Tradition & Discovery

The Polanyi Society Periodical

VolumeXXIlI Number 3 1996-97
PLEFBICE. ...ttt eSS R 2
S TT ST T 10 1 N[0T 3

Dialecticand the” TwoFor cesof OnePower™ :

ReadingColeridge, Polanyi,and Bakhtin INANEW K EY ... sessssssssessssssssssssssssssesssssssssseses 4
ElaineD. Hocks

Sander s AnalyticRebuttal ToPolanyi'sCritics, With SomeM usingsOn Polanyi'sldeaof Truth...........cccc....... 17
DaleCannon

SUDMISSONSTOr PUDICALION. ...ttt bbbttt s 23

Criticism, Contact With REAIITY ANA T I ULN........ovieece et nnnnses 24
Andy Sanders

V= a1 o= S 1T 0] I a0 = A o o O 37

POlanyi ONLIDEr @l NEULF AIITY .....c.cvceeereceeireceeire st esessesesessssess s sess s eess s s sesssessssssesssssssesssssesssssssesssssnnns 38

C.P.Goodman
BOOK REVIEIW.....cceeireteiete ettt ettt e e 42
Karl Polanyi On Ethics And Economics by Gregory Baum.
Reviewed by JamesStodder
ELECtr ONICDISCUST ON G OUP.....euteuteerereeeireseasesessasesesasesessssestsssssesssessessssssessssssesssessssssssesesssstssssasssssssenssssasnssnsssnstesssnssnsenns 43

L0100 gL Of0] g1 1 o]0 (o =S 43



The Polanyi Society

General Coordinator
Richard Gelwick

University of New England
Biddeford, ME 04005
(207)283-0171

General Editor-Tradition & Discovery
Phil Mullins

Missouri Western State College

St. Joseph, MO 64507

Book Review Editor
Walter Gulick

Montana State University--Billings
Billings, MT 59101

Art Studies
Doug Adams
PSR/Grad. Theol. Union
Berkeley, CA

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

Education Studies
Raymond Wilken
Kent State University

Medical and Psychiatric Studies
Allen R. Dyer

Quillen College of Medicine

East Tennessee State University

Philosophical Studies
Martha Crunkelton
Bates College

Religious Studies
Martin Moleski, S.J.
Canisius College

Member At Large
Harry Prosch
Skidmore College

UK Coordinator

John Puddefoot

Benson House, Willowbrook

Eton

Windsor, Berks SL4 6HL

© 1997 by thePolanyi Society
ISSN 1057-1027

Preface

This issue of TAD opens with an article by Elaine Hocks which
thoughtfully explores interesting connections between Polanyi, Coleridge and
Bahktin.Therefollowsareview article, written by Dale Cannon, on Andy Sanders
Michael Polanyi’s Post-Critical Epistemology: A Reconstruction of Some
Aspectsof Tacit Knowing, a substantial scholarly book which somehow did not
get reviewed herewhen it wasfirst publishedin 1988. Cannon' sprobing opens
up some good questions which Sanders respondsto in his “ Criticism, Contact
with Reality and Truth.” Theissuesexamined herego beyond Sanders book and
| expect that morewill besaid about theminfuturediscussions. Finally, thereis
C. P.Goodman'sshortarticle” Polanyi onLiberal Neutrality” whichexploressome
issues treated in Polanyi's social and political thought. Goodman argues that
moral neutrality erodestheliberal practiceswhich sustain afree society. James
Stodder, an economist, haswritten aprovocative review of anew book on Karl
Polanyi; | hopethat future TAD material swill, asStodder invites, further explore
the relationship between the ideas of the Polanyi brothers.

Inthe* NewsandNotes’ section, thereispreliminary informationabout
the upcoming November 1998, Polanyi Society annual meeting as well asthe
upcoming World Congressof Philosophy, apossibleforum for somediscussion
of Michael Polanyi'sthought. Thereisal soinformationabout thenew UK journal
Appraisal's third issue which contains several things related to Polanyi.

Phil Mullins

Traditionand Discovery isindexed selectivelyin The
Philosopher’sIndex and Religion One: Periodicals. Book
reviewsareindexed in Index to Book Reviewsin Religion.




NEWSAND NOTES

ThePolanyi Society will host two sessionsinits
annual gathering prior to the November, 1997 annual
meeting of the American Academy of Religion/Society of
Biblical Literaturein SanFrancisco. OnFriday, November
21, wewill meet to honor Charles S. M cCoy, Professor
Emeritusat Pacific School of Religion, Berkeley. Forthirty
years, McCoy introduced generations of seminary and
graduate studentstotheideasof Michagel Polanyi. A panel
has being assembl ed to discussboth McCoy'sinterpreta-
tion of Polanyi and McCoy's contributions to theology,
ethicsand other areas. To accommodate those with late
flights, thissessionwill likely beheldfrom9to11 p.m. at
the AAR/SBL host hotel. An earlier evening informal
dinner gathering will bearranged for thoseinterested and
available. Additional information on Friday evening ses-
sionswill beinafuture TAD. InadditiontotheFriday night
session, therewill beaSaturday morning, November 22 (9
a.m.-noon), onwithtwo papers. Thepapers, respon-
dents, and locations for events on both days will be
announcedinthenext TAD (orinaflyer mailedto Polanyi
Society members) assoonasplansarefinalized. If youare
interested in attending the informal dinner honoring
McCoy, please contact Phil M ullins (seeinformation on
theinsidefront cover); if you havequestionsabout either
meeting session, contact M arty M oleski, Department of
Religious Studies, Canisius College, Buffalo, New Y ork
14208(Td: (716) 888-2383, FAX: (716) 886-6506, e-mail :
mol eski @canisius.edu).

The occurrence of the 20th World Congress of
Philosophy, August 10-16, Boston, M assachusetts chal -
lenges members of the Polanyi Society to show the con-
tributionsand implications of Polanyi’ sphilosophy. The
Polanyi Society will haveasessionat the Conferencewith
presentations, and individuals may submit papers to the
44 sectionsranging from Theory of Knowledgeto Philoso-
phy and Children. Every major area of philosophical
inquiry hasacall for papers, including boththeoretical and
appliedfields. For detailedinformation contact: Congress

Secretariat, American Organizing Committee, Inc., Boston
University, 745 Commonwealth Ave., Boston, MA02215;
tel.617-353-3904; fax. 617-353-5441; email . paidei a@bu.edu;
internet. http://web.bu.edu/WCP. Persons wishing to
present apaper, or organizeapanel at the Polanyi Society
session should contact Richard Gelwick at the address
on the inside TAD cover or at email:
rgelwick@mailbox.une.edu. Besidesthehotel accommo-
dations, dormitory rooms at Boston University will be
availablefor those who register early. It' sagreat timeto
visit Boston, and the conference provides off-season
rates for accommodations.

Thethird number of Appraisal (ISSN 1358-3336),
thenew UK journal with particular interest inthethought
of Polanyi has just come out. Although the bulk of the
issueisdevotedtotreatment of the Romanian philosopher
Lucian Blaga, there are the following articles related to
Polanyi'sthought: “Illative Senseand Tacit Knowledge:
A comparisonof theEpi stemol ogiesof JohnHenry Newman
and Michael Polanyi by Martin X. Moleski, SJ (thefirst
of atwo part piece on this topic); “Science Faith and
Society Revisited: Hasthe Growth of the Scientific Com-
munity Affectedthe Statusof Polanyi'sViewson Author-
ity in Science?’ by Brian Gowenlock; “A Polanyian
Theology” by Julian W. Ward (a lengthy review of
Polanyi Soci ety member Joan Crewdson'sChristian Doc-
trineintheLight of Michael Polanyi'sTheory of Per sonal
Knowledge, abook a sorecently reviewedin TAD 22:2: 40-
41);“Polanyi andMacmurray?’ by Harold Tur ner (abrief
butinterestinginquiry, historical and phil osophical, about
the possible connections between these contemporar-
ies); thereisalsoareview by R. T. Allen of Polanyi Society
member John Puddefoot's book God and the Mind Ma-
chine. Appraisal is available at an annua individual
subscription rateof £9 per year. Checksshould besentto
R. T. Allen, 20 Ulverscroft Road, Loughborough, LE11
3PU, England. Allen can also be reached by fax (01509
215438) ande-mail (101625.3010@compuserve.com).
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Dialectic And The* Two Forces Of One Power” :
Reading Coleridge, Polanyi, And Bakhtin In A New Key

Elaine D. Hocks

Abstract Keywords: polarity, tri-unity, complementarity, indwel ling, dial ogicimagination, polyphonichovel, monol ogic
discourse.

The focus of this essay isto read the nineteenth-century theories of poet and philosopher Samuel Taylor Coleridge
against the twentieth century theories of chemist and philosopher of science Michael Polanyi, and Russian
philologist and critic Mikhail Bakhtin, showing their intellectual similaritiesand contrasts. My purposein this essay
isto redeem Coleridge’ s thought for rhetorical theory by linking him to modern thinkers who are respected within
thefield.

|. Introduction

Descartes, speakingasanaturalist, andinimitation of Archimedes, said, givemematter and motion
and |1 will construct youtheuniverse. Wemust of courseunderstand himtohavemeant: | will render
the construction of theuniverseintelligible. Inthe same sensethetranscendental philosopher says:
grant meanature having two contrary forces, the one of which tendsto expand infinitely, whilethe
other strivestoapprehend or finditself inthisinfinity, and | will causetheworld of intelligenceswith
the whole system of their representationsto rise up before you. Every other science presupposes
intelligence as already existing and complete: the philosopher contemplatesit initsgrowth, and as
it were representsits history to the mind from its birth to its maturity (Biographia Literaria 258).

Inthispassage, Samuel Taylor Coleridge defineshiscentral doctrine, the principle of polarity, asadynamic
and generative interpenetration of opposites. Itisthisdialectical principle of polarity that embodiesthe central link
between Coleridge's thought and the philosophic rhetorical tradition developing from Heraclitus, Socrates, Plato,
Aristotle, and other writerswho areinterested, as Suzanne Langer asserts, in asking fresh questions about the nature
of truth and rejecting natural philosophy and sophistic rhetoric, which had become commonplace (Philosophy in a
New Key 18 hereafter PNK ). Thefocusof thisessay isto read the nineteenth-century theoriesof poet and philosopher
Samuel Taylor Coleridgeagai nst thetwentieth century theoriesof chemi st and phil osopher of scienceMichael Polanyi,
and Russian philologist and critic Mikhail Bakhtin, showing their intellectual similaritiesand contrasts.

My goal inthisessay isto show theparal el swithinthetheoriesof mind andlanguageexpounded by Coleridge,
Polanyi,andBakhtin, all of whomhadanintenseinterestinethics. All thesemenwereteacherswho passionately desired
to change positivistic thinking and the discourse theories that resulted fromit. For all three men, positivism placed
toomuch emphasisontheexternal, material world and on human sense perception asbeingtheonly basisfor knowledge
and precisethought. Redeeming Col eridge, classified asaromantic, for rhetorical theory isanimportant concernsince
postmodernist rhetoricianshavefelt freetodenigrateor ignorehiswork whilethey expound upontheoristslike Polanyi
and Bakhtinfortheir originality.* Althoughthisessay focusesprimarily ontheparallelsintheunderlying useof polarity
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of these three men, one can clearly see how this polar thinking takes different forms within each individual theory.

