsaswell asthepossibility of knowingan external world? Noticethat thedoubtfulness
of each of these possihilitiesfollowsdirectly from theimplicit Cartesian refusal to entertain as meaningful any point
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of view but itsown. (Within astrict Cartesian frame of reference, the very idea of different points of view becomes
meaningless.) Thus, by its very nature, the Cartesian strategy entails the loss of common sense.

It should beclear by now tothosefamiliar withthework of Polanyi that hiswork definitel y addressestherangeof issues
posed by Arendt’ sanalysisas| have presentedit. (Thosewhoknow Arendt’ sanalysismay recognizemy implicit debt
to Polanyi in unpacking what Arendt isgetting at.) Polanyian themesdirectly relevant to Arendt’ sanalysisinclude:
the tacit, personal, fiduciary component and the from-to stretch of embodied tacit knowing that domicilesusal in
particular points of view; recognition of the personal coefficient of the knower in community with other independent
knowersinall intellectual endeavor; all explicit knowledge being necessarily rooted and grounded intacit knowledge
(i.e., al explicit knowledge, despite its focal appearance, as representative or propositional knowledge, of being
domiciledinno point of view isinactual fact rooted and groundedin atacit knowledgeby acquaintancethatisincarnate
inaparticular embodied viewpoint); our knowing of acomprehensive entity through indwelling and our knowing of
other minds through indwelling, that taken together make possible a “meeting of minds’ in convivial mutuality
concerningthegivencomprehensiveentity; higher order formsof knowledgebeinggrounded essentially inaconvivial
order whose accreditation becomesthe basi sof one’ s self-accreditation of competence; reality asbeing inexhaustible
toany oneviewpoint, and ascapableof revealingitself toanindefinitemultiplicity of further viewpointsinunexpected
ways; knowing asan adventureof following upintimationsof hiddentruth -- personal intimationsof truth-in-common
which call forth the services of theindividual knower for revealing it and making it known-in-common; and the way
in which our affirmations of our respective findings are always made with universal intent, appealing to a mutual,
confirming recognition from future independent inquirersinto the same matters. In view of these Polanyian themes,
| consider Polanyi’ swork ascontributingtotheeffort tore-establish, and providejustificationfor, our meansof making
common sense.

Bruce Wilshire’ srecent book, The Moral Collapse of the University, traceshow what Arendt refersto asthe
breakdown of common sense has become institutionalized in higher education -- a breakdown of common sense
between oneacademi c professional specialty and another, between faculty member and student, between professional
and layperson, and even between colleagues within the same professional specialty -- all through the emergence and
consolidation over the last century of academic professionalism. What Wilshireidentifiesisnot new. Hissynoptic
telling of the story initsmoral pathos, so far as| am aware, is unmatched.

BruceWilshireisaprofessional philosopher, but hisdiagnosisof themal ai seof themodernuniversity reflects
more than a superficial acquaintance with the discipline of cultural anthropology. His own work exemplifies the
interdisciplinary research that he advocates (Wil shire 234ff).

Wilshire bringsto light, behind and obscured by the idealized, foreground image of professional expertise
and accomplishment in each professional academic field, an “archaic background” in which operate powerful,
pre-rational purificationrituals(Wilshirech. VII). Throughtheserituals, recognition of the* purity” or “impurity” (and
degreesthereof) of one' sprofessional performanceby one’ scolleaguesin the professional disciplineisbestowed. In
this way, a sense of one’s identity as a professional sociologist, say, is given shape and a professional conscience
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isinculcated and reinforced. The “pure” are those who are judged to hue close to the professional paradigm. The
“impure” arethose who fall short in onerespect or another. The remarkablethingisthat al this goes on without the
participantstakinginrationally what isgoing on-- preci sely becausetheir conception of knowingisdecisively informed
by the Cartesian paradigm of so exclusively focusing on theexplicit components of knowing that the envel oping tacit
background is entirely lost to reflective awareness. In Wilshire’ swords,

Combined with the need to achieve professional competencein order to be something definite--but
typically hidden by this professional behavior--are archaic identity needs. These tend to go
unrecognized. When they threaten to becomethematic their shocking nature usually promptstheir
repression -- self-deception occurs (“ Y our dogs are barking in the cellars,” says Nietzsche). The
result isthat the ability of professional competence alone to form the self is overloaded, freighted
with hidden baggage. The academic person al too easily pursues professional objectives
compulsively -- frantically, numbly fearfully. Heor sheisinno positionto seethe“irrational” side
of the pursuit--particularly that the need for recognition from the professional peer group is so
immensethat the group acquiresthe numinousauthority of atribe. One’ sidentity isengulfedinthe
identity of the group; those who fall outsideit are other, and their presence within it contaminates
both it and its members. Studentsare other (Wilshire 170).

Wilshire points out how it is precisely by excluding rapport with these other sthat such professionalism failsto make
common sense and cutsitself off from the common world.

Morespecifically, Wilshirediscussesthe professi onalization of thediscipline of philosophy (ch. V) and how
some purification ritual swork within the American Philosophical Association meetings:

Some acute observers, such as Richard Rorty and Janice Moulton, have pointed out recently that
theactual form of exchangebetween phil osophy professorsat these meetingsfitsno historical model
of legitimate philosophical dialectic, but is rather modeled on the confrontation of lawyersin a
courtroom. In the half century 1930-1980, they claim, philosophers have attacked each other’s
positions in the manner of lawyers attacking each other’s briefs: the “adversary method in
philosophy,” asMoulton putsit. Aninstant verdict isrendered thereby, and the contestant moves
inoneway or another inthe shifting, breath-taking rankingsof “ professionalsinthefield.” Butthe
self is not just the professional ego, and it remains burdened with unacknowledged aspirations,
aversions, aggressions, anxieties, and various split-off states (Wilshire 123).

Although he does not say soin so many words, it doesn’t take much to recognize that such contextsare hardly places
inwhich mutual recognition between persons of significantly different viewpointsislikely to take place.

All thismight not be so bad if the consequences of these purification ritual swere not somorally problematic.
Forwhat they largely takefor granted and enforce-- without participantsreally realizingit reflectively -- isascientistic,
technocratic, and bureaucratic conception of the university as aknowledge factory (Wilshire ch. 111), in which each
disciplinary specialty is supposed to tend to its own business of producing, by means of its professional expertise,
itspre-assigned bit of useful knowledge for manipulating theworld -- in blitheindifferenceto what isgoing onin any
other specialty and in the world outside the academy.



| am not saying that Descartes' philosophical thought created themodernworld. Butinanuncanny
way it reflectsand focuses what was at work, and what wasto be at work, inthe cultureat large. 1t
also anticipates the contemporary research university and its master problem: despite its vast
research capacitiesand itsknowledge, it existsin strange detachment from crucial humanrealities,
and perpetuatestheimplicit dogmathat thereisno truth about the human condition asawhole(e.g.,
thehumanitiesmerely expresscommunal or personal sentiment, hardly knowledge). Theuniversity
failsto understand what it is doing and what it is abetting, because in the dominant conception of
knowledge, truth about ethical relationsto othersisblocked or obscured, asisalso our involvement
in the moody background world--matters crucial to who we are and to what education should be
(Wilshire40).

Professional recognition (or accreditation of one’' s“ purity”) isaccordingly not given (or at most rarely given)
for effortsor accomplishmentswhichfocuson questionsof thisnaturethat lieoutsi dethe paradigm of one’ sdisciplinary
specidty -- eg., in interdisciplinary study, teaching, or research, in developing comprehensive or integrative
understandings that span severa disciplines, or in teaching (especially not in the research university). The
extraordinary people who do devote significant energies and time to these “impure” enterprises accordingly go
unrewarded; often they are censored. Yet it isprecisely such activitiesthat have always constituted the moral core
of liberal learning in the university. Hencethetitle of Wilshire' sbook: The Moral Collapse of the University.
Thedifficulties Polanyi faced with hiswork outside of physical chemistry areillustrative of what Wilshire speaks of
asaprofessional scholar’ swork being stigmatizedas”impure.” Thoseinvolvedwith Polanyi’ sideasandrel ated things,
undoubtedly, have storiesto tell that illustrate Wilshire' s point ad nauseam.

Regarded in light of my earlier discussion of Arendt’s account of the loss of common sensein the modern
intellectual ethos, the purification rituals described by Wilshire are perhaps the chief means of implementing what
Arendtidentifiesasthe Cartesian strategy for defeating thedemon of self-doubt. They arethepractical meanswhereby
intellectual inquiry withinadisciplinary specialty isrestricted towhat amountsto asingl e perspective-- whichistaken
for grantedinanimpersonalized formassomehow guaranteeing objectivity. Accordingly, they areperhapstheprincipal
obstacle standing in the way of making common sense, of building up knowledge of a world in common, and of
addressing with any effectiveness the large questions pertaining to the meaning and purpose of our lives.
Wilshire sbook isvery rich, full of insights, pessimistic about any quick solution to these problems, and offersafew
practical suggestions about what might be donein the short range (Wilshire chs. XI and X11). Itiscertainly abook
with which any academic who identifieswith the post-critical direction of Polanyi’ swork ought to becomefamiliar.

| haverepeatedly alluded toacontrast betweenthemodern critical perspectiveand apost-critical perspective,
the modern critical ethos and apost-critical ethos. Although most anyonewho is appreciative of Polanyi’ swork has
avague understanding of what is meant by that contrast, few attempts have been made to explain the contrast with
sufficient clarity togivepractical guidancefor someonewishingtohaveit makeadifferenceinhisor her ownintellectual
work. | here offer my attempt to that end.
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To have acquired amodern critical mind isto have been habituated, on the one hand, to distrust one' sfirst
andnatural inclinationtoindwell theworld believingly and, ontheother hand, toentrust onesal f totheattitudeof critical
suspicion asthe cardinal intellectua virtue. Thisis because modernity is premised on the assumption that the root
of al erroristheinherent human proclivity to projectintoreality what isnot therebut only inoneself, in one’ scredulity
and subjectivebias. Our modernintellectual conscienceinsiststhat wewill get at thetruth of themattersthat concern
usonly by divesting ourselves of subjectivity, by stepping outside of our merely personal, mindbodily perspectives
andfollowingimpersonal, “ objective’ procedures. Inconsequence, onreflection at |east, wemodernshavedifficulty
believing in our own beliefsand trusting without defensivenessin any inward summonsto venture beyond the safety
of impersonally established truths-- unlessit becritically to disestablish or deconstruct someoneelse’ salleged truths.
(Thisisnot to say that such critical effortsdo not have their rightful place. Itisonly to say that such efforts become
the only encouraged -- indeed, the only “ safe” -- creative work within the modern critical perspective.) Our modern
minds largely disable us from venturing to construct or establish anything at all. If our own critical intellectual
conscience fails to keep our subjectivity in check, we can be sure that our professional colleagues’ critical faculties
will bemorethan adequatefor thejob. (It should beclear fromthisthat so-called” post-modern” perspectivesthat define
themselvesasdeconstructiveof any and all modern claimsto have overcomesubjectivity and arrived at objectivetruth
aremerely acontinuation of themodern critical tradition.)