II. Coleridgeand Polarity

Thedevelopment of dialecticrunsfromthedia oguesin Platothrough afundamental dial ectical epistemol ogy
inAristotleand ultimately through thethought of several modern European philosophers. Thenew key that Coleridge
soundsisto claim for thisdialectical principlethetitleand terminology of “polarity” and to proposeit asthe basisfor
all of life. In The Friend, for instance, Coleridge connects polarity to ancient Greek philosophy:

Every power in nature and in spirit must evolve an opposite as the sole means and condition of its
manifestation: and all oppositionisatendency tore-union. Thisistheuniversal law of polarity or
essential dualism, first promulgated by Heraclitus . . .The principle may be thus expressed. The
identity of thesis and antithesis is the substance of allbeing; their opposition the condition of all
existence or being manifested: and every thing or phenomenon is the exponent of asynthesis as
long as the opposite energies are retained in that synthesis (The Friend |, 94).

Although Coleridge statesemphatically that polarity isaprinciplethat can be comprehended only by theimagination,
he does use the analogy of electrical polesin order to explain it. In using this analogy, Coleridge pointsto several
important features: themagneticfield, whichiscreated by the combination of an opposition and an attraction between
thetwo poles; polar predominance, which allowsthe energy field to predominateat either onepoleor itsopposite; and
tri-unity, which names the unified relationship between the poles and the field between.

Setting Coleridge’ s doctrine of polarity within its European context and asserting its “continual rebirth in
differing epochs’ (fromthe pre-Socratics, through the German romanticsfrom whom Col eridge heavily borrowed, to
Freud) i sthethemeof ThomasM cFarland’ schallenging essay entitled, “ A Complex Dialogue’ (290). M cFarlandbegins
by showing theroots of polarity in Heraclitus, and then alludesto Col eridge’ sacknowledgment of Giordano Bruno's
reassertion of this doctrine in the Renaissance. Bruno writes. “Harmony is not effectuated except where there is
contrariety. The spherical does not repose on the spherical, because they touch each other at apoint; but the concave
restsonthe convex” (in McFarland’s, “A Complex Dialogue” 292 hereafter “CD”). McFarland’ smain point isthat
Coleridge used Bruno’ snotion of the unifying power of opposites, especially Bruno' s statements about the“ minima
and maxima of contraries and opposites,” to demonstrate that when “ extremes meet,” the observer has evidence of
polarity. Coleridge mademany notationsof empirical evidenceto support thisprincipleof polarity, demonstrating his
intense preoccupation with it, a fascination, says McFarland, he shared with Bruno. “Itisaprofound magic,” says
Bruno, “toknow how to draw out thecontrary after having found the point of union” (*CD” 292). Bruno’ simportance
to Coleridgeisthat he re-established this Heraclitian doctrine in the Renaissance.

M cFarland compliments Coleridge for his* critical acumen™ in copying Schelling’ s philosophy sincein his
writing, “weencounter an apex of thedoctrineof polarity” (“CD” 311). Y et headdsthat even Schelling had no special
“property rights” to thisconcept. Schelling, Hegel, and later writerslike Marx and Freud all dipped into the current
of polar logic, but Coleridge, accordingto McFarland’ scriticism, used Schelling’ sbucket. However, amorebalanced
view isofferedinWhat Coleridge Thought (hereafter WCT) by Owen Barfield, aliterary criticandapracticing lawyer.
“Verbal plagiarism, asalabour-saving breach of thelaw of copyright, isamatter of determinablefact, and thereisnot
much doubt that, as the law now stands, Schelling could have sued Coleridge in respect of one or two pagesin the
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Biographia Literaria” (WCT 6). Indefense, Barfield addsthat Coleridge was not interested in “ originality” interms
of “novelty” but was concerned with truth, and thus he often “ borrowed” from others when histhought merged with
theirs. Infact, criticslikeNigel Leask arguethat Coleridgedoesadmit “the German Provenanceof hisideas,” claiming
that he is only trying “‘to render the [German idedlistic] system intelligible to my countryman’™ (The Palitics of
Imagination in Coleridge's Critical Thought 127).

Theforce of McFarland' sargument isto deny Coleridge ownership of thisterm, and, in responseto acall to
consider the development of Coleridge’ s philosophy “in hisown terms,” McFarland attacks:

Strictly speaking, neither Coleridgenor any other philosopher canbesaid‘ onhisownterms’ tohave
said anything at all. Not only the philosophical language he uses but the formulation of the very
problems he confrontsare given him by hisintellectual culture (“CD” 307).

However, Coleridgenever claimed ownership, just arefocusing or placing polarity inanew key inhisattempt
to discover the unifying principle for “this mass of discrete data.” As Langer asserts. “Most new discoveries are
suddenly seen thingsthat were awaysthere” (PNK 19). Inhisconcluding remarks M cFarland assertsthefailure of
Coleridge’slife-longefforts:

The principle of polarity that aligns these sunderings[reason and understanding, imagination and
fancy, the head and the heart] wastreasured, by him and by his Romantic contemporaries, asapath
to an ultimatewholeness. But for Coleridge, even more strikingly than for his contemporaries, the
actual experienceout of which such treasuringsarose was one of fragmentation and splitting apart,
and those wounds the doctrine of polar reconciliations was never satisfactorily able to heal
(“CD"341).

This description “of fragmentation and splitting apart,” isan apt one, in my view, because it affirms the argument
that Coleridgeismore of amodern theorist than most postmodern criticswould careto admit. Moreover, it enables
hisreadersto seeaparallel between Coleridge’ sseeking aunified theory of art and lifeinthefaceof hisfragmented
experience, and someof our best postmodern scientistswho certainly havean even morefragmented experienceyet
are currently seeking a unified field theory.? In fact, McFarland admits that Coleridge's “incompleteness as a
practicing polar schematist becomesabadgeof honor” incomparisonto Hegel’ smorecompl eted systemor attempts
totamereality by “apriori networks,” which, inturn, gaveway tological positivism (“CD” 339). However, setting
Coleridge within the context of his own thought does not deny the “fragmentation and splitting apart” of his
experience, butitsimply affirmsCol eridge’ sepi stemol ogy and especially hisdefinition of theimagination, whichdoes
have aunifying power inits polar function. Yetthe“gaps’ and “holes’ in Coleridge' swritings, especialy in the
Biographia, clearly identify him asapostmodern (i.e. non-systematic) thinker.

Owen Barfield respondsto the call for aconsideration of Coleridge’ swork “on its own termsand not asa
representative of something el se, whether it be German idealism, English Platonism, panthei stic mysticism, semantic
analysis, or depth psychology” (Barfield 4). In his masterful analysis, What Coleridge Thought, Barfield, unlike
McFarland, shows a coherent pattern in Coleridge's thought and also its applicability to contemporary thought,
including the philosophy of science. McFarland does pay tribute to Barfield' s tenacious confrontation of passages
“ignored or dismissed” by most commentators. Nevertheless, in this same essay, “A Complex Dialogue,” he takes
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Barfield to task for his “New Critical concentration on the passages at hand” while ignoring the larger context of
Coleridge swork and for “this Angel ocentric distrotion of perspective (“CD” 308-309). In other words, Barfield, in
considering Coleridgein hisown terms, failsto write according to McFarland’ s standards.

In his close analysis, Barfield explains the seminal concept of polarity by contrasting logical with polar
opposition. Hesaysthat logical oppositesare contradictory whilepolar oppositesare generative of each other, acting
together to create anew product. “ Polar oppositesexist by virtue of each other aswell asat the expense of each other”
(WCT 36). Itisimportant tocomprehend thisprincipleof productiveoppositionbecauseit underliesall of Coleridge’s
philosophy. Not only ispolarity the principle of life--"unity in multiety,” but it also undergirds Coleridge’ stheories
of art, epistemology, and science. AsBarfield succinctly putsit, “A cosmology, aphilosophy, a psychology, which
allowstoimaginationaprimary aswell asasecondary role, must begin by recognizingtwoforces’ (WCT 29). Although
Coleridge himself does not speak of the relationship of dialectic and rhetoric, his theory of the two forces suggests
that these two discursive activities form a polar relationship so that, even though we can distinguish between them,
we cannot ultimately divide them. Because polarity both namesthe creative power and isthe faculty through which
human consciousness becomes aware of itself in the act of creation, it designates afertile concept that has been used
by post-Col eridgeanthinkerstryingto show dial ectical rel ationshi pswithinthefield of epistemol ogy, thoughthey will
often use different terms.

[11. Polanyi and Complementarity

Onesuchthinker isthechemist and phil osopher of science, Michael Polanyi, whoseterm, “ complementarity,”
parallds,inthefid dof scientificdiscovery, Coleridge’ sprincipleof polarity. Inhisessay “KnowingandBeing,” (hereafter
“KB") Polanyi states:

We can see then two complementary effortsaiming at the elucidation of acomprehensive entity.
Oneproceedsfromrecognition of awhol etowardsanidentification of itsparticulars; theother, from
therecognition of agroupof presumed parti cularstowardsthegrasping of their relationinthewhole.

| havecalledthesetwo effortscomplementary sincethey contributejointly tothesamefinal
achievement, yet it isalso true that each counteracts the other to some extent at every consecutive
step. Every timeweconcentrateour attention ontheparticularsof acomprehensiveentity, our sense
of itscoherent existenceistemporarily weakened; and every timewemoveintheoppositedirection
towards afuller awareness of the whole, the particulars tend to become submerged in the whole
(“*KB"125).

Inthissame passage Polanyi goes onto explainthat the advantage of these dial ectical processesisthat every
dismemberment adds to the overall knowledge even though it weakens the comprehensive features, and each new
integrati on of the partsaddsmoreto theunderstanding thanit damagesunderstanding by blurring their identity. “Thus
an alternation of analysis and integration leads progressively to an ever deeper understanding of a comprehensive
unity” (“KB” 125). Toillustratethisprocess, Polanyi usesan analogy from medicine. A medical student learnsalist
of symptoms for various diseases, but only clinical practice can teach him to integrate the clues and form a correct
diagnosis. If the student simply focuses on the pole of amemorized list of symptomsat the expense of observing and
listeningtothepatient, hewill formawrongdiagnosis; andif hefocusesontheopposite poleof thepatient’ ssymptoms
without aknowledge of symptoms, hewill fail aswell. In Polanyi’sexplanation, proper medical practiceinvolvesa
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synthesis of thetwo poles, yet it would be difficult for the doctor involved to explain exactly how these two opposite
poles came together in his mind while he wasin the act of discovering anillness.

In commenting on Polanyi’ singenioustheory, Richard Gelwick in hisstudy entitled, The Way of Discovery
(hereafter WD), defines Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy asanew paradigm, “anew way of seeing,” or anew set of questions,
to use Langer’ sterminology. About the complementary process of reading, Gelwick writes:

Thereading of atext isanother form of knowing so common that we scarcely noticeitscompl exity.
Polanyi observes here how we perform many feats of integration without being aware that we are
doing them. For example, we get the meaning of asentence or awhol e story without concentrating
upon grammar, syntax, and vocabulary. When we read, we place these things at the service of
our purpose of getting the meaning, and we do not think “subject,” “predicate,” “tense,” and so
on. (WD 60).

As Gelwick points out, the integration of clues, either by the reader when his mind uniteswith the text in reading or
by the doctor when her skill pal pitates our organ so dexterously, isakind of “indwelling,” apouring of ourselvesinto
particularsthat formsacomplementarity of thetwo poles--" unity inmulteity” asCol eridgenamed thispower of human
perception. Polanyi in Personal Knowledge (hereafter PK) defines“indwelling” in relation to tools or probes. We
pour ourselvesoutintothemand assimilatethemaspart of our ownexistence. Weaccept themexistentially by dwelling
inthem (PK 59). Weindwell language aswell.

In discussing this concept in terms of music hewrites: “By dwelling in a harmonious sequence of sounds,
weacknowledgetheir joint meaning asatune: ameaningthey haveinthemselves, existentially” (PK 344). Polanyi’s
complementarity isacomprehending of thewhole by interiorizing or “indwelling” the parts. This paradigm shiftin
Polanyi’ s thought, according to Gelwick, isthat all knowledge revolves around the perceiver and does not separate
logicand psychology (WD 56). Knowledgeisthuspersonal andinvolves” belief” inthepresenceof anexternal reality
withwhichwecanestablishcontact. Polanyi offersthisthesisasafirst premiseof histheory. “1 declaremyself committed
tothebelief inanexternal reality gradually accessibletoknowing, and | regard all trueunderstanding asanintimation
of such areality which, being real, may yet reveal itself to our deepened understanding in an indefinite range of
unexpected manifestations’ (“KB” 133). Ononelevel, we cannot provethe existence of theworld, nature, or reality
through our sensesalone, yet we till believeit exists. In other words, we cannot demonstrate the reality of theworld
apart fromour belief intheworld; belief isfundamental.

Like Coleridge' spolarity, Polanyi’ s complementarity is such acomprehensive concept that he can apply it
to many endeavors. He thus argues that the alternation between the poles of dismemberment and integration is not
only important in acquiring intellectual knowledgebut ishel pful in perfecting skillsaswell. Golfersor tennisplayers
can benefit from an analysis of their strokes because these athel etes realize that they cannot learn askill by learning
the constituent motions separately. In fact, focusing on the individua motions separately tends to parayze
performance, and only when the mind refocuses on the purpose of the activity can the isolated motions be put into
play. Indeed the kinship of knowing and doing is so intimately bound together that the two can be distinguished but
inreal lifenot divided; “ distinguishingwhilenot dividing” principlesof mindisanotionechoed throughout Coleridge’ s
writings. In hisintroduction to Personal Knowledge Polanyi describes this dialectical relationship:



| regard knowingasan activecomprehension of thethingsknown, anactionthat requiresskill. Skillful
knowing and doingisperformed by subordinating aset of particulars, ascluesor tools, totheshaping
of a skillful achievement, whether practical or theoretical. We may then be said to become
“subsidiarily aware” of their particularswithinour “focal awareness’ of the coherent entity that we
achieve. Cluesand toolsare things used as such and not observed in themselves. They are made
to function as extensions of our bodily equipment and thisinvolves a certain change of our own
being. (PKvii).

Having expounded such complementarity, Polanyi continuesto trace this principle in the workings of our
senses, our perceptions, and in our relationships to tools and probes. Our sense organs and internal messages from
our brainwork asaunity with external stimuli in creating sensory impressions, yet theinternal particularsare never
clearly observableinthemselves’ (“KB” 127). Polanyi explainsthat any appearancein natureor in human nature has
what hecalls" aphysiognomy,” relatingitto“thedelicately varied expressionsof thehumanfacewhichwecanlikewise
identify without being abletotell quitehow werecognizethem” (* KB 123). Wecannot bespecificabout theparticulars
that make up the comprehensive unity because “thereisawaysaresidue of particularsleft unspecified; and. . . even
when particulars can be identified, i solation changestheir appearance to some extent” (“KB” 124).

We haveall had the experience of ordering green-and-white striped material from aswatch only to discover
the col ors change when we seethewhol e bolt or placeit in our room next to other colors. Polanyi explainsby saying:
“ Since the colour of any patch of a surface varies with the context in which it is placed, coloured patterns are not
specifiableintermsof their isolated particulars’ (“KB” 124). Removing aconcept or discoursefromitscontextisa
topicthat holdsgreat importancefor Mikhail Bakhtin becausehebelievesthat discourse, likeabeinginnature, changes
and may even die when torn from its natural environment--"aword uttered at that place and in that timewill have a
meaning different than it would have under any other conditions. . .” (The Dialogic Imagination 428 hereafter DI).

In the case of tools or probes as mentioned above, the person becomes the internal stimuli, and the tool
becomesthe extension of the hand or finger. When awriter uses atypewriter or word processor, these tools become
the extension of the mind in transcribing ideas, and the typist integrates the thought with the keys and words on the
screen or onthepage. Another example of thisprocessinvolvesintegrating the partsof our body into aunified whole,
an assumption most humanstakefor granted. However, Polanyi refersto casesof psychotic patientswho have normal
feelingintheir armsandlegs, yet do not consider theselimbsaspart of themsel ves, believingthemto beexternal objects
(PK 58). Thisinterpenetration between“inside” and “outside” bearsastriking resemblanceto Coleridge’ stheory of
the imagination discussed earlier and Bakhtin’s dialectical theory discussed later.

Polanyi conceives of human consciousness as making contact with reality; he claimsthat humans passion-
ately participatein the act of knowing, never more so than in the fields of sciencethat claim objectivity. Heexplains
that knowledgeisnot athing but an activity that isbest described as“ aprocessof knowing.” Knowledgeand research
keep devel oping and buildinginan ever-moving, dynamic process. |nhiscomprehensivestudy of scientificdiscovery,
Personal Knowledge, Polanyi rejects the idea of scientific detachment, which in the exact sciences he believesis
harmlessbecauseitisdisregardedthereby scientists(PK 141-42). Nevertheless, physicistsand chemistswill still speak
asthoughtheir work isobjectiveand factual ascompared to humanistic studies. Polanyi’ sthought showsthesimilarity
of scientific and humanistic studies; it fosters clear lines of communication and more interdisciplinary studies.
Coleridge, too, fostersinterdisciplinary connections, which helinkstogether with his“ comprehensivetheory of life’ -
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-polarity. He recognizesthe participation of the observer in the observed.

Polanyi does argue that this detachment claimed by the hard sciences “ exercises a destructive influencein biology,
psychology, and sociology,” and helater adds, “in medicine” aswell (PK 138-9). Hefurther statesthat in the case of
thesehigher sciences, the subject matter isintrinsically moreinteresting becauseliving, but for that reasonthe subjects
don’t lend themselves best to “ accurate observation and systematic study” (PK 139). Nevertheless, many areas of
inquiry till labor under thespell of the L aplacean del usion of objectivity. Polanyi writes: “Theideal of strictly objective
knowledge, paradigmatically formulated by Laplace, continues to sustain a universal tendency to enhance the
observational accuracy and systematic precision of science, at the expense of its bearing on its subject matter” (PK
141). InJacques Lacan’ s postmodern revision of Freud, atopic which | can only mention in this essay, Lacan takes
thisissueintoaccount, showinghow Freud himself participated and, in Polanyi’ sterms, indwelt hispaIients.3 Bakhtin
revisesMarxism along similar lines showing theimpossibility of ascientific treatment of ideology.

In another passage, Polanyi points out that personal knowledge is manifested “in the appreciation of
probability and of order inthe exact sciences,” and weseeit aswell in“theway descriptive sciencesrely on skillsand
connoisseurship” (PK 17). He continues by saying that “ at all these pointsthe act of knowing includes an appraisal;
and this personal coefficient, which shapes al factual knowledge, bridges in doing so the disunction between
subjectivity andobjectivity” (PK 17)--abridgeevocativeof Coleridge’ sprincipleof polarity astri-unity. Heconcludes
in Personal Knowledge that

Sofar asweknow, thetiny fragmentsof theuniverseembodied inmanaretheonly centersof thought
and responsihility in the visible world. If that be so, the appearance of the human mind has been
so far the ultimate stage in the awakening of the world; and all that has gone before, the strivings
of amyriad centresthat have taken therisksof living and believing, seemto haveall been pursuing,
along rival lines, the aim now achieved by us up to thispoint. They areall akinto us. (PK 405).

Thisdiscussion of thecomplementary relationship of mind and reality isreminiscent of Coleridge’ sdiscussion of the
creator-directedness of consciousnessin the Biographia. For Polanyi asfor Coleridge, ideas are no longer Platonic
formsthat are separablefromtheindividual consciousnessthat holdsthoseideas. Russiantheorist Mikhail Bakhtin's
analysis of what he calls the “ dialogic imagination” adds another voice to this dialogue concerning the “ centers of
thought and responsibility in the visible world.”

[11.Bakhtinand Dialogic

If weemploy Aristotle’ sdistinction between dial ectic and rhetoric, dial ectic concernsitsel f withimpersonal
examination, definition, and classification of ideas without regard to persons, while rhetoric concernsitself with the
relationship between speaker and audience, between the practical agreementsand disagreements between people. In
his magnum opus, The Dialogic Imagination (hereafter DI), Bakhtin identifiesthe “layers’ within all discourse:

Indeed, any concretediscourse(utterance) findstheobject at whichit wasdirected already asit were
overlainwith qualifications, opentodispute, charged with val ue, already envel opedinanobscuring
mist--or, on the contrary, by the “light” of alien words that have already been spoken about it. It
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isentangled, shot through with shared thoughts, points of view, alien valuejudgmentsand accents.
Theword, directed toward itsobject, entersadial ogically agitated and tension-filled environment
of alienwords, valuejudgmentsand accents, weavesinand out of complex interrel ationships, merges
with some, recoils from others, intersects with yet athird group: and all this may crucially shape
discourse, may leaveatracein all its semantic layers, may complicateits expression and influence
itsentirestylisticprofile(DI 276-77).

According to Bakhtin' s definition, dial ogic seemsto fuse dialectic and rhetoric becauseits concerniswith
the dynamic relationship of people articulating their ideas in response to one another. Thus he stresses the speech
aspect of language, “ utterance” or the spoken word, so that he can highlight theimmediacy of the type heis seeking.
While dialectic attemptsto discover the truth and rhetoric seeksto persuade people or changetheir minds, Bakhtin's
“dialogic” strivesto articulate and analyze the symphony of voices within ourselves and others.* This perspective
representsthenew key that Bakhtin bringsto dial ectic--itsexplicit reunionwithrhetoricand thefurther union of rhetoric
with poetics.

Bakhtin, likeother Marxist critics, emphasizestheideol ogical cast of all discourse, butfor Bakhtin“ideology,”
accordingto Caryl Emersonin“BakhtinandthePresent Moment“ (hereafter “BPM”), “isnot somethinginflexibleand
propagandistic, something politically unfree. For Bakhtin and his colleagues, it meant simply an ‘idea system’
determined socially, something that means’ (23). Speaking to thisissue, Bakhtin writes:

Theliving utterance, having taken meaning and shapeat aparticular historical momentinasocially
specific environment, cannot fail to brush up against thousands of living dial ogic threads, woven
by socio-ideol ogical consciousnessaround the given object of an utterance; it cannot fail to become
an active participant in socia dialogue. After all, the utterance arises out of this dialogue as a
continuation of itand asarejoinder toit--it doesnot approach theobject fromthesidelines(DI 277).

EventhoughBakhtinisoftenclassifiedasaMarxigt, criticslike Gary Saul M orson point out that bi ographical evidence
would suggest otherwise since most of hislife Bakhtin spent in hiding from the Soviet party and espousing views
antithetical to Marxist theory. In supporting this view, Morson argues that it would be hard for critics “to pinpoint
the time when this neo-Kantian proponent of individuality, open-ended dialogue, and historical unpredictability--
perhapseven of someversion of Russian Orthodoxy--could have accepted aclass-based, materialist, andteleological
accountof life” (“BPM” 203). Infact, theevidence showsthat Bakhtin attacked Marxismand countered all the“isms”
inhisRussiansociety, linking himto both Col eridgeand Polanyi, who vigorously fought agai nst theideol ogiesof their
day. LikePolanyi, Bakhtin distrusted extremerelativism because of itslink to nihilism.