Onthecontrary, apost-critical perspectiveisonethat, having passed through the bapti sm of fire constituted
by themodern criti cism of subjectivity, neverthel essretains(or regains) confidenceinone’ sown personal, mindbodily
perspective -- retains confidence in it not astruth itself (which would make it indistinguishable from an ideol ogical
commitment per se) but asone’ sown best avenue, or clue, or stage-on-the-way to discovery of, truth-in-common. To
occupy a post-critical perspective isto recognize that thereisno other recourse. Itisthere, in the very particular
incarnate rootage of our mindbodily being in the world, with its very particular past, however seemingly narrow,
deprived, and parochial it may appear to aderacinate critical perspective -- it isthere, in being fully oneself, that the
wellsprings of a sensibility and passion for an integrity of person in devotion to truth-in-common can be found.

A post-critical perspective thus re-appropriates the pre-modern confidence in methodological belief -- a
chastened confidence to be sure -- to counter and complement modernity’ s methodological doubt. (For further
explanation, see Booth and Elbow.) Whereas modernity’ s maxim has been “Doubt, unless there is good reason to
believe,” post-critical thought conjoinswithit thepre-modern maxim, “ Believe, unlessthereisgood reasonto doubt.”
Inmodern critical thought one needsjustificationto believe, but nojustification at all to doubt; indeed, for it oneneeds
justification not to doubt. But in post-critical thought, one needs justification to doubt no less than one needs
justificationtobelieve. But suchjustification may not bepublicly discernible, at | east not for thepresent. A post-critical
perspective recognizes that and respects each person’ s ability to discern intimations of that justification for herself/
himself.

Y

What features of a post-critical intellectual ethos as Polanyi envisioned it are particularly crucial to the
recovery of common sense? Asl seeit, there are four key features that are crucial, though they are not completely
independent fromeach other. Althoughthey arehereexpressedinatheoretical way, they each haveeminently practical
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implications. Note how each directly countersthe modern critical strategy of restricting rational evidenceto what
can be madeimmanent to asingle, taken for granted perspective (which remains asingle perspective regardless of
how universal itsform may appear to be) and restricting knowledgetowhat can bestrictly inferred therefromwithin
the same perspective. The four features of a post-critical intellectual ethos that | shall highlight are (1) mutual
recognition between independent knowers -- i.e., common sense making -- is regarded as paradigmatic of the
knowledge that is sought; (2) each person is regarded as having access to transcendent truth-in-common and the
tacit knowledge-by-acquaintance through which they have that access is itself regarded as knowable in the
experience of mutual recognition of thetruth in question; (3) persons other than any given knower are recognized
as having transcendental statusin relation to that person’s knowledge of transcendent truth-in-common; and (4)
thereismutual regardfor andtrustineach person’ scapacity to participatefor herself indiscoveringtruth-in-common
through following up her own intimations of that truth.

Firgt,inapost-criticd intellectual ethos, mutual r ecognition (common sensemaking) between independent
knower sisr egar ded aspar adigmaticof theknowledgethat weseek. What doesthismean? Tobeginwith, itimplies
that any given knower’s perspective is one perspective among others; yet that given knower’s perspectiveisin
principle open and accessible to any other perspectives on the same matter. But more importantly it means that
knowledgeisnot conceived primarily asanindividual matter that theknower can confirmonher ownwithinasingle,
taken-for-granted perspective (or even asacooperative endeavor where knowers cooperate closely withinasingle
frameof referenceasif they all sharedasinglepoint of view). Instead, it meansa wayslooking outside of and beyond
current perspectivesfor confirmation of the objectivereality of what isbelieved to be known (see Cannon 164f). It
meansbuilding bridgesof communicationwiththosewho do not shareone’ sperspectiveto enableameeting of minds
-- i.e.,, mutual recognition between personsin different specialties within the same discipline, between personsin
different disciplines, between professional academics and students, and between professional academics and
laypersons, and, of course, between perspectives of gender and ethnicity aswell. For thisto take place, it requires
of course building synoptic or integrative understandings between these different frames of reference, extending
acrosswhol edi sci plinesand between di sciplines; andit meansnolonger building up knowledgeatomistically within
agiven specialty without regardfor itsconnectionwith anything el se. Thepointisthat our respectivefindingsshould
serveto build up and makeknownaworl d-in-common -- common not just to membersof somedisciplinary specialty,
gender, or ethnicgroup, whichisnoworl d-in-commonat all; but commonto membersof thewider human community.
(Specifically, thiswould imply that one’ s scholarly responsibility should be understood to be at least as strong to
the rest of the academy and to the broader public as it is to one's peers in the discipline.) To know entails a
responsibility to make known. (For those of usin philosophy, it obligates usto call into question at every turn the
individualistic and isolating Cartesi an assumptionsthat continue to govern discussions of epistemology withinthe
mainstream of professional philosophy.)

Second, inapost-critical intellectual ethos, each per son assuchisr egar ded ashavingaccess, throughtacit
knowledgeby acquaintance, totr anscendent tr uth-in-common, and each per son’ sknowledgeitsdf isregar ded as
knowableby other sinamutual recognition of thetruth in question. Despitethecultural weight of threecenturies
behind the assumption, the mind is not a closed container, hermetically sealed off from thingsin themselves, such
that its knowledge of what lies beyond itself is necessarily of a representative nature and which representative
functionisitself dubious. A post-critical intellectual ethos grants each person his or her own access -- by means
of mindbodily knowledge by acquaintance -- to the being of that which mutually concernsus. Tothecontrary, the
modern critical intellectual ethosdiscreditsa priori thevery possibility of anyone’ sdirect acquaintance with what
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liesbeyond hisor her mind. Asaresult, any appeal to that acquaintance, e.g., to get another person to “ seethe point”
and“catch onto” something for herself, can get nowhere. But Polanyi’ stacit knowing by indwelling isaknowing by
acquai ntance, an acquai ntancewith reality that goesbeyondimmediate (outward or surface) appearance: itlaysclaim
to knowledge of realitiesthat transcend our immediate grasp. AsPolanyi says, the mark of reality isitsintimation of
inexhaustible future manifestations. Astranscending our own immediate grasp and our capacity for representation,
suchrealitiesareaccessibleto pointsof view other than our own present viewpoint (other pointsof view simultaneous
with and/or successive to our own present point of view). Thevery ideaof the transcendence of reality in this sense
islost to consciousnesswhen knowl edgeisthought of primarily, or only, asrepresentative (propositional) knowledge,
whichisalwayslimitedtoasingleframeof reference. Onthecontrary, apost-critical intellectual ethosgivesprimacy
toknowledgeby acquaintanceastheroot and ground of knowledgeby representation. Suchanemphasi sgrantsaccess
to, and abasisfor recognizing, reality-in-common. And only such an understanding will prompt areader or hearer to
seek tointerpret explicit knowledge within itsoriginal living context of intimation -- intimation of aspects of reality
transcending the specificationin question. (Much of current post-modernist interpretation and criticism seemsto me
totakeitslicensefromjust thisdivorce of explicit text fromaliving context of tacitintimation.) Truth, wewanttosay,
isirreducibleto, and inexhaustiblefor, any single perspective. Being o, it istranscendent inthe sensejust described:
initsfullness or completeness truth-in-common transcends each and every finite perspective. But it makesno sense
to say thisif it isnot simultaneously accessible (in however limited a respect) to each perspective and in away that
can beverified or confirmed in mutual recognition.

Third, inapost-critical intellectual ethos, per sonsother than any given knower ar er ecognized ashaving
transcendental statusin relation to that person’s knowledge of transcendent truth. This is to say that they are
necessary, in some sense a priori conditions for that knower's laying claim to recognition of transcendent
truth-in-common. Other personsarenot merely sourcesof informationthat extend or supplement my own perspective.
As such they (or their own unique mindbodily perspectives) cannot and must not be reduced to an extension of my
own perspective. By “transcendental status’ of other persons| meantoidentify other personsassuch ashaving access
to-- and thereby affording meindirect accessto -- irreplaceabl e, independent perspectivesonthe mattersthat concern
me, perspectivesin appeal to which | make my claim to transcendent truth-in-common with universal intent. Hence,
| need other knowersto bethere and beindependent from meand | cannot afford to close myself off from any person
whose perspective isrelevant to the matterswith which | am concerned. To the extent | close myself off to anyone,
| close myself off to the dimension of transcendence in the mattersthat concern methat is uniquely accessibleto that
person’s perspective. Obviously the inverse holds true aswell. Thus, we need to be in conversation with persons
of different viewpoints from ourselves. The meaningfulness of the transcendence of truth and reality beyond our
subjectivity isgrounded in our accessto perspectivesonto that truth other than our own present perspective. Of course
-- and here’ sthe rub -- for access to the other person’ s perspective to become actual, an open receptivity toward the
other and a truly empathetic exploration of his or her perspective onto the matters in question are necessary -- a
receptivity and empathy which can, of course, be frustrated in so far asthe other person is uncooperative or failsto
develop and exploreit himself. There are no sure strategies for overcoming these frustrations, although one of the
better onesisto attempt an empathetic exploration of the other’ s point of view onto one’s own concerns despite his
uncooperative attitude and soliciting his recognition of the results of that exploration. Recognition of the transcen-
dental status of other persons underscores and highlights that we are mutual occupants and explorers of a
world-in-common, quite apart from the specific differencesin our viewpoints. Even more: itiswhat makesthereto be
aworld-in-common for any one of us.
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Fourth, inapost-critical intellectual ethos, ther eismutual regar d for and trust in each per son’ scapacity to
participatefor herselfindiscoveringtruth-in-common through followingup her ownintimationsof that truth,
intimationsthat only shemay becapableof followingup. Thisfeatureof apost-critical intellectual ethosisparticularly
relevant to the process of education. To educateisin this sense necessarily to draw forth understanding from within
the student in the context of her ongoing experience and developing acquaintance with the world. This notion of
education makes ittle or no sense at al on the basis of the modern critical assumptionsthat conceive of the mind as
aclosed container (with no direct accessto reality beyond itself) and knowledge as primarily representative (explicit,
propositional). On that model, education is principally thought to consist of conveying explicit information (both
knowledge claims and their explicit justification). On the contrary, in apost-critical intellectual ethos, not only must
therebeatrust in each student’ sability to cometo discover further aspects of truth-in-common along with theteacher
(and other students), but room must begranted her or himinthe educational processto participatemoreand morefully
indoing just that and plenty of opportunity to participatein experiences of mutual recognitioninwhich each student’s
own mindbodily perspective makes asignificant contribution. That, as Polanyi insists, we each know more than we
cantell, behoovesusto (a) givethe other person the benefit of doubt when wefail yet to see what she may be getting
at, and (b) make an empathetic effort to “ catch on” to what sheistrying to get at. To insist that the other person first
make sense on our termswithin our own frame of reference (however impersonalized they and it may be) in order to
be taken serioudly and her claimsregarded as meaningful -- asthe modern critical intellectual ethoswould haveit --
isto deprive ourselves not only of that person’sinsights; it isto close us off from reality in its transcendence.

These four features of apost-critical intellectual ethoswould not be the only features of such an ethos. Y et
they are perhapsthemostimportant of itsfeaturesrel evant totherecovery of common sense. Apartfromtheemergence
of apost-critical intellectual ethos, as Polanyi’ sthought anticipatesit, | seeno likelihood of the recovery of common

sense as Arendt conceivesit. | hope | have awakened in you enough of what that ethos amountsto for you to have
asomewhat clearer sense of how to foster its growth in the context of your own work as teachers and scholars.
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ABSTRACT

This essay is a study of Polanyi’s career as scientist and philosopher from the point of view of the history
of science, starting with thefirst step in hisacademic career helped by an intervention of Albert Einstein. Polanyi’s
ideas are better understood if placed against the background of then-fashionable philosophical movements,
including logical positivism, and his disagreement with Bukharin in 1935. The essay studies the sources and
ambitionsof Polanyi’ snotion of thetacit dimension, hisattitudeto evolutionand “ emergence,” and hiscontribution
tothesearchfor theoriginsof Einstein’ sRelativity Theory. Hissuccessinthelast of theseis shown to bean exemplar
of Polanyi’s own philosophy.

Biographical Background

| have been asked to talk about Michael Polanyi’ scareer asascientist and philosopher fromthe point of view
of history of science, and aso his contribution to the history of science. But in order to arrive at my conclusions, |
shall haveto make someexcursionsalsointo other fiel ds, such asthe branches of politics and epistemol ogy that were
fashionableduring hiscareer. Foritisfairtosay that Polanyi, or ashewasnamed at hisbirthinMarch 189l in Budapest,
Mihaly Polanyi, wasauniquepersoninthehistory of science, not least inthe spectrumof hisinterests. TheDictionary
of Scientific Biography lists his professional fields as chemistry, philosophy, and sociology.

Theearly family upbringing must have counted greatly intheeventual choiceof hisideological direction. His
parents homewasaplacefor “regularly held literary gatheringsthat attracted the | eftist intelligentsia, some of them
Marxists.”*Moreover, thethreechildren of thefamily joined left-wing youth movementsat an early age. But asinthe
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case of so many central European intellectuas, the subsequent course of history radicalized Michael against
authoritarian political movements.

Hewent onto study medicineat the University of Budapest, graduating just ayear beforeWorldWar |. Even
before obtai ning hisdiploma, hewas publishing in chemistry, and although qualifying asaphysician, he also earned
aPh.D. in chemistry with athesis on thermodynamics. Inthe Albert Einstein Archivesisaconsiderable amount of
Einstein-Polanyi correspondence. It beginswithal etter of January 30, 1913from Zurich, by Einsteinto Professor Bredig
in Karlsruhe, who had been unableto judge Polanyi’ sthesison entropy at high pressures, and who had sought advice
onitfromEinstein. Thelatter responded, “ The publicationsof your Herr Polanyi please mevery much.” Einstein had
checked them and found them altogether useful and full of fortunate thoughts. (He only wished that it had been done
at lesslength.) Then follows a series of handwritten letters to Polanyi, in which Einstein does find some points of
disagreement on mattersof thermodynamics. Butthey clearly speak asequals. M. Polanyi’ sson, John C. Polanyi, later
noted that Polanyi’ sfirst scientific paper was published on Einstein’ srecommendation, adding, “it really marked the
first stepin my father’ sacademic career.”?

Polanyi’ sinterest inthe history of sciencewas perhapstriggered by the personal experience of many historic
episodes. When he presented histheory at ameeting in Berlin, at which Einstein was another participant, histheory
was rejected, and it took more than a decade until his views began to gain acceptance. Eventually, Polanyi became
aresearcher at theKaiser WilhelmInstitutefor Physical Chemistry in Berlin, wherehedevel oped hisbest-knownwork
ondislocationtheory. Leaving Germany whenthe Nazi party seized power in 1933, he became Professor of Physical
Chemistry at the University of Manchester, where he continued aperiod of high achievementsin physical chemistry.
But perhaps under the pressure of contemporary history, his interest turned to the social sciences, and he resigned
his professorshipin1948to movetoachair in social studies. After hisretirement in1958, he continued hisresearches
in the sociology and philosophy of science at Merton College, Oxford.

Two Sources of Polanyi’s Approach

Tounderstand theanimus of hisphilosophical-sociol ogical views, onemust remember that throughout most
of hiscareer asascientist, amain model for philosophy of sciencefor the scientific community camefromthewritings
of logical positivistsor logical empiricists, whointheir most extremewritings seemed to say that scienceisbased only
on sense data and that all questionsthat cannot be subjected to testsin the laboratory are meaningless. But Polanyi’s
ownwork had convinced him that while objective knowledge isthe basis of science astransmitted within and by the
scientific community as awhole, during the nascent period of the individual scientist, he or she draws on resources
quitedifferent fromthosethat follow thelogic of justification of proven achievements. Some prominent philosophers
thought otherwise. Thus in a passage quoted by Polanyi, Hans Reichenbach, in the essay “The Philosophical
Significance of the Theory of Relativity,” had written that “the philosopher of science is not much interested in the
thought processeswhichlead to scientific discovery; helooksfor alogical analysisof thecompleted theory, including
the relationships establishing itsvalidity. That is, heis not interested in the context of discovery, but in the context
of justification.”® To be sure, Reichenbach at once modified this severe judgment by adding “ but the critical attitude
may make a man incapable of discovery; and aslong as heis successful the creative physicist may very well prefer
hiscreed to thelogic of theanalytic philosopher.” 'Y et, one should also notethat no sooner had he madethisgenerous
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gesture he followed it up by writing: “The philosopher has no objectionsto aphysicist’ s beliefs so long asthey are
not advanced in the form of a philosophy.”#

To all this, Polanyi opposed the value of what he called “tacit knowledge,” the “personal notions and
concepts’ that are essential for progress and motivating, but that may be neither sanctioned by the scientific theories
of themoment nor evenawaysfully knowntothecreating scientist. | shall havemuchto say about thislater, including
thesurprising test of theconcept. But Polanyi went further by al so opposing reductionism, thewidely-held conviction
that ultimately all biological and social phenomenawill yield to the primacy of explanation interms of mathematics,
physics and chemistry--and one should add that since the triumph of quantum mechanics most physicistswould say
that chemistry itself isjust that part of physics which really works.

Another, if | may say, radicalizing event in Polanyi’ slife appearsto have been hisvisit to the Soviet Union
inthemid-1930s, where, helater wrote, hefirst encountered questionsof philosophy. DuringadiscussionwithBukharin
inMoscow in1935, Polanyi was especially appalled by the concept of “ planning and guidance of scientificresearch,”®
and returned from thetrip eager to devote himself to work on behalf of thefreedom of scientiststo choosethe content,
subject and means of their work. Thereby he ran head-on into the opposition from the then strong movement in the
United Kingdom, led in the opposite direction by such well-known scientistsas J. D. Bernal, J. S. Haldane, and P. M.
Blackett. The Society for the Freedom of Science, which Polanyi founded and which attracted many adherentsinthis
country also (for example, P. W. Bridgman at Harvard), was no match.

Infact, with the expl osion of research opportunitiesin the post-World War |1 era, the support systemin most
countriesin the West showed itself capable of providing scientists with the necessary elbow room for the pursuit of
their ownideas. But during the pre-World War |1 periodin Britain, the preval ence and distinction of ideas expressed
by scientistswith Marxist leaningswas reinforced by afamous conference on the history of science heldinthe early
1930s, inwhichanumber of Soviet scholarsmade presentations. Themostimpressiveand memorableamongthemwas
BorisMikhailovich Hessen, who published awork entitled“ The Socia and Economic Rootsof Newton’ sPrincipia.”
Init, hefollowed the demand of Friedrich Engels, whose views on the history of science were the most commanding
element in hiswhole approach. | should inject here that when | visited Chinaafew years ago to give some lectures
onthehistory of scienceunder theauspi cesof the Chinese Academy of Sciences, | found that for most Chinesescholars
the one basic work in the history and philosophy of science was till the set of notes Engels had prepared for himsel f
inthe period between 1873101882, published in 1927 under thetitle Dial ecticsof Nature. To Engels, in hiswords, “A
single achievement of science like James Watts' steam engine has brought in morefor theworld inthefirst 50 years
of itsexistencethan theworl d hasspent onthe promotion of sciencesincethebeginning of time.”® Scienceitself should
thusbeexaminedinthelight of Marx’ stheory of historical materialism. AsEngelshad putit, “ Itisnot theconsciousness
of men that determinestheir existence, but their social existence that determinestheir consciousness.”” And Engels
added, “ From the very beginning the origin and development of the sciences has been determined by production.”®

Inthisspirit, Hessen, on British soil, attacked thevery icon of abstract scienceintheformof Sirlsaac Newton,

and proclaimed, ashe put it, “ the compl ete coincidence of the physical thematics of the period, which arose out of the
needs of economics and technique, with the main content of the Principia.”®
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Toward the Tacit Dimension

Opposition to such currents of thought, accepted in the 1930s more widely in the West than we now may
believe, surely determined Polanyi’ smativation inlarge part. Hisvisit to the Soviet Union, of which | spoke earlier,
provided aforceinthe samedirection. Todocument this, | can do no better than quote apart of Polanyi’ sintroduction
to hisbook, The Tacit Dimension, which he completed whileavisitor at the Center for Advanced Studiesat Wesleyan
University in April 1966. There he bared to us his soul in these words:

| was struck [during the discussion with Bukharin] by the fact that thisdenial of the very existence
of independent scientific thought came from a socialist theory which derived its tremendous
persuasive power from its claim to scientific certainty. The scientific outlook appeared to have
produced amechani cal conception of manand history inwhichtherewasno placefor scienceitself.
Thisconception denied altogether any intrinsic power to thought and thus denied al so any grounds
for claiming freedom of thought . . ..

My search hasled metoanovel ideaof human knowledgefromwhichaharmoniousview of thought
and existence, rooted in the universe, seemsto emerge.

| shall reconsider human knowledge by starting from the fact that we can know more than we can
tell..20

Y ou see herein theitalicized phrase the head-on attack against the instrumentalism of the positivistswho, since the
timewhen Galileo madethedivision between primary and secondary qualities, declaring that we can know for certain
only what can be rendered in quantifiable, shareable terms. And it is also a confrontation with the Wittgensteinian
positivism which, in the last sentence of the Tractatus declares that whereof we cannot speak, thereof we must be
silent--the implication being, of course, that such things are not worth talking about.

Perhaps | should be permitted here abrief digression of apersonal nature. | cameto know and like Michael
Polanyi during thelast two decades of hislife, when he often visited the United States. Hewas of course alwaysvery
graciousto younger colleagues; but we al so shared areaction against the more extreme form of positivism--although
inthose post-World-War-I1 decades, the Vienna Circle type of positivism had become ameliorated by taking interest
insociological, psychological, and historical components, and had moved away fromthestrict formthat characterized
itsearly phase. Although | wasadoctoral thesi sstudent of Bridgmanwhowasoften calledthefather of operationalism,
and also was then a younger colleague and teaching assistant to Philipp Frank--the biographer of Einstein and one
of the main movers of logical empiricism--I discovered through the study of the history of science that the model of
scienceinterms of observable phenomenaand thelogic of analysisand mathematics al one by no means accountsfor
creation, discussion, acceptance, rejection, and ultimatefate of any scientific advance. Thereisadistinction between
two meanings of science: science, let uscall it S, which isthe personal stage of science; and science S,, that part of
science which becomes the corpus that gets into textbooks as current, public science.