Becauseof Bakhtin' sintenseinterestinhumanfreedom anditsrelationto creativity, heturnedtotherealistic
novel of the nineteenth century, especially the novels of Dostoevsky.® “Bakhtin so loved Dostoevsky,” according
to Morson, “because he saw in him the writer who most palpably and realistically captured the very fedl of human
freedom” (“BPM” 213). Bakhtin admired this Russian artist for his stress on the complexities of consciousness as
opposed to aconsignment of all the complexitiesto “ahypothetical unconscious’ because, for both Dostoevsky and
Bakhtin, consciousness presupposes an emphasis on moral responsibility rather than “in terms of conditions and
diseases’ (“BPM” 213). Giventhisview, Bakhtin’ sconceptionof mindissimilar tothat of Col eridgeand Polanyi because
for all three the human mind is the center for moral activity. For Bakhtin “the unconscious’ that Freud identifies as
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theseat of thedrivesismoreaptly defined asthat portion of consciousnessnot yet articul ated, or thestruggleof various
motives and voices within consciousness. Bakhtin'srereading of Freud has certain similarities to Jacques Lacan’s
psychoanalytic reinterpretation because both are interested in structure and language, but they have some real
differencesaswell--BakhtinisaDosteovskian existentialist and Lacan isalanguage materialist.

In apassage from hisbook praising Dostoevsky’ s methods, Bakhtin specifiesthe aim of dialogic discourse
and the manner in which thiswriter reveals “potential,” the capacity for various outcomes. Dostoevsky, he argues,

brought together ideasand worldviews, whichinreal lifewereabsol utely estranged and deaf to one
another, andforcedthemtoquarrel. Heextended, asit were, thesedistantly separatedideasby means
of adotted lineto the point of their dial ogic intersection. In so doing he anticipated futuredialogic
encountersbetweenideaswhichinhistimewerestill dissociated. Heforesaw new linkagesof ideas,
theemergenceof new voice-ideasin theworldwide dial ogue (Problems of Dosoevsky' sPoetics 91,
hereafter PDP).

Bakhtinclaimsthat Dostoevsky writesanew kind of novel, thepolyphonicnovel, characterized by aplurality of voices
that embody ideas, “a plurality of consciousness, with equal rights and each with its own world” (PDP 6). In the
polyphonicnovel, plot becomessecondary becausethefocusisondiscourseand how it createsthetraditional el ements
of fiction, an anal ytic method that fuses poetic and rhetoric. Thehero becomes*aparticular point of view ontheworld
andonone' ssdf,” (PDP 47) and theauthor becomesthe medium through which other consciousnessesare presented-
-hisvoiceisonly oneamongmany. Caryl Emerson’ sessay “ Outer World and I nner Speech” describesthis” Copernican
revolution” Bakhtin attributed to Dostoevsky. “In Dostoevsky’s novels, the author is no longer the creator around
whom charactersareforced torevolvebut is, soto speak, himself but aplanet among planets’ (35). Thisfreedomwas
for Bakhtin characteristic of al “true novels’ and for the genre of the novel asawhole.

Each character inaDostoevsky novel isthusafree agent whoseideas, “ voice-ideas,” aretested by hisbeing
placedin different situationswith unusual and unexpected conditions, causing him and hisideasto collide with other
peopleandtheirideas(PDP 78-79). Dostoevsky’ scharactersall shareinaspecial characteristiccalled” unfinalizability” -
-that is

their capacity tooutgrow, asitwere, fromwithinandtorender untrueany externalizingandfinalizing
definition of them. Aslong asapersonisalivehelivesby thefact that heisnot yet finalized, that
he has not yet uttered his ultimate word (Bakhtinin Morson 214).

Bakhtin believes that dialogism in both the realistic novel and in life allows people, events, and society a sense of
“genuinebecoming.” Heclaimsthat aprecedencefor thiskind of discourseexistsintheancient seriocomical literature
of the Socratic dial ogue and the M eni ppean satire, both sharing features of carnivalistic folklore, mixing the high and
low, the serious and comic, prose and poetry. In creating histheory, Bakhtin looks back to the Socratic dialoguesand
Plato’ suseof dialectic, which seekstruththrough thefreeplay of several voices(PDP 112-114). Moreover, Bakhtin's
emphasison the dialectical counterpoint of voicesand ideas places histheory in the tradition of philosophic rhetoric
but formulatedinanew key becauseherejected Hegel’ sdial ectical methodinwhichthethesis, antithesis, and synthesis
couldall, accordingtoBakhtin, occur withinasingleconsciousnessand be* monologic,” meaningitlacksthedial ectical
principle. For Bakhtin, debateisessential inthe samewaysthat it wasfor Plato and Aristotle, thefirst practitioners
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of philosophic rhetoric.

Inanarticleentitled” Dialogicsasan Art of DiscourseinLiterary Criticism* (hereafter“DA”), Don Bial ostosky
claimsthat according to Bakhtin,

Dostoevsky isaparagon of dialogic practice because he takes the widest purview for dialogue he
imagines, becausehehearsthemutual bearingsof ideasthat do not yet hear oneanother, and because
he pressesthe characterswho embody thoseideasto further articul ationthat altersthe conversation
fromwhich hehasdrawnthem (“DA” 789).

Peopl e possess the dial ogic imagination when they strive to hear and to recognize the mutual bearingsin the diverse
voicesof othersandto answer thesevoicesfromtheir own point of view. Similar tothetheoretical positionsof Coleridge
and Polanyi, Bakhtin’ sprinciplewill allow for adistinction of oppositesbut not aseparation. For example, dialogism
does not conceive persons as separated from the ideas they voice or ideas from the specific texts or contexts of their
discourse. Moreover, Bakhtin'semphasis on the present moment isin direct contrast to the Soviet practice, one now
enshrined in the American academy, of judging the past by the present political and moral standards. George Orwell
calledthispractice” Doublethink” and“ Doublespeak” in hisanti-utopian novel Nineteen Eighty-Four. Bakhtin’ sview
wasthat “ everything that bel ongstothepresent diesalongwiththepresent” (inMorson 220-221), aview that mitigates
against the prideful notion that the current judgments are the wisest possible ones sincethey are“ politically correct.”

In Bakhtin's view, the best prototype for this discourse is the symposium, because it “represents a series
of voices differentiating themselves from one another and open to new voices’ (in Bialostosky 790). Moreover, the
dia ogicmodel notonly fusesdial ecticor theseswithrhetoricor persons, but al soit mergeswritten and spokendiscourse
withreading, becausethedialogic reader isin constant dialogue with what sheisreading. When thisreader becomes
awriter, sheisagainindialoguewith herself and withtheother voicessheiscreating or citing. Coleridgehimself uses
suchasymposiumof “voices’ inhisBiographia, but that isthesubject of adifferent study.® Indeed, Kathleen Wheeler
seems to be underlining this same polyphonic quality in Coleridge’ s prose when she states. “What the Biographia
revealsisalevel of self-consciousness about its own devices, its readership’s habits, its effect upon its readership,
and the narrative undermining of authority. . .” (93). Thissymposium of voicesthat Wheel er describes presupposes
adialectical relationship between knowledge and language, apolarity defined by Bakhtin' sdial ogicimagination and
onethat is embedded in the writings of both Coleridge and Polanyi.

V. Somelmplicationsfor Composition

Even considering the differences between Coleridge’ s polarity, Polanyi’s complementarity, and Bakhtin's
dia ogism, their thought connectswell with thecurrent paradigm shift totheprocessmodel in composition theory with
itsfocusoninventionandtherecursivenatureof writingrather thanonthefinal product. All of thesethinkersemphasize
the creator-directedness of consciousness, though each with a different perspective. Textuality for these theorists
means morethan simply knowing how to punctuate a sentence or understanding subject/verb agreement. Thusinthe
true spirit of romanticism and post-romanticism, every writer hasthe power to become acreator. Composition, cast
inthisnew key, isthusredefined asanart, not simply askill. Moreover, wemust reinvent thetrivium, reinstating rhetoric,
grammar, and dial ecticasthecoreof our curriculumwherebothart and skill arestressed. Perhapsin Coleridgeanterms,
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art and skill arein apolar relationship within rhetoric, with the art pole having polar predominance. Connecting this
model of rhetoricwith Bakhtin'sdialogicview, | suggest that art isthe centripetal pole, expanding outward, and skill
the centrifugal pole, seeking form and structure.

SinceinColeridgeanterms, creativity iscentral to human consciousness, any theory of compositioninformed
by thethought of thesethreethinkerswill, asrhetorician Ann Berthoff putsit, “ reclaimtheimagination.”” InTheMaking
of Meaning, (hereafter MM), she argues that

whatweneed, | think, istoreclaimImaginationasanamefor theactivemind, themindinactionmaking
meaning. . . . By coming to see how writing thus continues the work of the active mind, we
candiscover that weknow moreabout composi ng thanwemight havethought wedid. Wecancome,
as Coleridge put it, to know our knowledge (MM 1).

Theprocessmodel aready placesconsciousnessinthecenter of writing, but | agreewith Berthoff that weshouldreclaim
Coleridgean and post-Col eridgean theories of the imagination as the center of the writing process because teachers
of writing do needto becomephil osopherswhoareinterestedinactively pursing knowledgeand desireasshesuggests.
Whentheimaginationiscentral torhetorical theory, thenteachersmay reunitecreativewritingwith discursivewriting,
letting students experiment with various voices and modes. Teachers can point up the recursive nature of discourse,
using Polanyi’ stheory of theintegration of clues. Students, even those struggling with writing, use complex patterns
of grammar and syntax without any conscious awareness of their level of difficulty. AsRichard Gelwick pointsout,
when they decodetext, they are using equally difficult grammatical rulesthat they often cannot name (WD 60).

Insum, | proposethat scholarsredeem Col eridge’ sthought for contemporary reflectionand exploretheways
Coleridge's dialectic thought serves as a precursor to the thought of later writers like Michael Polanyi and Mikail
Bakhtin. Theideas of these three briefly discussed in this essay form alink toward anew consideration of textuality
that supportsthe processmodel of composition. Thesethree offer adialectical and philosophic counterpart to process
compositiontheory, an element lacking, according to contemporary rhetoricians. Y etitisimportant to understand, as
Polanyi so aptly states, that all theory, like knowledge, has tacit components, is felt, and is passionately believed.
Coleridgepassionately believedthat polarity expressed thedeepest principl esof theimagination and of language, and
Polanyi and Bakhtinechoelementsof polarity whenthey analyzethewayswritersindwell their languageandlanguage,
inturn, indwellsthewriter. Understanding thesetheories can hel p teachers communi cate the polar nature of language
itself--we create words but words a so create us.

Endnotes

! Postmodernists like Ross Winterowd have actually said openly at conferences that Coleridge and the
romanticrhetoric hespawned hasbeen detrimental tothefield. JamesBerlininhisbook Rhetoricand Reality describes
expressionist rhetoric, but he never alludesto Coleridge. Into The Field: Stes of Composition Studies, a collection
of essaysedited by Anne RugglesGerecitesall threewriters, but Polanyi and Bakhtin are noted for their theory while
Coleridgeis mentioned in connection to his poem “KublaKhan,” written in an opium sleep.

2| amreferring hereto the British scientist, Stephen Hawking, whose book A Brief History of Timeoutlines
hisand others’ search for aunified field theory.
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3Inreinterpreting Freud' s analysis of Anna, Lacan shows that although Freud was aware of Anna s desire
and transference to himself, he was not fully aware of his own desire and transference to Anna. In The Four
Fundamental Concepts of Psycho-Analysis, Lacan writes: “an analyst may say that the whole theory of transference
ismerely adefense of the analyst.”

4In speaking of asymphony of voices, oneisreminded of the* symphony” Coleridge usesin hisBiographia.
Somecriticsseethis* dialogicimagination” asamark of hisgeniuswhile others, like Norman Fruman in Zymandias
and the Reconstruction of Opposites’ are maddened by it.