This distinction became particularly clear to me while assembling and studying the archives of Einstein at
Princeton, fromthemid-1960son. Thereforeinmy experience | found myself also needing to go to away of thinking
about the growth of science which would add adimension to thelogical -analytic and the phenomenomic dimensions.
Inmy casel opted for including athird dimension inthe snigy of the origins of scientific thought, the thematic one.



That is not the subject of my talk; but it indicates why | had sympathy for Polanyi’s wish to escape from a
two-dimensional view of science.

Buttoreturnto Polanyi’ spresentation of The Tacit Dimension. Immediately after thepassageswhich | quoted,
ending with the point that “we can know more than we can tell,” he adds, “ Thisfact seems obvious enough; but it is
not easy to say exactly what it means.” And hegivestheexample of pattern recognition--for example, therecognition
of somebody’ sface-- which, he might add nowadays, clearly issoidiosyncratic an activity that we can’ t teachiit (yet)
to acompuiter.

Polanyi triesto make it plausible that one can know and act on what one cannot tell by referring to Gestalt
psychology. Herefusesto think that Gestalt psychol ogy can bereduced to thedisposition of impressionsontheretina
or the brain. Rather, to him Gestalt is “the outcome of an active shaping of experience performed in the pursuit of
knowledge. The shaping or integrating | hold to be the great and indispensable tacit power by which all knowledge
is discovered, and once discovered is held to be true.”* And it is not only perception which is an instance of tacit
knowing. More generally, “our bodily processes participate in our perceptions’ ;2 and once we understand that this
is the case one can “throw light on the bodily roots of al thought, including man’s highest creative powers.” 3

Thisisanal ogousto Dilthey’ sand Lipp’ steachingthat thereisanempathy orin-dwelling requiredfor aproper
knowledgeof manandthehumanities, an aesthetic appreciationthat may not bepossibletorender directly inlanguage.
Polanyi believes the same to be the case for the natural sciences also.

Torely onatheory for understanding natureistointeriorizeit. For weareattending fromthetheory
tothings seeninitslight and are aware of the theory, while thus using it, in terms of the spectacle
that it servesto explain. Thisiswhy mathematical theory can be learned only by practicing its
application: itstrue knowledgeliesin our ability to useit.

Formalizingall knowledge, “totheexclusion of any tacit knowing,” whichistheaim of thosewhoholdtothe
model of “ strictly detached objectiveknowledge...”, is" self-defeating, for in order that we may formalizetherel ations
that constitute acomprehensive entity, for example therelationsthat constitute afrog, thisentity, i.e., the frog, must
befirst identified informally by tacit knowing.”*> And Polanyi adds that the most “ striking concrete example of an
experience that cannot possibly be represented by any exact theory” is simply “the experience of seeing a problem,
asascientist seesit in his pursuit of discovery.”'® What you need most at that stageis “the intimation of something
hidden, whichwemay yet discover.” Itisthis“tacit foreknowledge of yet undiscovered things’*” which providesthe
someti mes passi onate motivation to uphold adirection of work or atheory against heavy pressuresfrom the outside.

Elaboration and Responses

Thisapproach hastworesults. Oneisthat heisinhead-on conflict with Karl Popper, by severely disagreeing
with Popper’ s doctrine that “ The scientist is not only indifferent to the outcome of his surmises, but actually seeks
their refutation.” 8 Polanyi responds, “ Thisisnot only contrary to experiencebut logically inconceivable. Thesurmises
of aworking scientist are born of the imagination-seeking discovery. Such effort risks defeat, but never seeksit. It
isinfact hiscraving for successthat makesthe scientist take therisk of failure. Thereisno other way.”*® Obviously,
aworking scientist is speaking here.
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The second result is that Polanyi touches here, without saying so, on the very old problem of how major
discoveryispossibleinthefirst place, giventheobvious, severelimitationsof thehumanmind, faced withtheinfinitude
of natural phenomenaand their connections. Einstein himself tried to answer itin1918 with the daring suggestion that
our mindsareguided by “what L eibniz termed happily "the preestablished harmony’.” 2 Y ouwill recall that Gottfried
Wilhelm Leibniz had postulated that our ability to discover the laws concerning material bodiesis one aspect of the
unity fromwhich God created thetwo apparently separate entities of the universe, the spiritual and thematerial. Each
of these obeysits own laws, but they can interact in sympathetic unison, somewhat in the way one string instrument
goesinto resonanceand picksup the sounds made by asecond onewhichistunedtoit. OrtouseL eibniz’' sownwords
toexplainthispossibility of harmoniousinteraction, in which heusesanimagethat must havedelighted Einstein, “the
soulsfollow their laws and the bodiesfollow theirs, but neverthel essthese two beings of entirely different kind meet
together and correspond to each other liketwo clocksperfectly regul ated at thesametime. Itisthisthat | call thetheory
of preestablished harmony.”

In the early 19th century, the Danish physicist Hans Christian Oersted also struggled with this problem; in
hisway of reading Immanuel Kant, which wastypical for the Natur philosophen, Kant’ sinsistence that phenomenal
factsarenot thingsin themsel vesbut mere appearances, culminated inthewarning that the study of these appearances
and the connections between them are an interaction not with nature but with one’sown mind. AsKant had putitin
the Critique of Pure Reason,

That nature should direct itself according to our subjective ground of apperception, and should
indeed depend uponitin respect of itsconformity tolaw, soundsvery strangeand absurd. But when
weconsider that thisnatureisnot athinginitself butismerely an aggregate of appearances, so many
representationsof themind, weshall not besurprisedthat wecandiscover itonly intheradical faculty
of al our knowledge, namely intranscendental apperception, inthat unity onaccount of whichalone
it can be entitled the object of all possible experience--that is, nature.2

Oersted, and | think Polanyi al so, found thisidealism uncongenial to aworking scientist’ smind, and Oersted
thereforeinvented amodification, in his splendid conception of an “ anticipating consonance” 2 existing between the
mind of the scientist and the workings of nature. Polanyi comesvery closeto thisnotion. For example, he writes,

When adiscovery solvesaproblemitisitself fraught with further intimations of an indeterminate
range, and ...when we accept the discovery astrue, we commit ourselvesto abelief in al these as
yet undisclosed, perhaps as yet unthinkable, consequences. This is of course not explicit
knowledge, and [he acknowl edges] thereisno explicit justification for the perception of adawning
truth.2

Still, Polanyi never quite admitted that these elements of tacit knowledge and of intimations of undisclosed
conseguences are, more often than not, simply wrong, although as aworking scientist he must have observed thisto
bethecase. But hewould also haveknown that thereisacertain pattern to theseintimations, or anticipations. Almost
by definition, amajor scientist is one for whom this mechanism somehow works, at least often enough. At any rate,
whether these anticipationsare correct or turn out to be“adelusion”? (hiswords), Polanyi holdsit futileto search for
strictly impersonal criteria of itsvalidity, “as positivistic philosophies of science have been trying to do for the past
80 yearsor s0.”®
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Intheclimateof thedecay of logical positivismafter themid-fifties, Polanyi’ sconception of tacit knowledge,
or persona knowledge, did not remain a prominent target of attack. In any case it was never really a completely
thought-through theory of scientific creativity. On the other hand, a concept which Polanyi thought to be directly
related to thetacit dimension, namely “ emergence,” seemsto meto have beenthen, and remainsnow, afocusof debate
and opposition, particularly from among biologists. To rescue biology from reductionism, from being dissolved into
merephysicsand chemistry, Polanyi announced“ the princi pl ethat the operationsof ahigher level cannever bederived
from the laws governing itsisolated particulars,”? hence that “none of the biotic operations can be accounted for by
the laws of physics and chemistry.”#

Herewe encounter anewer version of the old debatewhich so agitated scientistsand philosophersinthel9th
century, of mechanismversusvitalism. Of coursePolanyi did not deny that thereis* agreat deal of truthinthemechanical
explanation of life”;% but he wanted to insist that living functions are “ determined at all stages by a combination of
amechanism with organismic regulation.”® At thevery least, he said, “aprinciple not present in the inanimate must
comeinto operation when it givesbirth to living things.”* Such views, coming from a prominent physical chemist,
found probably amuch morewilling audience outsidethelaboratory thaninit, and thismay account in part for thefact
that we are holding thismeeting in recognition of thework of Michagl Polanyi not in our Mallinckrodt Laboratory of
Chemistry, but inthe Sperry Room of the Harvard Divinity School.

Also, to Polanyi, the principal interest of evolution wasthe rise of man from“lower” beings. To him, the
problem of evolution seemsto boil down to understanding how we reached “ our position as the highest form of life
on earth, and our own advent by aprocessof evolution.”3 But weare now inthe age of anti-specieism, inwhich even
the Spotted Owl hasstill somepoalitical clout; so one cannot expect much resonance nowadayswith Polanyi’ scall for
areshaping of “the problem of evolution deformed by the current theory of evolution.”?

The origin of species was a preoccupation which he thought can only make us “lose sight” of that more
fundamental question. Properly understood, evolution is an expression of the concept of the “ stratified universe of
living things,” *inwhich progressfrom onelevel to the other cannot bedoneviareduction, or even by the continuation
of thelogic of onelevel with respect tothelogic of the second aboveit, but rather by emergence--"thefirst emergence
by which life comesinto existence being the prototype of all subsequent stages of evolution.”* Polanyi isquitefrank
that such ideas connect with earlier versions encountered in the history of science, for example, that of Teilhard de
Chardin.®

Withsuchtoals, Polanyi struggled withwhat hecalled theconcept of the* potentiality for obediencetohigher
demands,” % and “the capacity to feel reverencefor men greater than oneself,” 3" both of which heregarded as aspects
of the process of evolution. The Harvard Biology Labsbeing, asit were, only astone' sthrow away from thisroom,
one must acknowledge that within avery different system of concepts than Polanyi’s, sociobiologists such asE. O.
Wilsonareinfact struggling with very similar problems, summarized under the heading Altruism. | mentionthisonly
to indicate what to an historian of scienceis again and again so impressive: the continuity of preoccupations of the
same sort within very different frameworks and worldviews, from the pre-Socraticsto the end of the 20th century.

Consequences of Polanyi’s Doctrines

Asif by simple extrapolation, we can almost certainly guesswhere Polanyi’ sthought would land next. Itis
the modern base for moral belief. How, he asked, can

22



intellectual powers, groundedintacit knowingand descended from evol utionary emergence...exercise
the kind of responsible judgment which we must claim if we areto attribute amoral senseto man.
Inaworldwhere, itiswiddy held, scientificrationalismhasimpaired moral beliefs...by shatteringtheir
religious connections, where the Enlightenment weakened ecclesiastical authority, and modern
positivism denied justification to all transcendent values;*®

where, he asked, can one find atheory for reestablishing the justification of moral standards? Control through
established ecclesiastical authority appealed to Michael Polanyi as little as the control of scienceitself. Thus he
wrote,

It was only when the philosophy of Enlightenment had weakened the intellectual authority of the
Christian churches that Christian aspirations spilled over into man’s secular thoughts and vastly
intensified our moral demands on society. The shattering of ecclesiastical control may have been
morally damaginginthelongrun, butitsearly effect wasto rai sethe standardsof social morality.39

What hefeared most of all wasthefusi on of scientific skepticismand moral perfectionism. Hesaw that hybrid
represented by modern existentialism and by what hecalled* anangry absol uteindividualism.”* Andthesamehybrid
also, by demanding atotal transformation of society as a utopian project, expressed itself in Marxism as a political
doctrine. Infact, it would bedifficult to associate Polanyi’ sideaswith allegiancetoany “ism;” for by putting centrally
the concept of tacit thought as an indispensable element of all knowing, “ The transmission of knowledge from one
generationtotheother must be predominantly tacit,” * and theref ore cannot becomeconcretizedinauniquely shareable
ideology at agiven time or through history.

Andyet, apparently paradoxically, Polanyi seesaway of attemptingtotal individual understandingwithone's
own mental faculties. That aternativeis*entrusting oneself...to ateacher or leader.”* St. Augustine observed this
when hetaught, “Unlessyou believe, you shall not understand.” However, Polanyi doesnot hold out great hope that
religion as now understood could fill this place for the need for tradition. “Modern man’scritical incisiveness must
be reconciled with his unlimited moral demandsfirst of all on secular grounds. The enfeebled authority of reveal ed
religion [as he called it] cannot achieve thisreconciliation; it may rather hopeto berevived by its achievement.”*

Polanyi’ sfinal paragraph indicateshispuzzled frame of mind onthispoint: “ Perhapsthisproblem cannot be
resolved on secular grounds alone. But its religious solution should become more feasible once religious faith is
released from pressureby an absurd vision of theuniverse, and sotherewill open upinstead ameaningful worldwhich
couldresoundtoreligion.”* Thisviewisconnected, | believe, with Einstein’ smuch better devel opedideason Cosmic
Religion.

| don’t see it as my task to provide arebuttal to, or even a general assessment of Polanyi’ sthoughts. This
hasbeen donemany times, for example, inthevolumeIntellect and Hope, edited by L angford and Poteat. But perhaps
afewwordsareappropriateabout theway commentson The Tacit Dimensiongenerally run. Let merefer hereto Robert
S. Cohen’sessay inthe volume edited by Marjorie Grene, | nter pretations of Life and Mind, an essay entitled “ Tacit,
Social and Hopeful.” Cohen, both a physicist and a philosopher of science, acknowledges right away that the tacit
dimension of knowing appearsto him“ acceptable and well-established.” Polanyi did not discover tacit knowledge,
but he discovered at least how important it wasin his own epistemol ogy, and made more of it than many others. For
Polanyi, “knowledgeissituated withinabackground of clues, or atacit background.” That“ meansthat thereisareality
hidden behind the discovered objects. And so obj ectsaswglénow them become cluesto an asyet undiscovered and



deeper level of reality.” ¢ For philosophy, thisposesanimmense challenge owing to thewhol e seriesof progressively
morehiddenrealitiesitimplies.

But, Cohen asserts, thereisinall thisahint that Polanyi hasanovel and interesting though undevel oped view
of how the history of science progresses. “Polanyi assertsthat different epochs of science offer different cue-maps,
different forms of in-dwelling.”#” Any working scientist who has passed through the development of hisor her own
fields over a couple of decades (and nowadays that is an immense distance), with the possibility of vast changes of
mind and attitudes-—-is likely to assent to this picture.

The “Big Book” and “the Story of Relativity”

Thework that most closely connects Polanyi withthefield of thehistory of scienceasscholarshipisof course
chiefly what he called his“big book,” Personal Knowledge: Toward a Post-Critical Philosophy, published in 1958.
As he says at the beginning of his Preface,

This is primarily an inquiry into the nature and justification of scientific knowledge. But my
reconsideration of scientificknowledgeleadsontoawiderangeof questionsoutsidescience. | start
by rejecting the ideal of scientific detachment. In the exact sciences this false ideal is perhaps
harmless, foritisinfact disregardedthereby scientists. Butweshall seethat it exercisesadestructive
influence in biology, psychology and sociology, and falsifies our whole outlook far beyond the
domain of science. | want to establish an alternativeideal of knowledge, quite generally.

Hence the wide scope of thisbook and hence al so the coining of the new term | have used for my
title: personal knowledge. Thetwo wordsmay seem to contradict each other: for trueknowledgeis
deemed impersonal, universally established, objective. But the seeming contradiction isresolved
by modifying the conception of knowing.*®

That new conception isbased on the view that the personal participation of the knower in acts of understanding does
not make such understanding subjective. Theact of comprehensionis“aresponsible act claiming universal validity.
Such knowing isindeed objective in the sense of establishing contact with a hidden reality.”“

The book was based on his Gifford Lectures, delivered in 1951-52 at the University of Aberdeen. But he
confesses that he spent “nine years almost exclusively on the preparation of thisbook.”*® Nevertheless, as even his
friends and followers admit, it is by no means an easy book to read or accept. Intheir introduction to the collection,
Intellect and Hope, Essaysinthe Thought of Michael Polanyi, theeditors, ThomasA. Langfordand William A. Poteat,
begin with the sentence: “Personal Knowledge is an exasperating book.” They add,

If onedoesnot find it exasperating, onehasnot really read it.... There can be no doubt that Personal
Knowledge comesto uswith itsrhetoric all out of focus. Itisamixed bag....Philosophers by and
large, at | east Engli sh-speaking phil osopherson both sidesof the Atlantic, find Per sonal Knowledge
annoying becauseit isdangerously loose, innocuous because it sayswhat has been said el sewhere
and better, or irrelevant because its preoccupations are no legitimate concern of philosophy or of
philosophers....One never ‘ gets going.’®
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Thereisnodoubt that thebook ismaddeninginspots. For example, Polanyi writes, “ Theprincipal purposeof thisbook
isto achieveaframe of mindinwhich | may hold firmly towhat | believeto betrue, eventhough | know that it might
conceivably befalse.”%? |t hasbeen suggested that it may bebest to consider it an example of the confession literature,
with such distinguished antecedents as Augustine and Rousseau.

Polanyi beginsby going over aversion of thedevel opment of theideasof thesolar systemduringthescientific
revolution of the I7th century as a consequence of the Copernican model, and he draws on various well-known
anecdotes to show how foolish it would be to hold that these early scientists forbade themselves to “go beyond
experience by affirming anything that cannot be tested by experience.”*® Ecstatic passagesfrom Kepler easily show
the oppositeto bethe case. But Polanyi devotesonly afew pagesto these matters, for hismain proof dependson what
hecalls“thestory of Relativity.” That theory wasindeed taken by the positiviststo show that through instrumentalist
thinking Einstein had freed |19th-century physics from its metaphysical underpinnings, and thereby made the
breakthrough to modern science. Polanyi correctly points out that every textbook of physicstried to present therise
of relativity as the necessary response to an experimental situation, namely the supposed null result of the
Michelson-Morley experiment searchingfor anether driftin|887--fully inaccord with thesensationist or positivist view
of how theories must proceed. (Aswell, we should add, the easiest pedagogic method of convincing students that
they must take seriously what otherwise would be so counter-intuitive.) But, Polanyi declares, “the historical facts
aredifferent.”>* Henoted that Einstein, in hispublication, had not mentioned theMichel son-Morley experiment at all,
and concludesfrom it that thistheory was proposed “ on the basis of pure speculation, rationally intuited by Einstein
before he had ever heard about it.”*

An Experimental Proof of Tacit Knowledge

L et usstop at thisimportant point in Polanyi’ sbook and consider what you, asan historian of science, would
now do on the basis of such a personal hunch or presupposition. It isan interesting enough case to give it serious
treatment. Y ouwould beginby searchingtheliteratureof theperi od aroundthepublication of thetheory, encompassing
perhapsadecadeto either sideof it, and not only of Einstein but of hiscontemporaries, to seewho sayswhat, if anything,
about the Michel son-Morley experiment but al so about the others of the same sort which wereavailableby 1905. Then
youwouldtry to consult avail able documentsin the archives of the main personsinvolved in the genesis and debates,
proand con, of thespecial theory of relativity, inthehopeof finding contemporaneousexchangesor unpublished drafts
and manuscriptsfromEinstein, butalsofromH. A. Lorentz, H. Poincaré, etc. Y ouwouldalsotry toconsult oral history
interviews, autobiographi cal writingsat alater stage, and soforth. If apromising Ph.D. candidate had cometo mewith
such aproject, | would have estimated it would take ayear or two of research and quite a bit of travel to archives. In
fact, assome of you may know, | publishedalongarticleonthiscaseinlsisin|969, entitled“ Einstein, Michelson, and
the Crucial Experiment,” and it did take methe better part of ayear.

But Michael Polanyi did none of that. Ashetellsusin hisbook Personal Knowledge, he availed himself of
aremarkable shortcut. After all, he had beenintouch with Einstein sincel913. Taking advantage of hisentré, andin
order “tomakesure” of hishunchthat Einstein’ stheory wasbased on*“ purespeculation, rationally intuited by Einstein
beforehehad ever heard” of theMichel son-Morley experiment, Polanyi got intouchwith thephysicist N. Balazswho
wasworking with Einsteinin Princeton in the summer of 1953, and asked hisfellow former-countrymento submit this
speculation to Einstein himself.
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Infact Balazshad aninterview with Einstein on that subject, describing it to Polanyi inaletter of July 8,1953.
He reported that Einstein concurred that (as Balazs wrote) “The Michelson-Morley experiment had no role in the
foundation of thetheory. He got acquainted withit whilereading L orentz’ s paper about thetheory of thisexperiment
(heof coursedoesnot remember exactly when, though prior to hispapers), butit had nofurther influenceon Einstein’s
considerations, and the theory of relativity was not founded to explain its outcomeat all.”% What did matter during
the genesis, Einstein had told Balazs, was his concern with a series of more fundamental problems, such as the
impression an observer, moving with the velocity of light, would have while viewing the light wave, and the lack of
symmetry of action between coils and magnets when they are moved with respect to each other in producing the
induction of currentsin the coil.

Needlessto say, this second-hand report of what Einstein may have said to Balazs, which Polanyi strangely
chose to quote only in a footnote in his book, was not found convincing either by philosophers of science or by
historiansof science, themore so asthebook asawholewasusing thisreport asatool inan otherwisequiteidiosyncratic
attempt at anew epistemology. Not until yearslater, when all the supporting work that | have mentioned above as
necessary was done, would there be the kind of impact on the scholarly community which Polanyi had hoped to make
by hisshortcut. (And eventhen, | should add, tothisday, long after all the supporting documentshave been produced,
therearedtill afew dedicated empiricistsor experimenticistswhowill havenoneof thisevidence, and they areholding
on gloriously to their suspension of disbelief, which Samuel Taylor Coleridge thought was proper only for poets.)

Andyet, andyet.... Polanyi wasright. Hishunch, of which hewas so convinced that hetested it only inthe
most perfunctory way, through athird party rather than even taking the troubleto put the question to Einstein himself,
wasborne out later by agreat deal of morelaboriouswork by somebody else. To besure, Polanyi overreached when
hedeclaredthat Einstein’ stheory wasframed“ onthebasi sof purespecul ation, rational ly intuited,” butitwasevidently
based chiefly both on the speculation about athought experiment (that of traveling with the speed of light dlong alight
beam) and some old, well-established |9th-century experimentslong before Michelson’s, those of Faraday, Fresnel,
and of stellar aberration.