5 Polanyi, too, had adeep interest in Dostoevsky’ swork. Hewritesin hisessay “ The Two Cultures’: “The
lineof modernwriting descending from Dostoevsky undertook toexpl orethelimitsof nihilism, insearch of anauthentic
residue of moral reality. While this quest has sometimes led to meaningless despair, the movement has, asawhole,
hardened the moral tone of our century and cleared the ground for re-laying the foundations of morality” (Knowing
and Being 44).

n commenting on Bakhtin’ swriting styleaswell as histheory, Caryl Emerson notesin her introduction to
The Problemsof Dostoevsky’ s Poeticstheway inwhich Bakhtin comminglesvoices. “Inonesentence hewill present
direct speech, indirect speech, quasi-direct speech, his own voice interwoven with the voices and arguments of his
opponents and fellow travelers. Bakhtin’s own term for thisis ‘voice interference’ ” (xxxvi). | would suggest that
Coleridge sBiographia hassimilar “voiceinterferences,” anditisthisdiaogic stylethat criticslike Fruman find so
objectionable. Infact, DaleBauer’ sFeminist Dial ogicsarguesthat dial ogicscan bereread asafemal estyl eof discourse.

7 Although Coleridge, Polanyi, and Bakhtin all haveasimilar notion of the humanimagination (“multiety in
unity”), Lacan cannot beincluded in these general statements about the imagination because what Coleridge would

nametheimaginationwithitsactiveand creative powers, Lacanwould most likely label aslanguage, and L acanrejects
any unity within the human subject.
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Sanders Analytic Rebuttal To Polanyi's Critics,
With Some Musings On Polanyi'sidea Of Truth

Dale Cannon

ABSTRACT Key words. Polanyi, truth, correspondence theory of truth, relational theory of truth, post-critical,
tacit knowledge, propositional knowledge, analytic philosophy.

This article reviews Michael Polanyi’s Post-Critical Epistemology by Andy F. Sanders but goes on to articulate
certain crucial aspects of Polanyi’s post-critical understanding of truth that seem to be overlooked in Sanders
account and which challenge conventional analyses of truth.

Andy F. Sanders, Michael Polanyi's Post-Critical Epistemology: A Reconstruction of Some Aspects of Tacit
Knowing. Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1988. Pp.iv+295. ISBN 90-5183-072-6. Specia pricefor membersof thePolanyi Society:
$25(Rodopi, AtlantaGA 2015 South Park PlaceAtlantaGA 30339tel 770-933-0027 fax 770-933-9644).

. Overview

For some time, Polanyi’ s thought has needed patient exposition, reformulation, and defense in relation to
mainstream A nglo-American epistemol ogy, especially intheface of several seriouscriticismsand virtual dismissals
that have gone unanswered. Theway that mainstream hasignored Polanyi’ s thought is not simply duetoitsfailure
toread andinterpret Polanyi’ swork carefully enough. It must beadmitted that Polanyi’ swritingincertain placeslends
itself to being interpreted in subjectivist ways, especially when encountered out of context by the sensibility for
precision and qualification nurtured in mainstream epistemol ogy (or even by the sensibility of a philosophy teacher
habituated to countering introductory students’ unreadinessto givereasonsfor their opinionsand their naiveequation
of truth with “truth for me”). Consider, for example, just two passages from Personal Knowledge: In one, Polanyi
candidly characterizesasan “invitation to dogmatism” hisown attempt “to restore to us once more the power for the
deliberateholding of unprovenbeliefs’ (PK, p. 268). Inanother, heappear storeducetruth, evenfactual truth, tosimply
belief, whenhewrites: “...[T]hereisnodifference, exceptin emphasis, between saying ‘| believep’ or ‘“p” istrue'.
Both utteracesemphatically put intowordsthat | am confidently asserting p, asafact.” (PK, p. 316) Such statements,
given few attempts by anyone to rebut criticisms of Polanyi (however misguided those criticisms happen to be) in
mainstream philosophical venuesand make clear how statements such asthosejust quoted do not entail subjectivism,
have left theimpression in some circlesthat thereislittle serious philosophy in Polanyi worth defending.

What iscalled for by philosopherssympatheticto Polanyi is, first, asolid acquai ntance with and competence
in what has been going on in mainstream epistemology within this century, second, a careful rearticulation and
reformulation of Polanyi’s argumentation in relation to the issues and analyses that have emerged within that
mainstream, and third, a patient answer (by way of rebuttal or concession) to the significant criticisms of Polanyi’s
thought that have surfaced therein. In Andy Sanders’ book (and person) wehaveall three. Not only doesit accomplish
each of these objectivesquitewdll, it providesagood entreefor understanding anumber of themajor i ssues, positions,
and discussionsof 20th century epistemology. Itisvery richfare, much richer than my summary commentsto follow
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convey. My fear isthat itsregular price ($60) combined with therel ative obscurity of itspublisher, asfar asAmerican
philosophersareconcerned, will keepit frombecomingwidely knownamongthosewho most needto hear itsarguments.
Inany case, professional philosophersconvinced of theimportance of Polanyi’ sthought for contemporary epistemol -
ogy heed to read this book and take up the task where Sanders' book |eaves off, following Sanders' model.

[1.Synopsis

Tobemore specific, Sandershasundertaken to explain, reconstruct (in some cases), and defend thosetheses
in Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy which are most problematic to mainstream Anglo-American philosophy, and to point out
significant correlations between Polanyi’ s ideas and those of other philosophersin that mainstream. Sandersis not
unduly deferential to Polanyi, for there are many places where he points out obscurities, lack of development,
ambiguities, weaknesses, insufficiently warranted (or possibly unwarranted) claims, and occasional contradictions,
and where he does he usually goes on to reconstruct and reformul ate a Polanyian insight so that it makes better sense.
Sanders' Introduction makes explicit his intentions in these respects and presents a useful sketch Polanyi’slifeasa
scientist and philosopher.

Polanyi’ spioneering theory of tacit knowingisgivenafine, systematic expositioninchapter 1, accompanied
by sol utionsal ong theway to puzzlestowhich Polanyi’ stheory givesrise--such astherel ation betweentacit inference
andexplicitlogical inference (by way of appeal to C. S. Peirce’ saccount of abduction). Inthischapter, Sandersrebuts
criticismsvoiced by Rom Harré (that tacit knowing in perceptionisqualitatively distinct from propositional knowing
and that atheory of the former isinadequate to account for the logical structure of the latter) and by M. Bradie and
H. A. Simon (that the Meno dilemmadoes not requiretacit knowing for itssolution, as Polanyi contends). A problem
raised here, which continues as atheme throughout the book and is left incompletely resolved until chapter 6, isthe
philosophical legitimacy of “athoroughly naturalized epistemology” such as Polanyi’ sthat, by giving central place
tothepersonal judgment of theknower, appearsto confusefactual psychological considerationswith normativelogical
considerations.

Chapter 2 undertakes “arational reconstruction of Polanyi’s doctrine of the tacit component” of assertions
of fact. Itismeanttoserveasabasi sfor tacklingthenotion of (propositional) truthin chapter 3, which Sandersidentifies
as hisown “main epistemological concern.” Sanders’ avowed objective isto establish that Polanyi’ s conception of
the knower’ s ubigitous personal participationin all actsof knowing and understanding does not imply subjectivism.
Inany case, chapters 2 and 3 are where the trappings of analytic philosophy are most evident, as Sanders makes use
of symboliclogical formulaetominimizeambiguity and maximizeclarity andfocus. Hestartsoff withauseful summary
of Polanyi’ soverall philosophical programmeascentered onacritiqueof objectivism. That summary culminateswith
thisstatement: “. . . his[Polanyi’ s] central objectionto objectivismisthat it failsto allow for ‘ theinherently personal
character of theact by whichtruthisdeclared’ (PK:71).” Accordingto Sanders, Polanyi definesan* objectivist” theory
of truthasonewhich“impliesthedenial (or elimination) of thetacit component[i.e., “theinherently personal character
of the act”] as a constituent part or factor in the making of any truth-claim.” Given thisfocus, Sanders assumes as
his primary responsihility a specification as fully and as undeniably as possible the tacit, personal component that
objectivism leaves out of account. He draws on H. P. Grice's conception of “utterer’s meaning,” as distinct from
sentence meaning and word meaning, John Searl€’ stheory of illocutions (conventional types of action, distinct from
propositional content, which are accomplished through the use of words--specifically, in this case, the action type of
assertion), Anthony Kenny’s conceptual analysis of emotion (specifically, the distinctions between emotions as
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feelingsand emotionsasmotives, and between theintentional object and the cause of an emotion), and Searl€’ stheory
of intentionality (which draws a parallel between the structure of speech acts and the structure of intentional states
such as belief) to gather together and reconstruct in asingle complex conception al that Polanyi hasto say about the
tacit component of assertions of fact: universal intent, heuristic desire, persuasive passion, feelings of satisfaction,
and (sincere) belief.

Chapter 3isdevoted to areconstruction (drawing on John Searle, Donald Davidson, D. A. Bell’ sexposition
of G. Frege' sthought, and Alfred Tarski, among others) of what Polanyi hasto say about what we, as utterers, mean
in saying that a factual statement istrue. To set the stage, Sanders highlights Polanyi’s thesis that any (sincere)
articulate assertion is made up of two parts: (a) asentence conveying its propositional content and (b) atacit, mental
act (of adefinite person at a particular place and time) by which the sentence content is asserted (judged, affirmed,
assented to, accepted, acknowledged, believed)--namely, thetacit component of which Sandershasgiventheanalysis
inchapter 2. Inoppositionto objectivist accountsof truth, Sandersremindsus, Polanyi seeksto reform our conception
of truthto incorporate an acknowledgment of theineradicabletacit, personal component of theact by which any truth
isdeclared. Sanderstakes Polanyi’s primary conceptual innovation to be focused in Polanyi’s proposal that “true”
be “redefined . . . as expressing [but not constituting] the asseveration [i.e., the tacit component] of the declarative
sentencetowhichitrefers’ (PK, p. 255). Accordingto Sanders, Polanyi’ s proposed reformationisgiveninhisclaim
(e.g., PK, p. 254) that the predi cative use of truth (asin saying “ Pistrue.”) isequivalent (in utterer’ smeaning) to both
(a) assertive utterances (inthiscase, smply asserting “ P.” --which Frege, Tarski, and many other philosophersinthis
century have held) and (b) first person present tense expressions of belief (“1 believe that P.”)--i.e., a three way
equivalence. Thedifference between thethree, as brought out by Sanders’ analysis, amounts simply to adifference
indegreeof emphasison specific featuresof thetacit component being expressed--e.g., universal intent or belief--and
not in the propositional content being asserted. Sandersis careful to point out that, for Polanyi, the act of assertion,
the personal judgment which hasissued in the statement, and the belief that it expresses are not to be understood as
any old assertion, judgment, or belief defacto, but alwaysareto be understood in anormatively rational, dejureway,
asresponsi bletotruthful representation, asintending the achi evement of truthful representation--henceasimplicating
or committingtheasserter in certain specificways. (Thetakenfor granted background context for Polanyi’ sdiscussion
of truth claims, Sandersremindsus, isacommunity of personsengagedinthequest for new knowledgeand new truths.)
Thus, first-person present-tensebelief statementsarefor Polanyi to be construed asbeing i ssued with universal intent-
-though Sanderspointsout that thisissomewhat problematic, e.g., whenwereport, asdistinct from express, our belief.
Thebulk of the chapter is devoted to Sanders clarification and reconstruction of the equival ence stated above, which
in amanner of speaking reduces the expresssions“| believe (that)” and “istrue”’ to devices for indicating assertions
(seePK, pp. 28f and 255). |.e., intermsof utterer’ smeaning, they don’t add to the meaning of thesimply asserted “ P”
but serve a performative function (in J. L. Austin’s and John Searl€’ s sense) of reaffirming or reasserting P. Upon
reconstruction, Sandersidentifiesthisview asaspecial version of theso-called Non-descriptiveor Performative Theory
of Truth, which he shows can be reasonably upheld intheface of criticism (specificaly in face of thecriticismsof A.
R. Whitethat it failsto capture what the words “true” and “false” mean, as distinct from utterer’ s meaning).