How could that be? Wasit merely an accident that Polanyi’ s presupposition was borne out on the whole?
Perhaps. But | prefer to think of it in Polanyi’sown terms. After all, for decades he had been avery prominent and
successful scientist himself, engaged both in experiment and theory. He had internalized how scientists think, and
had observed how othersdotheir work, infinished publicationsaswell asin conversations, andindebates, for example
during histimein Berlin, when Einstein was al so there and Polanyi saw much of him. Inshort, if thereissuch athing
as apper ception, personal or tacit knowledge, and in-dwelling, we must allow Polanyi to have had those capabilities
asascientist himself. Or toputitinHans Christian Oersted’ sterms: Polanyi’ s prediction of how seriousresearchin
the entirely different profession of the history of science would illuminate the genesis of relativity was an act of
anticipating consonance with thereal state of affairs, one that would be made fully clear only later.

Inshort, | would liketo hold open the possibility that it is precisely Polanyi’ slack of having made aserious
study and yet having reached the right sort of conclusion that constitutes, asit were, an experimental verification of
hisconcept of personal and tacit knowledge. Weall know that this sort of mechanism hasworked in science, fromthe
daysof Kepler and Galileowho madeadvancestowhichtheir purely scientificknowledgeof thetimedidnot real ly entitle
them. Polanyi isthefirst examplel know wherethe same sort of thing happened in the pursuit of the history of science
itself.5
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such as Ernst Mach of who Polanyi says (p. 9) that “ his book, Die Mechanik, published in 1883, founded the Vienna
school of positivism.”

(54)ibid., p. 10.

(55)ibid., p. 10.

(56) ibid., pp. 10-11, footnote 2.

(57) | gladly acknowledge the help of Anne Davenport in converting my addressinto an article.
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Polanyi and Post-moder nism

Allen R. Dyer

ABSTRACT

Post-modernismisreceiving much attention, but it is often seen as merely an extrapol ation of moder nism.
Michael Polanyi’s post-critical epistemology offers a useful way of under standing post-modernism. The modern
objectivismof critical thought | eadsto a dead-end dehumani zation. Polanyi offer sa recovery of the human dimension
by demonstrating the waysin which all knowing, especially scientific discovery, requires human participation. An
analogy is drawn with post-modern art and architecture, which similarly attempt to recover the human form and
traditional or classical ornamentation in a way which goes beyond the sterile abstractness of moder nism.

As we near the end of the twentieth century, we are increasingly hearing references to something called
“post-modernism.” Presumably post-moderni smissomething beyond modernism. Themodernage, whichhad become
sofamiliar tous, isnow history. It has passed almost unheral ded, and now we must adj ust to something new. Whether
thisisasourceof lament or rej oi cing dependson how weunderstand modernism. Our quest for cultural self-understanding
forces usto come to termswith theissues that Michael Polanyi, aimost half a century ago, insisted were of greatest
urgency.

Thequest for adefinition of post-modernism may remain aselusive as an attempt to get aclear picture of the
futureby gazing through acrystal ball. What thefuturewill hold must be morethan an extrapol ation of present trends.
We must understand our present situation in historical context, and unlesswe areto be passive victims of our future,
we must work to shape our vision of destiny according to values and idealswhich wefreely and deliberately choose
and openly acknowledge. Inorder to understand post-modernism, we must get a bearing on modernism. Indeed in
the words of Fredric Jameson, “It is safest to grasp the concept of the postmodern as an attempt to think the present
historically in an age that has forgotten how to think historically in thefirst place’ (73).

The quest for a definition of post-modernism is a bit like trying to find one's way out of a fog without
navigational aids. The vision of reality offered to us by the modernist accounts of objectivity show us only the fog
andnotourlocationinit. Itistheseaccountsof objectivity offered by critical thought which Polanyi explicitly repudiated
in his post-critical epistemology. | therefore suggest that using the clues Polanyi offersus, we should be ableto see
clear of thecultural fog of thefal se objectivity of impersonal knowing. Polanyi’ spost-critical epistemology offersus
acoherentvisionof whatisnow being call ed post-modernism. For Polanyi, knowledgeisnot animpersonal undertaking
but avery personal affirmation of that whichwe claimto know. Critical thought, which we equate with modernism,
attempted to distance the knower from the known. Polanyi’ s post-critical knowledge recoversthe human dimension
of knowledgeby demonstrating that evenin science, heldto bethemost preciseform of knowledgeby themodernists,
the scientist relieson tacit unspecifiable cluesin pursuit of discovery and any claim to knowledge must be accredited
by the community of knowers.
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We may hopethat the future isafiduciary program based on trust (or faith) and human understanding, not
an attempt at control of the human and natural worlds according to some covert and unacknowledged ends, as has
been the case with modernism. We hopethat science will be used asahuman tool to achieve human endsrather than
amechanism pretending val ue neutrality and subverting humanegoals. We especially hopethat politicswill betruly
political and not merely afacade hiding totalitarianism cleverly masked in the fal se objectivity and pseudoscientific
morality of Marxism. Now that we have at last witnessed the collapse of Soviet Marxism, it is most appropriate that
wetake alook at the concerns Polanyi expressed in his post-critical philosophy. For there can belittle solaceinthe
suffering of theformer Soviets, taken glibly asatriumph of capitalism, whenthefamiliar errorsof modernity remain
as entrenched as ever in Western thought. This| take to be the lesson of the Hungarian Revolution, which Polanyi
called to our attention in hisimportant 1966 essay by that name. If we read the lessons of history correctly, weare
not just witnessing the collapse of an economy but also the collapse of an ideology.

Most accounts of post-modernism, shrouded as they are in the cultural fog of modernist objectivity, seem
togropefor signsof change, something slightly different, aharbinger of what isperhapsyet to come. Polanyi’ sradical
traditionalism offers a clear view on modernity and thus a prospect for understanding post-modernism. Before
elaboratingthat vision| will sketch someof theattemptsof variousdisciplinesto cometotermswith post-modernism.
While my brief sketches remain incomplete, | hopethey are suggestive.

TOWARD A DEFINITION OF POST-MODERNISM

Thefirst harbinger | recall of post-modernism asacultural phenomenon comesfromthelatenovelist Walker
Percy. HisLoveintheRuins(1971) referred fondly tothe* old modern age” withasenseof irony which gaveperspective
onthe present asahistorical phenomenon. Hisold modern agewasshockingly familiar, aculturecentered around the
automobile with residential communities of imitation plantations surrounding agolf resort. Thereisaloveclinic for
coupleswho have become bored with their affluence and each other. And with the shocking brand name recognition
which bringsfamiliarity up close, the major landmark in this cultureisthelocal Howard Johnson motel, where much
of the action takes place.

Percy’ stechniqueisinmany waysKierkegaardianinhisexaggeration of thefamiliarinorder tocall attention
to that which has become all too jaded much in the same way that Soren Kierkegaard exaggerated the themes of
Christianity to remind his nominally Christian Danish countrymen what it meant to be Christian. This must be what
Jameson means when he says, “It is safest to grasp the concept of the postmodern as an attempt to think the present
historically in an age that has forgotten how to think historically in thefirst place” (73)

Thismust bewhat theliterary criticsareattemptingtodo whenthey “ deconstruct” familiar realities. Itisonly
possible to get a grasp on the assumptions that inform the construction of reality when those very assumptions are
challenged. It isnecessary to wonder, yet simple deconstruction doesnot initself constitute avision of reality. This
isgroping in the cultura fog.

InJoseph Heller, Ruderman hasdescribed aconcerninliteraturein distinguishing fact fromfiction such that
theonly certainty becomesthewriter’ sown consciousness. Thedistinction between thosewriterswho are concerned
withexternal reality andthoseconcernedwithinternal realities(thewaveof the1960’ s, Vonnegut, Updike, Heller) has
been identified as adistinction between modern writers and post-modern writers.
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Adams has written about the distinction between modernism and post-modernism in art and theology. He
seesinthework of artistssuchasGeorge Segal areintroduction of humanformsand themesinart followingthemodern
tendency toward abstract expressionism. Indeed,

Segal was particularly resentful of the dualistic dictum that linked abstraction to transcendence.
Spirit, hewas convinced, wasnot to beachi eved at theexpenseof the body: both hisJewishheritage
and sensual temperament dictated that universal emotion and psychic or sacred ideals could only
be conveyed through “the reality of what | could sense, touch, see” (13).

Onemight therefore seeon aSegal canvasawhite plaster construction worker or apainter on ascaffoldin front of the
canvas. Notableis Segal’ s The Hol ocaust, (at San Francisco’ s L egion of Honor) inwhich tenfiguresare sprawled on
the ground and oneis standing behind abarbed wire fence on apromontory overlooking the Golden Gate and the San
Francisco Bay. Not only arethere human figuresin the scul pture, but the viewer becomes part of the picture and must
make choices and reflect on those choices. Does one stand, for example, behind the fence or outside the fence?

Adams contrasts Segal’s affirmative view of history with the theology (or altheology) Mark Taylor has
identified as post-modern. Based on de-constructionism, Taylor’ swork beginswith the modernist elimination of any
meaningful sense of place or time; and so history becomes a/history and theol ogy becomesa/theol ogy. Notes Taylor:

postmaodernism openswith the sense of irrevocablelossand incurablefault. Thisworldisinflicted
by the overwhelming awareness of death--adeath that “begins’ with the death of God and “ends”
with the death of ourselves. We arein atime between times and aplace whichisno place (quoted
inAdams, 43).

| would say Taylor’ sview ispost-modernonly inthesensethat it isultramodern, whereas Segal recapturessomething
of thehumani stictraditionthat hasbeenlostin modernity. Furthermore Segal’ srepudiation of Cartesianduality--mind
and body or mind-spirit and body--hel psus appreciate what in particular has been so troubling about modernity. The
Cartesiankind of objectivismisobjectionableprecisely becauseit repudiatestheself or any form of sensory experience
asavalid form of knowledge. Y et we know what we experience even if it is not given objective credibility. Thus
post-modernismreacheshbeyond modernism by reaching back toamoreclassical or historical or personal view of reality.
Thosefamiliar withthework of Michael Polanyi will quickly recognizethat thiswastheproject that Polanyi set about
in his post-critical philosophy.

The situation of contemporary psychiatry providesyet another example of the evolution from classicismto
modernism to post-modernism. Classical psychiatry involved description and interpretation. Psychoanalysiswould
be placed in the eraof classical psychiatry and its emphasis has been on history, narrative, memory and interaction
of the doctor and the patient. Modern psychiatry has sought to explain psychopathology on brain neurochemical
mechanisms, often ignoring human experience and history. The integration of neurobiology and the psychosocial
approach could be described as post-modern in the sense that post-modern art and architecture has recaptured the
human dimension and form.

Recently, | came across an article on post-modern ski technique, which carefully traced the evolution from
classical to modern to post-modern changesin shiftsin body weight and evolving technol ogy of the equipment itself.
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Post-modern anthropology acknowledges the effect of the anthropol ogi st on the culture and sometimes the response
of those studied to the writings about. In this sense psychoanalysis is quintessentially post-modern in its focus on
the personal role of the analyst in the understanding of the analysand.

Inwarfareweseeasi milar evol utionfromclassical handtohand combat tothesterile, impersonal, technol ogical
efficiency of the Persian Gulf conflict. We might conclude that terrorism isa post-modern extension, areturn to the
personal dimension of historical means of settling conflict. But my conclusion isthat terrorismisin fact a paranoid
corruption of modernismin its use of immora meansto achieve ends claimed to be moral. | mention this conclusion
briefly herein anticipation of remarks| will make presently about Polanyi’ sconcept of moral inversion. Terrorismis
amoral inversioninthat it claimsamoral legitimacy for something that isquiteimmoral.

Finally, beforeturning directly to Polanyi, | offer commentson one morefield, architecture. Inarchitecture
we see the most tangible vision of post-modernism. In architectural writings, we see the most clearly articulated
statements of how post-modernism goes beyond modernism. In art and architecture, post-modernism signifies a
reintroduction of the human form and scal e after the sterile era of modern abstract expressionism.

Classical architecture from Greek timesto the twentieth century involved various forms of ornamentation.
Buildings were adorned much as the human body has been adorned. Modern architecture stripped away all
ornamentation. It was utilitarian. “Form followsfunction” becametherallying cry. Thesteel and glassbox became
itsmost familiar manifestation.

Post-modernisminvolvesareintroduction of the humanformand scale. Itisahybrid classicism, areturnto
what was familiar and comfortable, even as buildings became gigantic and often inhumane. Oversized arches and
palladianwindowsrecall atimewhen such elementswereused to highlight humanforms, asinadoorway for example.
Post-modern architecture is an attempt to re-humanize architecture. Postmodernism appealsto apopular discontent
with modernism and to nostalgic longings of various kinds.

In simplistic terms, according to architect and critic, Charles Jencks, “ postmodernism isthe replacement of
the mechanistic paradigm by the biological and organic world view. The new biology and al so amore sophisticated
cultural model for understanding how nature and soci ety work, are replacing modern paradigms” (40).

Assuming Newtonian science to be modern, Jencks suggests that “the modern world is drawing to a close in all
areas--even modern scienceis over.” He contends that

theworldview that comesfrom modern Newtonian science--themechanistic, reductive, deterministic
worldview--isover. Theideaof mechanismasthe driving metaphor for our cultureisfinished. It's
hadit. Thefuture, asfar asmetaphorisconcerned, isall biology, informationand semiotics--theAge
of Meaning (40, seealso Jencks, 1991).

Thereisasenseinwhich post-modern architecture may beseen asacompromise, providing akind of cultural
balancebetweenthenew andtheold. Thenew Sainsbury Wing of theNational Gallery in Trafal gaSquareisanexample.
Various modern plans had been rejected under protest. Prince Charlesreportedly decried one design asa*carbuncle
onthefaceof amuchbelovedfriend.” The post-moderndesignof Robert Venturi and Denise Scott Brown harmoniously
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extendsthe classical elements of the original facade without being an imitation of something old. Thenew facadeis
clearly new, yet its playful use of columns and windowsrelatesto itsneighbor, calling attention again to the classical
elementswhich had become sofamiliar asto go almost unnoticed. Venturi and Scott Brown succeed in much theway
Kierkegarrd or Walker Percy succeed in getting usto notice what had become so familiar asto go unnoticed. Polanyi
does much the same in getting us to think about what we claim to know.

Severa new hotels have adopted post-modern architectural themes as away of making guests feel more
comfortable. M odernboxesrequired theguest to adapt totheir environments. Post modern hotels, suchastheMarriott
in San Francisco or the Grand Hyatt in Washington, use classical elements such as oversized palladian windows,
triangular or arched pediments, interior courtyards and gazebos, to recall the human scale of asmall village.

TheNew Y ork State EmpireCollection providesastriking coll ection of modernart of the New Y ork School”
inwhichwesee in particul ar theworkingsof abstract expressionism. However we a sonaticethat for all of theattempts
to eliminate any explicit reference to the human form, biological themes emerge repeatedly in such structures asthe
egg-shaped auditorium (called “the Egg” ) and in numerous other scul ptural forms suggestive of thevertebral column,
asnake, etc.

POLANYI'S POST-CRITICAL PROJECT

Polanyi’ srich and textured philosophy offers much and warrantsclose study whichisamply rewarding. For
the purpose of understanding post-modernism, | wish to focus on Polanyi’ s critique of Soviet Marxism. | do thisfor
tworeasons. First, | think theeventsof thepast year or twovindicate Polanyi’ srather uniqueperspectiveonthiscultural
phenomenon and deserve to be highlighted. But, secondly, | think the shift to a post-modern culture is accel erating
and we need our bearings to navigate the changes we face.

Polanyi was concerned that the central planning of the Soviet economy according to explicitly stated goals
wasafaseandimpossibletask. It wasdoomedtofailurehebelieved becauseit did not allow for the personal freedom
needed to be creative and responsive. Hisinsight was based on an understanding as a scientist of how scientific
discovery inevitably must proceed, namely according to hunches and intuitions, tacit understandings of someone
immersedinthesearchfor discovery. These understandingscan never bemadecompletely explicit: “...weknow more
than we can tell and we can tell nothing without relying on our awareness of thingswe may not be abletotell” (PK,
“Prefaceto the Torchbook Edition”, x), Polanyi remindsus.

Polanyi alsotellsus (PK, “ Preface to the Torchbook Edition”, ix) that his project began with an opposition
to the view, derived from Soviet Marxism, that the pursuit of science should be directed by the public authoritiesto
servethewelfare of society. Polanyi held that the power of thought to seek the truth must be accepted as our guide,
rather than be curbed to the service of material interests. He noted that such a defense of intellectua freedom on
metaphysical grounds was no more acceptable to the dominant schools of Western philosophy (namely positivism,
or the Cartesian epistemol ogies) thantotheMarxists. Itiswell worth noting that the mechanismsfor disbursingfederal
funds for research in the United States are centrally planned on more or less explicit goals sensitive to the political
processand material interestsrather than alesseasily definable search for truth and knowledge. Doesthisexplain at
least in part the declinein American technological innovation?
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Polanyi notesinhisessay on“ The M essage of theHungarian Revolution” (1966) that the Petofi circle, which
repudiated M arxi st-L eninist dogma, wasagroup of Communist party memberswho had becomedisillusioned withthe
doctrine that public consciousness is a superstructure of the underlying relations of production. They rejected the
ideathat public thought under socialism must be an instrument of the Party controlling Socialist production. They
affirmed instead that truth must be recognized asan independent power in public life. The press must befreeto tell
thetruth. Murderoustrials based on faked charges must be publicly condemned. And above all, the arts corrupted
by subservience to the Party must be set free to rouse the imagination and to tell the truth.

Polanyi makesmuchinthat essay of acomment madeby Professor Richard Pipes, then Director of Harvard's
Russian Research Center:

Four yearsago, whenwriting an essay ontheRussianintelligentsia. . ., | wanted to concludeit with
abrief statement totheeffect that themodern Russianintellectual had avery special missiontofulfill:
“to fight for truth.” On the advice of friends | omitted this passage since it sounded naive and
unscientific. Now | regret having done so. . . (Knowing and Being, 26).

TheHungarian intellectuals, like ascientist, werein search for truth and that search required afreedom not admitted
in socialist society. Yet a Western historian was also afraid to speak of truth for fear it would sound “naive and
unscientific.”

In Personal Knowledge, Polanyi has avery powerful section called “ The Magic of Marxism” in which he
identifies“the dynamo-objective coupling.” Marxismisbased onaself-contradictory principle, apropheticidealism
spurning all referenceto ideals. It has (or had) such extraordinary appeal becauseit allowed

the modern mind, tortured by moral self-doubt, to indulge its moral passionsin termswhich also
satisfy its passion for ruthless objectivity. Marxism, through its philosophy of ‘dialectical
materialism’ conjuresaway the contradiction between the high moral dynamism of our ageand our
stern critical passion which demands that we see human affairs objectively, i.e. as a mechanistic
process. .. (228).

Thuswe seeacoupling of themoral force or dynamism and the objectiveview of reality, each repudiating association
withtheother. Any oppositiontoMarxismor thecentral government onmoral groundswasrepudiated by theobjective
view of reality, dial ectical materialism, yet any presentation of contrary facts, wasrepudiated by fiercebut unacknowl -
edged moral passion, hence the dynamo-objective coupling.

Thedynamo-obj ectivecoupling could beused for amoral defenseof immorality, what Polanyi callsthemoral
inversion, of which Marxism isbut perhapsthe most interesting example, but which we find in evidence throughout
modern culture, from Butch Cassidy and the Sundance Kid to Bonnie and Clyde to Kubrick’s A Clockwork Orange
to Gide's Lafcadio’ s Adventures. We must be sensitive to moral inversion and dynamo-objective coupling because
they providecluesto modernismgoneawry. Itisour modernistinability to acknowledgeand reflect on our own moral
commitments.

Here we see perhaps most clearly the shortcomings of modernist epistemology, the split between our fal se objective
view of reality and our moral passions. But Polanyi dé)gsnot stop withadiagnosisof our problem. Heoffersusasolution



which he calls post-critical and which we can well understand as post-modern.

Polanyi returnsto the enduring classical themesof Plato and St. Augustine. Polanyi believeshecan provide
an answer to the paradox Plato posed in the Meno. How can one pursue adiscovery if one does not know what one
islooking for? Polanyi answersthisnot logically but psychologically. The scientist in pursuit of discovery doesin
fact “know” what heislooking for but the awarenessistacit, not completely specifiable. Theinsistence onahuman
or psychological dimensionto scientificdiscovery putsPolanyi’ spost-critical epistemology at variancewiththemore
modernist accounts of science which focus on the discovery more than the discoverer.

Polanyi saw in St. Augustine the first example of post-critical thinking, bringing the history of Greek
philosophy toaconclusion. Wemight say Augustineisclassical (or pre-critical if we datemodern critical philosophy
fromDescartesor Kant). In confessing hisown belief sand acknowl edging themashisown, hetaught that all knowledge
wasagift of gracefor whichwemust striveunder the guidance of antecedent belief: nisi credideri tis, nonintelligitis,
“unlessye believe, ye shall not understand (De libero arbitrio, Book I, par. 4). According to Polanyi,

Hereliesthe break by which thecritical mind repudiated oneof itstwo cognitivefacultiesand tried
completely torely ontheremainder. Belief wassothoroughly discredited that, apart from specially
privileged opportunities, such as may be still granted to the holding and profession of religious
beliefs, modern manlost his capacity to accept any explicit statement of hisown belief. All belief
was reduced to the status of subjectivity: to that of an imperfection by which knowledge fell short
of universality (PK, 266).

So accustomed havewe moderns becometo the separation of faith and knowledgethat itisdifficult evenfor believers
to appreciatethat knowledgeitself dependsonfaith. Polanyi is particularly persuasive on this point becausethe data
hedrawsonisthedataof scienceitself andthedataof political experience. Hesuggeststhat, inorder toremind ourselves
that all knowledgedependson our belief init, weshould preface each declaratory sentencewiththewords*| believe
that”. “Snow is white” isreally equivalent to saying “| believe that snow is white.” And anyonewho thinksthisis
aspuriouschallengeto empirical, objectivereality need only bereminded that Eskimos, thetrueconnoi sseursof snow,
have twenty different wordsto distinguish snow.