Sanders’ stated aimin chapter 4 isto demonstrate how Polanyi’ saccount of “ utterer’ smeaning of truth” (as
reconstructed in chapter 3) isin basic accord with the commonsense intuition of truth as agreement with reality--and
thuswith Polanyi’sclaimto bearealist. Saundersmakesuseof A. A. Derkson’ ssurvey of realist arguments against
instrumentalismto clarify and evaluate what critical remarksPolanyi makesof positivistinstrumentalism on behalf of
his (Polanyi’s) view of science’ s quest to discover the hidden reality that underliesthe facts of nature. Sanders here
rebutscriticsof Polanyi (Sheffler, Agassi, Musgrave, and L akatos), who have contended that Polanyi isanything but
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arealist. Making sense of Polanyi’ srealism entails clarifying Polanyi’ s peculiar conception of reality as“that which
is expected to reved itself indeterminately in the future”--which conception Sanders avers to be “one of the most
difficult, complex and obscure parts of Polanyi’ s philosophy.” Deferring to an analysisof Polanyi’ snotion of reality
by Esther Meek (which turns out to be absent from his otherwise compl ete bibli ography), Sanders narrows hisfocus
to pinning down the property of something being real intermsof fruitfulness (p. 126). (However, rather than“real,”
it seemsthat Sandersisinstead pinning down “truthlikeness,” “verisimilitude,” the quality of atheory perceived as
“making contact with reality”. There seems to be some equivocation or confusion here, perhaps stemming from
Polanyi’ srelatively vagueandlooselanguage.) Sandersdistinguishestwo senses: fruitfulnessg--the sense of actually
leading to new and interesting knowledge, and fruitfulnessy--having an indeterminate veridical quality by which
fruitfulnessq(i.e., hidden or asyet undiscl osed aspectsof reality) can beintuitively anticipated (i.e., tacitly butincrucial
respectsunspecifiably foreknown) beforeit occurs(i.e., beforethe new ‘ knowledge' can be specified and tested). (A
typoat thebottomof p. 126 unfortunately confusesthelatter withtheformer.) Polanyi speaksof thelatter’ srecognition
interms of intellectual beauty (also “harmony,” “coherence,” “depth,” and “lasting shapes [ Gestalten] as tokens of
reality”), asdistinct fromformal elegance (whichdistinction, Sanderspointsout, isnever fully clarified), for whichno
strict criteriacan beformulated. Inan attempt to clarify fruitfulness, and apprehension of intellectual beauty, Sanders
comparesPolanyi’ srealist philosophy of sciencewiththat of critical rationalist ImreL akatos. Lakatoshasinsightfully
contrasted hisown view of the appraisal of scientific theoriesfrom Polanyi’ sview interms of the difference between
statutelaw and case law. Theformer believesthat there are specifiable, universal criteriaat work, whereasthe latter
holds that what criteria are involved cannot be abstracted from consideration of relevant individual cases and the
competent judgment of scientiststhemselves. WhereasL akatosisat pointshighly critical of Polanyi (and of theelitism
Polanyi’ s views seem to presuppose)--though inconsistently so, as Sanders points out--Sanders demonstrates that
the two are not nearly so divergent as first appears. Thus, for Polanyi (and at times for Lakatos) fruitfulness; or
intellectual beauty as atoken of redlity, at least in science, turns out to be identifiable (i.e., fallibly recognized) only
by way of thepersonal judgment of competent membersof thescientific community. It doesnotitself makesomething
(e.g., atheory) true; astruthlikeness, verisimilitude, atoken or mark of what istrue, it intimatesthe discovery of what
istrue; itisakind of evidence (though ultimately unspecifiable, intuitive, and tacit) of truth. Itfollowsthatitiswholly
compatible with Sanders’ analytic reconstruction of Polanyi’s account of truth developed in chapter 3, which hasto
dowithexplicit assertionsof fact. Inthelast section of chapter 4, Sanderssetsout torealizehisstated aimfor thechapter,
namely to show how the notion of truthlikeness being discussed impliesthe commonsense notion of correspondence
with reality or fact. Unfortunately, he confuses this relatively straightforward epistemological question of the
correspondencerel ation between the propositional content of arepresentation of reality (e.g., asfoundin an assertion
or belief-that) and the state of affairs(reality) it purportsto represent (with which relation Polanyi compl etely agrees)
with the ontological question of the correspondence between the structure of tacit comprehension (which need not
immediately involve any proposition as such) and the structure of the comprehensive entity which is its object.
Nevertheless, Sanders does make some interesting points about the latter, showing Polanyi’ s understanding of it to
consistinarelationship of homomorphy rather thanisomorphy, inrebuttal totheaccountsof R. E. Innis, J. B. Bennett,
andE. L. Meek.

In chapters5and 6, Sanderstakes onthe most seriousand sustained critique of Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy from
the Popperian school of philosophy of science, that of Alan Musgrave. In his 1969 doctoral dissertation at the
University of London, MusgraveaccusesPol anyi of subjectivism, solipsism, dogmatism, rel ativism, and psychologism
(confusing matters of logical validity with matters of psychological fact). Sanders patiently proceeds one by oneto
acknowledgethepartial truth onwhich each of these chargesisbased and to concedethejusticeof somecritical points,
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but shows how each charge ultimately falls far short of Polanyi’s actual position, which in turn provides a crucial
corrective to Popper’s position. In support of hisargument he draws on Searl€’ sideathat behind and undergirding
each particular intentional state (such asaspeech act) isa“Network of Intentional States’ and a“Background of pre-
intentional stancesand mental capacities’ (which he usesto further specify what isinvolved in Polanyi’ s conception
of thetacit coeficient to all focal awarenessand explicit judgment) and Susan Haack’ s substantial critique of Critical
Rationalism’ srigid separation of mattersof |ogicfrom mattersof psychol ogy anditsresulting attempt toeliminatefrom
accounts of scientific knowledge referenceto aknowing subject. Along theway Sanders putsforward many points,
including an interesting distinction between dogmatic justificationism (assuming one’s first principles to be self-
evident andincorrigible) and methodol ogical dogmatism (tenaciously stickingto one’ sfallibleconvictionsaslong as
it isreasonably possible). Significantly, Sanders brings out how Popper’s and Polanyi’ s epistemol ogies of science,
despite the obvious differences and these two philosopher’ sinability to appreciate each other, at bottom turn out to
have considerably more in common than is usually realized and that their respective positions, with certain crucial
qualifications, may ultimately bereconcilable.

Chapter 7isdevotedtoclarifying Polanyi’ sextension of thetheory of personal knowledgebeyondthenatural
sciencesto the humanitiesand toreligionin particul ar, and how it contributesto a post-critical vision of theworld as
fundamentally meaningful. Sandersisparticularly interestedin bringing out theimplicationsof Polanyi’ sthinkingfor
conceivingreligion asafiduciary framework (anal ogousto that of modern natural science) and worship asaheuristic
vision (of ameaningful and hopeful universe), and for certain other problemsin philosophy of religion. Comparedto
earlier chapters, thischapter isthemost open-ended, with promising threadsof ideasand arguments| eading of f inmany
directionsbut left dangling, primarily because Polanyi | eft them undevel oped andin somerespectsnot fully consi stent.
| had expected more of aclimax thanit provided.

[11. Going Beyond Sanders Account

Despite my profound appreciation for all that Sanders has accomplished in this book, | am left with some
misgivings. Most relatedirectly orindirectly toPolanyi’ saimto effect ashiftin hisreader fromacritical toapost-critical
intellectual sensibility (reflected in the subtitle of PK: Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy and dealt with explicitly
in Part Three of PK), concerning which at no pointin Sanders’ book am | left with aclear ideaor akeen appreciation,
despiteitsinclusion in the title, Michael Polanyi’s Post-Critical Epistemology.

Sandersleaveshisreader’ scritical intellectual sensibility intact and unchallenged, asif Polanyi’ sargument
entailed noradical criticism of thissensibility and posture. By thereader’ scritical intellectual sensibility, | meanfirst
of al thehabitual tendency tacitly to assumethepostureof ananonymous, detached (inthethird person), noncommital,
skeptical assessor of propositions regarding matters of knowledge, truth, and reality, which are to be doubted unless
oneisgivensufficient reasonfor believingthem. (Thepropriety of which posture, of course, iswholly takenfor granted
inthe analytic tradition in which Sanders' book iscouched.) If, asPolanyi contends, truth can be thought of only by
believing it, then such a posture isincapable of truly thinking truth, its protestations notwithstanding. The problem
Polanyi ismost deeply and most perplexingly struggling within Part Three of PK with regard to what he speaksof as
“thelanguage of commitment” (which Sanders seems uncomfortable with, though he ventures adefense of it) isthe
devising of a post-critical rhetoric for epistemology. Whether we adopt that language ourselves or something else,
Polanyi’ s insights require that epistemological rhetoric, our very way of doing epistemology, be changed. Things
cannot simply goonasthey haveinthepast. Y et Sanders(see, .g., pp. 167-168) appearsto proceed asif differentiating
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“in neutral terms” the content of Polanyi’ sideas from hisrhetoric and style were entirely unproblematic.

The matter at issue hereisnot simply rhetoric as somerelatively superficia matter, such as how we should
express our thoughts. The critical intellectual posture being challenged by Polanyi in part hinges on the assumption
that (in principle) onecan unproblematically and neutrally specify a propositional content of any thought or intention
which is then subject to critical reflection (an assumption taken for granted by Searl€’s proposed parallel between
internal intentional statesand external speech acts, which Sandersreadily adopts[pp. 61f, 75f]). (Notetherequirement
that the critical tradition would lay upon us. because everything must be subject to critical reflection in the modern
cartesian mode, everything is to be construed as a propositional content, or at least unproblematically determinable
as such.) Polanyi repeatedly makes the point that we can critically reflect only on something explicitly stated or
articulated (e.g., apropositional content or somesymbolic representation), but that tacit awarenessisnot itself subject
tocritical reflection precisely becauseitisnot representational (hencenot propositional). Itisanenactedrelationship
in which the knower connects with the known, a contact with reality, an indwelling of the known. Assuch, it does
not have propositional content--which isnot to say that it might not issue forthin, or in part be represented by, some
propositional content, or beitself amaking sense of and an upholding of some propositional content. To assumethat
tacit awarenessassuch haspropositional content wouldbetoassumethatitislatently or potentially explicit,i.e., aready
representational. The modern critical tradition takes explicitation /determination /articul ation /thematization of the
world (itsdeterminate representability) for granted; Polanyi and post-critical philosophy do not. Explicit or articulate
knowing isaknowing by representation (wissen, savoir) possessablein the absence of what isknown. Tacit knowing
isaknowing by first person acquaintance (kennen, connaitre) possessable only by way of apresenceto and arapport
withwhat isknown. Tacitknowingisthat uponwhichour explicit accounts(andthusall instancesof explicitknowing)
are developed, based, deciphered, and assessed.