CONCLUSION

Polanyi’ sview of post-modernismisan optimistic view. If we go beyond the limitations of critical thought and the
damage it doesto human experience, therecovery of the personal in knowing and being suggestsfor usthe possibility
of apositive future. Post-modernism can then be seen to be a recapturing of the human dimension of life and an
integration of the bifurcated legacy of modernism, are-weaving of thetreads of faith and knowledge of mind/spirit
and body.
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Book Reviews

CharlesTaylor, TheEthicsof Authenticity. Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1991. Pp. 142. $17.95
ISBN 0-674-26863-6. (Originally publishedin Canadain
1991 under thetitle The Malaise of Modernity.)

Reviewed by Water Gulick

Taylor addresses three characteristics of mod-
ernism which have often been seen as contributing to the
declineof Westerncivilization: individualism, instrumen-
tal reason, and the replacement of political engagement
with self-absorbed pursuits. Hisoverall strategy istomake
perceptive comments about the positive moral energy
which hasled to the rise of these characteristics of mod-
ernism while he ssmultaneously attempts to separate out
their debilitatingfeatures. Thiswork of retrieval is, onthe
whole, successful.

The Ethics of Authenticity is arelatively brief,
accessible book based on a series of radio programs
Taylor didfor the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. In
this respect, it contrasts with such formidable, although
influential, works as Hegel and Sources of the Salf that
Taylorwroteearlier. Taylor hasread Polanyi and citeshim
occasionally inhiswritings. Indeed, thethrust of Taylor’s
book unites a concern about social and epistemological
issuesin away which is consistent with Polanyi’ s philo-
sophical interests.

The bulk of the book teases out the senses in
whichtheindividualismof self-fulfillmentisgroundedin
avalid authenticity rather than anarcissistic self absorp-
tion. Consistent with Polanyi’ semphasis upon convivial
traditions(although directly drawing on Bakktin), Taylor
insistsauthenticity isgroundedinthedial ogical character
of human existence. He thereby counters atomistic no-
tionsof selfhood. Our identity “isthebackground agai nst

which our tastesand desires and opinionsand aspirations
make sense. If some of thethings| value most are acces-
sibleto me only in relation to the person | love, then she
becomes internal to my identity” (p. 34). Taylor fights
against the notion, central to someversionsof autonomy,
that subjective choice itself confers worth. Rather he
affirms that “independent of my will there is something
noble, courageous, and hence significant in giving shape
tomy ownlife” (p. 39).

Discussions of the good life are central to per-
sonal and socia identity for Taylor. He opposes the
“liberalism of neutrality” (p. 17) asunauthentic, much as
Polanyi opposed supposed objectiveinquiry. Rather than
allow socid scienceto explainaway thestancesof contem-
porary culture, hearguesfor adynamic* politicsof demo-
craticwill-formation” (p.118) whichisitself enframed by an
ethic of caring and rational discourse.

The convergences between Taylor's and
Polanyi’ sthought are many. They each affirm theimpor-
tance of viewing humans as historical, embodied beings
thinking from abackground of commitmentstoward spe-
cific objectives. In attacking thoughtless reliance upon
instrumental reason and technology, Taylor carriesout a
project that hassimilaritiesto Polanyi’ sattack on commu-
nist illusions of control over science and society and his
dismissal of objectivist claimsto certainty in thinking.

Whilethereisanapparent similarity of Taylorto
Polanyi with respect to the issue of nihilism, Taylor's
position seems to be more consistently developed (per-
haps because it is less fully developed). Each sees that
normlessfreedom (negativefreedomindiscriminately ap-
plied) carrieswithinit theseedsof nihilism. Polanyi shows
how moral passions linked with skepticism or cynicism
and anemphasi sonanti-authoritarianfreedomleadstothe
variousformsof nihilisticmoral inversioninthiscentury.
Y et Polanyi al so appreci atestheimportanceof freedomin
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scientific inquiry and the free marketplace. Polanyi pro-
tects against incipient nihilism in free scientific inquiry
when he speaks of the importance of scientific journals,
review processes, and community authority in judging
scientific hypotheses. But hislogic of economicliberty is
not as carefully protected by norms, as the legacy of the
Reagan years suggests.

The Ethics of Authenticity dealswith issuesthat
Alasdair Maclntyre tackled in After Virtue, Christopher
Lasch addressed in The Culture of Narcissism and The
Minimal Self, and Robert Bellah et. a. considered in
Habitsof theHeart. Charles Taylor’ sreflectionsonthese
issues, while not as wide ranging as those in the other
books, isinsightful--arecommended read.

The Problem of Universals, Edited and with
Introductions by Andrew B. Schoedinger (New Jersey
and London: Humanities Press, 1992). Pp. x + 360. Hb:
ISBN 0-391-03725-0. Ph: 0-391-03726-9.

Reviewedby PhilipA. Rolnick

Andrew Schoedinger hasgiven usafine compi-
lation of texts which address the problem of universals.
The selections begin with Plato and Aristotle, continue
throughtheMedieval period, includemodern Englishand
German philosophers, and end with a host of relatively
recent thinkers, suchasRussell, Quine, Carnap, Donagan,
Bambrough, and others. On the whole, the texts are
appropriately chosen and arranged so as to highlight
debated points. Generally the work is well balanced,
presenting the various historical options which philoso-
phers have portrayed, from Plato’s and some modern
writers' holding to the existence of separate substances,
tothe conceptualists, tothedenial of universalsexceptin
name (nominalists), tothedenial that thereisaproblemas
historically presented (Wittgenstein et a.).
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Thevirtua omissionof thequestion of thesource
of what isuniversal predetermines and limits the bound-
aries of discussion. How universals have come to be
hardly comes up in the various essays, athough theistic
writers such as Aquinas and Ockham areincluded. R. 1.
Aaron, whose essay argues that universals are both
“natural recurrences’ and“ principlesof grouping or clas-
sifying,” doesseethat “ thereisadmittedly ametaphysical
problem. ... What isthefinal explanation of the recur-
rencesin nature?’ AsAaron notesabout hisown discus-
sion, and as | would note about Schoedinger’s collected
essays, “ultimate questions are left unanswered” (344).
Nonetheless, what the book does attempt to do, it does
quitewell.

Schoedinger’ s introductions to each writer are
succinct and helpful. His general Introduction, being
limited to less than two pages, is too succinct. What he
does offer seems to imply a position in some manner
leaning toward avariant of therealist position. A bolder
attempt at synthesis, one which indicated his own posi-
tioningreater depth, would bewelcome. However, what
he says about the problem of universalsis clear enough:

itisareal problem because particulars
are, and canonly be, described by their
characteristics. Such characteristics
arequalitiesand qualitiesarewhat are
generally understood to be universals

().

He then adds (borrowing a theme of Bertrand
Russell’s) that relations as well as qualities must come
under consideration as one takes on this problem.

Schoedinger venturesto say: “ Thereis another
way of viewing the primacy of universals. Without them
there could be no language as we understand it” (ibid.).
Then offering a quick rebuttal of ostension as the sole
constituent of language, Schoedinger contends that “the
recognition of characteristics and the formulations of
nounsissymbiotic” (x, emphasisadded). Thissymbiosis
of recognition and subsequent language formulation re-



sembles Polanyi’s tacit/articulate symbiosis, as does
Schoedinger’ s conclusion: “ Consequently, the nature of
universal sisultimately associated with human thinking”
(ibid.). Inwhat | take as afurther similarity to Polanyi,
Schoedinger suggests that universals have to do with
“resemblances that exist in the world around us” (ibid.).
Theissues are given fuller treatment in the edited selec-
tions.

Thoseinterestedin Polanyi’ swork will find that
TheProblemof Universalsbearsstrongly upon Polanyi’s
notion of “universal intent” and thusupon hisvery notion
of “personal knowledge.” What does Polanyi mean by
“universal’? Where in the historical scheme of things
would Polanyi’ swork besituated? Whereshould Polanyi’s
thought be positioned on the spectrum of
realist-conceptualist-nominalist? A close reading of the
selectionsin TheProblemsof Universalsmight discipline
much of the current debate among students of Polanyi
regarding Polanyi’ sallegedly realist universalismor lack
thereof. For example, W. V. Quinecomparessomeof the
older and newer terminology of the debate: “Logicism
holdsthat classesarediscovered whileintuitionism holds
that they are invented--afair statement indeed of the old
opposition between realism and conceptualism” (166).
Wherewould Polanyi stand in thisdiscussion? Or, when
David Pears, who argues that there are no universals,
declares: “It is impossible to cross the gap between
languageandthingswithout really crossingit,” Polanyi’s
very different treatment of “ crossing alogical gap,” mak-
ing “contact with reality,” etc., cometo mind, if only in
opposition to Pears.

Working from a very different perspective,
Bertrand Russell takes a clear and bold stand on univer-
sas:

auniversal will beanythingwhichmay
be shared by many particulars, and has
those characteristicswhich . . . distin-
guish justice and whiteness from just
acts and white things.

...dl truthsinvolveuniversals,and al
knowledge of truthsinvolvesacquain-
tancewith universals(115).

Accusing Russell of beingmisled by languagein
afar-reaching way, F. P. Ramsey assertsthat “thewhole
theory of particularsand universal sisdueto mistakingfor
afundamental characteristic of reality, what ismerely a
characterigticof language” (123). Likewise, R. Bambrough
declares“that Wittgenstein solved what isknown as “the
problem of universals,’” praising it asone of the greatest
discoveries of the humanitiesin recent times (266).

Yet Polanyi overtly distanced himself from
Wittgenstein's “language game” view: “The purpose of
the philosophic pretence of being merely concerned with
grammar is to contemplate and analyse reality, while
denying the act of doing so” (PK 114).Polanyi was not
only aware of this historical debate about universals, he
explicitly addressed it in some of hisessays publishedin
Knowing and Being: “ To understand verbal communica-
tion requires that we resolve the problem of universals”
(190). Intheseessays, Polanyi offershisexplanationof the
problem with his unique solution (See, especialy, KB
165-172). Hereandin Personal Knowledge (114) Polanyi
contends that universals refer to “real entities.” He not
only thinksthat thereisametaphysical entity referred to
by universals, but actually goes so far asto claim that in
makingtheir claims, scientistsare swearing by theexist-
ence of thisreality” (KB 172). Such claimspositionhim
as strongly realist. However, he points out that the
historical difficulty arisesfromtheattempt tomakeexplicit
what cannot be. AndherePolanyi declaresthat “thesecret
can befound in atacit operation of themind” (KB 191).
| think that the tacit dimension takes Polanyi beyond
language in insisting that “the truth of a proposition lies
in its bearing on reality” (KB 172). Hence, in order to
understand Polanyi’ srealism, onewould havetoinvesti-
gateitsrelation to thetacit dimension, aproject whichis
beyond the scope of this review.

The Problem of Universals, as Andrew
Schoedinger has presented it, is a problem that students
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of Polanyi couldfruitfully ponder further. Wrestlingwith
the selections of thistext would be well worth the effort.
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