Parallel to Polanyi’ sdistinction between tacit awarenessand explicit knowledgeis hisdistinction (observed
by Polanyi but rarely remarked) between two kinds of believing: believing in (including trust, endorsement,
accreditation, reliance, etc., all of which arefor Polanyi a-critical) and believing that or believing about (which may
becritical oruncritical). (SeePK, p.264.) Neither distinctionisabsol ute; thelatter of each pairisrooted and grounded
intheformer. Believinginismorefundamental andfoundational thanbelievingthat. Thedistinctionbetweenbelieving
in and believing that for the most part getslost in Sanders' account of belief, and by default all forms of belief tend
to bereduced to believing that. In any case, the kind of methodological believing requisite for approaching truthis
morefundamentally theformer thanitisthelatter: again, believinginisan enacted, devel oping relationship. It cannot,
without distortion, be reduced to assent to a propositional content (believing that). Understanding the distinction
between believing in and believing that is crucial for making sense of Polanyi’s remarks about theories and larger
fiduciary frameworks as instruments of our knowing, extensions of our bodies, which we indwell and assimilate to
ourselvesinreaching out to make contact with aspectsof reality otherwiseunknown. Any scientifictheory will indeed
for atimeand in certain circumstances be considered critically, as subject to critically entertained belief that. Butin
shifting our attention from thisfocal attention to thetheory, once we have cometo recognizeit astrue, to subsidiarily
attending fromthetheory to aspectsof reality towhichit providesusclues, wecomea-criticallytorely uponthetheory
(to believeinit) so asto put usin contact with (in adirect, though mediated, acquaintance relationship with) those
aspectsof reality. Thebelieving isimportantly different in each case, even though the sametheory isinvolved. But
in the latter case, it is the theory as subsidiarily known (indeed, subsidiarily known by the competent scientist),
disclosing aspects (cluesto hidden reality) to which we are obliviousin attending to the theory focally as an explicit
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content (as candidate for belief that). Those cluelike aspects of thetheory are not (or at least not directly) amatter of
explicit logical inference from the propositional content of the theory; they only comeinto play aswelook not at the
theory but toward that towhich thetheory pointsasweplaceour confidenceinit, assimilating it to oursel ves, extending
our reach by its means. Thereby the theory functionsin amediational capacity (mediating our reach) rather than a
representational capacity (picturingintheabsence). Believing in here againisarelationship, areaching out to make
contact withhiddenreality (areality which of courseisal someaning andvalue). Construingthisbelievinginassimply
assent to thetheory’ s propositional content completely obscuresthisrelational connection with reality which Polanyi
bringsto light.

For Polanyi, believing (qua believing in) as well as knowing (qua tacit knowing) are more fundamentally
relational than representational. Inconsequence, “universal intent” islessamatter of “theintentionto makeonly true
factual statements’ (towhich Sandersseemstoreduceit--seepp. 81, 67f) thanitistheintentiontoconnect with areality
recognizableincommontoresponsibleinquirers, i.e., theintentionto attaintruth. Truth, for Polanyi, isthusmorethan
propositional truth (on which Sanders almost entirely focuses hisaccount); it isthe achievement of connectioninthe
first person (for oneself) with, or rapport with, objective reality (qua recognizable in common to responsible
inquirers), a fidelity to it that aheresto it, acknowledges it, and makes it known, appearances and others unbelief
to the contrary notwithstanding. In that sense it is an impassioning transcendental ideal, summoning us to
responsibility and transcendence. The Hungarian Revolution, which Polanyi praises so much, was fought for the
freedomto pursueand attain truth in thissense, to comeinto rapport for oneself withwhat isreal, not simply “to make
only truefactual statements.” Of course, propositional truth was for the Hungarian Freedom Fighters aswell asfor
Polanyi, agenuineand important concern; yet it wasfor them, asit should befor us, subordinateto truth in this deeper
sense, a sense that by summoning us to transcendence is constitutive of our personhood (as something more than
subjectivity).

| must hasten to add that thisdeeper, existential senseof truthisnot absent from Sanders’ account. Hemakes
explicitreferencetoit onseveral occasions(e.g., pp. 52f, 148f). Butitsrelationshipto Sanders’ central emphasisupon
propositional truthisnever madeclear. Nor, inconsequence, isPolanyi’ sradical challengetothefailureof 20th century
mainstream philosophy to grant this sense of truth the recognition it deserves made clear.
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Criticism, Contact with Reality and Truth

Andy F. Sanders

ABSTRACT Key Words: Michael Polanyi, tacit knowledge, dogmatism, criticism, Background, J.Searle, truth,
contact with reality.

Partly in reply to D. Cannon’s critique of my analytical reconstruction of Polanyi’s post-critical theory of
knowledge, | argue that there are good reasons for not appropriating Polanyi’s programme of self-identication
and the confessional rhetoric which may be derived from it. Arguing that “ post-critical” should not be identified
with an uncritical dogmatism, | then go on to suggest that the theory of tacit knowing had best be elaborated
further by drawingon the work of J. Searle and M. Johnson. Finally, | make use of E. Meek' s account of the
notion of “ contact with reality” to highlight the Polanyian criteria of truth.

|.Introduction

Dale Cannon’ s musings on my account of Polanyi’ stheory of personal knowledge are challenging not only
becausethey mademereconsider certain choicesl madeinexpounding and reconstructing that theory, but al so because
he claimsthat my appropriation of post-critical epistemology intermsof analytical philosophy isin several respects
misguided. Asaconsequence, my reconstruction isobscuring fundamental Polanyianinsights. As| understand them,
Cannon’ sobjectionsto it can be summarized asfollows:

) Itremainstributary tothecritical (ana ytical) tradition by differentiating the content of Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy
fromhisstyle.

@ It failsto capture the significance of Polanyi’ s proposal for “apost-critical rhetoric for epistemology.”

® It misconstruestacit knowing asrepresentational and thusreducesit to aform of propositional knowing that

(or believing that).

e Itfailstodojusticeto Polanyi’ snotion of existential or rel ational truth andthusleavestherel ationship between
propositional and relational truth unexplained.

Surely, these are no small charges. Obvioudly, my account leaves out certain aspects of the theory of personal
knowledge. For example, | do not fully discussideaswhich arenot directly relevant to my aim, namely, “to clarify and
develop aspectsof [ Polanyi’ ] work in connection with some contemporary positionswithin analytical philosophy.”?
AsPolanyi’ sown aimsand motivesare not the primary subject of my book, my concernis, rather, “with what he says,
thanwithwhy heissayingit.”? It isthisrestriction which | think gives riseto most of Cannon’s misgivings. Aswill
turn out, however, his critique is not only concerned with what is insufficiently accentuated or left out, but directed
at actual elements of my account aswell.
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Part of my aiminthispaper isto locate the source of our apparent disagreement. | suspect it arisesfrom quite
different conceptions of the task of philosophy and thus from different interpretations of Polanyi’ s endeavour, or, at
least, from emphasizing quite different strandsin it. Since Cannon’ s objections, for obvious reasons, are not worked
out fully, I will strengthen them whenever thisseemscalled for, even if this makesthem morerobust and severethan
they may be intended.

Discussing the objectionsin the order given, | will argue against thefirst chargethat critique hasavital role
even in post-critical philosophy. Regarding charge (2), | will argue, first, that Polanyi’ s post-critical rhetoric can be
developedintwo directions, an existentialist and traditionalist oneand, second, that | opt for Polanyi’ straditionalism
for epistemol ogical reasons. Objection(3), | believe, isbased on amisunderstanding of my position. Inthelast section,
| will deal with (4) and Cannon’ sinteresting and challenging proposal to conceive of Polanyian truth asrelational and
existential. | will not merely defend my own account of Polanyi’s conception of truth, but | will also develop and
strengthen it further.

II. Tacit Knowingand Criticism

Cannon'’s critique seems to be motivated at least in part by certain misgivings about the adequacy of my
analytical approach. Thisis not really surprising, for many strands of early analytical philosophy can be associated
withtheobjectivist positionsPolanyi wascriticizinginthefiftiesand sixties. However, | believethat much of analytical
philosophy (broadly so called) has moved away from logical postivist assumptions under the influence of (the later)
Wittgenstein, Searle, Putnam, Macl ntyre and others. In contrast, Cannonisclearly doubtful of analytical philosophy
as ameans of appropriating Polanyian insights. In hisview, my reconstruction of the theory of personal knowledge
not only leavesour “ critical intellectual sensibility intact’, but it also ignores Polanyi’ sfundamental challengeto the
assumption underlying thissensibility, namely that “ (in principl€) one can unproblematically and neutrally specify a
propositional content of any thought or intention which is then subject to critical reflection” (p. 22).

Inconnectionwiththisdoubleclaimtwo complexissuescanberaised. First, | takeit that aneutral specification
of a person’s thoughts is problematic because these thoughts cannot be isolated from the context or the manner in
which that person, so to speak, “has’this thought, the meaning it has for her. Second, Cannon also suggests that |
have obscured two fundamental properties of tacit knowing, its being both unspecifiable and a-critical. Leaving the
firstissuefor further discussioninthe next section, the point underlying the second one seemsto bethat my approach
includesakind of pan-criticism: “ becauseeverything must besubjectto critical reflectioninthemodern cartesianmode,
everything isto be construed as a propositional content” (p. 22). According to Cannon, | remain trapped, willy nilly
perhaps, in precisely the objectivist modes of thought Polanyi’ s post-critical enterpriseis directed against. What to
say to this?

To begin with, | would like to emphasize that | nowhere uphold, explicitly or implicitly, acomprehensive
criticismwhich saysthat everything must besubject tocritical reflection. Cannon’ sconception of analytical philosophy
asaiming only at criticism seemsoverly narrow. In contrast, | seeitsgoal as conceptual clarification andinnovation,
notinthehopeof reachingallegedly “ clear and distinctideas’ or someother sort of epistemic*foundation,” butinorder
to resolve questions, perplexities and obscurities in our thinking.
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What iswrong with acritical sensibility? As| try to give full credit to the essential characteristics of tacit
knowing as both unspecifiable and a-critical and as | find myself agreeing with nearly everything Canon hasto say
about the nature of tacit knowing, it seemsthat weare holding quitedifferent viewsof theviability of critical anaysis.
Obvioudy, thepossibility of suchanalysisdependsonthespecifiability of particulars. If tacit knowing werecompl etely
unspecifiableat all times, criticism of tacitly functioning particularswould beimpossible. But of course, according to
thetheory of tacit knowing at | east somethingsknown tacitly within acertain context at aparticular pointintimecan,
at least in part, be specified (though not, of course, at the same time).

Cannon appears to acknowledge this when he rejects the view that tacit knowing “might not issue forthin,
or in part be represented by, some propositional content, or be itself a making sense of and an upholding of some
propositional content” (p. 22). Nevertheless, | think that heisto acertain extent playing downtheimportanceof critical
reflection and examinationinmastering skills, inunderstanding andindiscovery ingeneral .2 Consider hisexample of
reliance on a scientific theory. On Cannon’s construal of the role of tacit knowing in scientific inquiry, we start by
considering atheory critically, but cometo rely upon it a-critically once we have recognized it astrue. Thetheory is
then relied upon “so asto put isinto contact with ... reality” (p. 22). Accordingly, Cannon distinguishes between the
mediating capacity of atheory (whenrelied upon confidently) anditsrepresentational capacity (whenfocally attended
to asan explicit content).

Assuchthedistinctionissound and | also agreethat we cannot use, apply, or rely on, atheory and critically
examineit at the sametime. However, Cannon comes close to saying that tacit awareness and focal attention are not
only mutually exclusiveat aparticular time, but also all, or aimost all, of thetime. It seemsasif heissaying that once
you havecometobelieveinatheory astrue, paying attentiontoitsparticularswill easily destroy your confident reliance
onit.

But what of the host of theoriesinthe history of sciencewhich turned out to be mistaken, no matter how much
they wererelied onor how strongly they werebelieved in? Of course, noinquiry or believingiswithout risk, asPolanyi
points out. But when we aretold by philosophers of science, Polanyi himself included, that all our theories, eventhe
best ones, are engulfed in asea of anomalies, surely the element of risk (and error) should not be thought of lightly.
Itisnot enough just to say that now foundationalism has collapsed for us, fallible humans, thereisno other alternative
thantogofromwhereweare. Theproblemisnot that thereisnoaternativebut rather that thereisaplurality of aternative
theories, views and ideas, many of which are at odds with our own.

Thisproblemonly deepenswhenweconsider thereligiousor secular worl d-viewstowhichwearecommitted.
Scientistsmay strongly believeinascientifictheory or think they aresimply working onit, they may staketheir careers
onthat theory or they may be more cautious. But where human flouri shing and human destiny isconcerned, the stakes
may even behigher. A religiousexampl einthisconnectionisJohannes Climacuswho, acknowl edging that “ [w]ithout
risk, no faith,” admonishes himself that in order to keep thefaith “| must ... seetoit that in the objective uncertainty
| am* out on 70,000 fathomsof water” and still havefaith.”* Another example, involving adifferent kind of risk, would
be Polanyi who, professing that all that we believeto betrue and good may betotally mistaken (PK 404), nevertheless
maintai ns" that wemay firmly believewhat wemight conceivably doubt; and may holdto betruewhat might conceivably
befalse” (PK 312). Further examples could easily be multiplied. My point isthat precisely because so much depends
onwhat weare committed to, faith, whether religiousor secular, and criticism shoul d be seen asinterdependent. Inthe
wordsof Basil Mitchell: “Without faithin an established traditi on criticism hasnothing to fasten on; without criticism

26



the tradition ceases in the end to have any purchase on reality.”®

Theepistemol ogicdl issueherecanbeputintheformof afamiliar dilemma. Toputitcrudely: shouldweminimize
(therisk of) error or should wemaximizetruth? Of course, wewoul dliketodoboth. But by minimizingerror werunthe
danger of keeping truth out as well, whereas maximizing truth may well lead to taking all sorts of error on board.
Foundationalist philosophers chosethefirst horn by trying to find acollection of incorrigible, indubitabl e, preferably
eveninfalliblebasicbeliefsonwhichtheedificeof knowledgecould beerected. Inspiteof all their attemptstominimize
error, however, truth became progressively harder to come by.

Astotheother horn of thedilemma, it seemsquitenatural tointerpret Polanyi’ sinvitation to dogmatism (PK
268) asan attempt to break it. In asense, it can be seen asan attempt to maximizetruthwhileat the sametimealowing
for the possibility of complete error. Sincetheinvitation playsacentral roleinthefiduciary programme, the question
of how we should understand it is of vital importance. | will come back to thisissue in the next section, but asfar as
theroleof criticismisconcerned, | think it would be misconceiving theinvitation to think that itimpliesthat criticism
assuchisthe high road to self-doubt, scepticism, nihilism, and what not. On my account of post-critical philosophy,
critical analysisisof vital importance both after the acceptance of sometheory astrueand whilerelyingonit with an
eyeto seek for more truth or to improve our bodily and intellectual skillsin general (provided that its results can be
reintegrated into the original focal whole).®

As Cannon does not deny the importance of critical reflection as such, have | not been been labouring the
obvious?But then, again, what iswrong with acritical posture? Could thepoint of hisobjection betheextent towhich
my account remainsfocussed on certain particulars of thetheory of tacit knowing? On thisreading, hischargewould
bethat | do not maintain the proper balance between analysis (attending to the particulars) and integration (attending
fromtheparticulars). Concentratingtoomuch on particulars, theoverall significanceof thetheory of tacit knowing gets
obscured because it precludes the meaningful reintegration of those particulars. If so, an analytical approach and its
concomitant “ critical” and detached posture, might even be acase of what Polanyi calls” destructiveanalysis’ (cf. PK
50ff.). Thisleadsusto objection(2) which accusesmeof failingto capturethetruesignificanceof Polanyi’ spost-critical
rhetoric.

[11. A New Epistemological Rhetoric?

According to Cannon, Polanyi’ s post-critical insightsrequire that “our very way of doing epistemology be
changed” and that “[t]hings cannot simply go on as they have in the past” (p. 21). But what does he mean by that?
Fortunately, we haveacluetowhat heisgetting at refersto apassagewherel defend Polanyi against Alan Musgrave's
claimthat Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy |eadsto solipsism. Inthat context, | suggest that Musgraveismisinterpreting certain
peculiaritiesof Polanyi’ sstyleand | then go onto put thefiduciary formulation of thetask of philosophy “into amore
neutral mode of speech.””

Recall that accordingto Cannonitisnot possibleto specify thecontent of aperson’ shelief neutrally. Extracting
the content of abelief out of itsproper context without reintegrating it, deprivesit of itsmeaning. Applying thisto my
reconstruction of Polanyi, it may then be suggested that thisis precisely what | am doing: making asplit between the
content of hisideas and their significance (as expressed in aparticular rhetorical style).
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Assumingthat thesignificanceof thetheory of personal knowledgeliesat |east partly initsaims, wefindthem
expressed in afrequently quoted series of passages. In many of them, liberation from objectivism and restoration of
meaningand confidencearecentral. For exampl e, liberationfrom objectivismisachieved by realizing“ that wecanvoice
our ultimate convictionsonly fromwithin ... thewhol e system of acceptancesthat arelogically prior to any particular
assertion of our own...” (PK 267). Accordingly, philosophy for Polanyi now becomesaprogramme of self-identifica-
tion: “discoveringwhat | truly believeinand ... formulating the convictions| find myself holding.”® In complete self-
referential coherence, hethen reports as his central convictions“that | must conquer my self-doubt” (ibid.) and “ that
| am called uponto search for thetruth and state my findings’ (PK 299). But then hisprogramme of self-identification
may becomeour programmeaswell. Sotheaimisalso“torestoreto usoncemorethepower for the deliberate holding
of unproven beliefs’ (PK 268).

Langford and Poteat have interpreted these self-referential (personal) and summoning expressions in
Personal Knowledgeasadeliberately employed* confessional rhetoric” inthelineof St. Augustine. Accordingtothem,
“thisform of confession is precisely the medium for seeking to appreciate how and who oneisin order that one may
morefully beso.”® Assuming that this somewhat resembl es the new epistemological rhetoric Cannonisalluding to,
what to think of it?

To beginwith, | admit that | did not appropriate either Polanyi’ s confessional rhetoric or the programme of
self-identification. Withthehelp of hindsight, let metry toexplainwhy. Inthefirst place, | took my audiencetobemainly
analytical non-Polanyians, that is, philosopherswho at thetimewereat most dimly awareof Polanyi’ swork, if not deeply
suspicious of the curiousmixture of itsanal ytical, phenomenol ogical, pragmati c and exi stential aspects(and possibly
also of hisstatusas anon-professional philosophe). Telling thisaudiencein astraightforward way that epistemol ogy
after Polanyi cannot be donein the traditional ways any more, seemed to me arhetorical strategy doomed to failure.
In presenting Polanyi’s ideas to them in current analytical idiom and styles of reasoning, | tried to convey their
intelligibility and plausibility inanindirect way.*°

Further, itisobviousthat theprogrammeof self-identification doesnot fitwell inthecontext of areconstructive
enterprisein epistemology. Analytical philosophy is neither a philosophy of life, nor doesit “ speak from the heart.”
It hasnoprogrammefor humanflourishingandthemostit candoby way of intellectual therapy isconceptual clarification
andinnovation. Neverthel ess, eveninretrospect, | till find myself reluctant tosidewith Langford, Poteat and, possibly,
also Cannon, in taking the programme of self-identification asthe central tenet of Polanyi’ s post-critical philosophy.
Notice, though, that thisis not to deny that it is one of its tenets and that its further elaboration may be a perfectly
legitimatepost-critical undertaking.

Next, and moreimportant, my reluctanceisfuel ed by strai ghtforward epistemol ogical concernsaswell. First,
there isthe seriousissue of Polanyi’ sinvitation to dogmatism. Should wetakeit asapleafor existentialist faith and
unconditional commitment, asasummonsto apost-foundational traditionalism or, perhaps, asaneo-Wittgensteinian
call for participation in groundless epistemic practices? On the first reading, it seems to me that straightforward
dogmatismincombinationwiththeprogram of personal self-identificationwill leadtoapositionwhichl find untenable.
What | havein mind are policies and attitudes of sticking to one’ sbeliefs, theories and world-viewsin a“ comewhat
may" fashion, either by appeal toreveal ed or manifest truths(asinfideism) or toallegedly basicbeliefs(asinfull-blown
or crypto-foundationalism). Trueisonly what is(or may yet become) true-for-meor true-for-us; what istrue-for-them,
for “the others,” is of no concern, or, worse, athreat to my or our intellectual existence. One of the central theses of
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my book isthat this kind of dogmatism is untenable and irreconcilable both with Polanyi’ s fallibilism and with the
possihility of criticism. Hencemy proposal toread Polanyi’ sinvitationasamethodol ogical maxim, similartoC.S. Peirce’' s
principle of tenacity, to stick to our traditions in the face of adverse evidence aslong as thisis reasonably possible
or no better aternativeisavailable* Methodological dogmatism, as| call it, playsacentral roleinthetraditionalist
position which | then proceed to develop in Polanyi’swake.

A correlatedworry isthat theprogrammeof self-identification coupledtotherequirement to expressonly our
ownultimateconvictions"fromwithinour convictions,” may giveepistemol ogy anunduly “ egocentric” twist. Polanyi
recognizesthisdanger when he saysthat as soon ashisfiduciary programmeisformulated“ it appearsto menaceitsel f
withdestruction... for by limiting himsel f totheexpression of hisown beliefs, thephilosopher may betakentotalk only
about himself " (PK 299). To prevent the destruction, the theory of commitment is developed around the notions of
responsible belief and universal intent.:2

AsCannonrightly pointsout (p. 21), | am somewhat uncomfortablewith the doctrine of commitment. | still
believe that this doctrine can only fulfill itstask properly if not only the personal, but also the cultural roots of tacit
knowing are taken into account. The latter not as something additional to the personal, but rather as constitutive of
it. For example, the standardsin respect to which we as veraciousinguirers hold oursel ves responsible, must be self-
set in order to function as such - otherwisethey couldn’t even be my (or our) standards. But they are not free floating
and not just there to be picked out at will. Rather, they are embedded in the traditions, the histories and practicesto
which we have become affiliated, in which we participate and on which we are desperately dependent.

In sum, for an analytical philosopher, embarking on a confessional rhetoric in the line of an unqualified
dogmatism, wouldamount toamajor intellectual shiftinallegiance. Asaphilosopher of religion, trainedintheanal ytical
tradition, working ontheintersectionof “reason”and“faith’, | amonly toowell awareof, and perhapstoo sel f-conscious
about, the tensions between the two realms and the pitfalls awaiting those who think they can work comfortably in
both of them at the same time.*®

IV.Thelrreducibility of Tacit Knowing

According to Cannon, “tacit awarenessis not itself subject to critical reflection precisely becauseit is not
representational (hencenot propositional)” (p. 22). Having dealt already with theissue of criticism, wenow turntothe
claimthat tacit knowingisnot representati onal (andthusnot propositional), but relational or existential. Therel ationality
of tacit knowing is elucidated by a distinction between tacit knowing as fiduciary or personal belief in, and explicit
(propositional) knowledge as objective or a-personal belief that.** Cannon rightly points out that although belief in
includes belief that, it is more. Consequently, belief in (tacit knowing) cannot be reduced to mere assent to some
propositional content on pains of distorting its essential characteristics.

| agree completely with Cannon on this point and | am therefore rather puzzled by the charge. | can only
concludethat heismisreading my positionentirely. First, fromthefact that | amusing abstract entitieslikepropositions
for the purpose of apresentation and elucidation of thetheory of tacit knowing, it does not follow that particularsare
inthe nature of representationsif and when they are attended from or functioning as subsidiaries. They may well be
figurative, auditive, tactile etc., but | present tacit knowing in propositional terms for the purpose of elucidating the
theory of tacit knowing. What better way isthereto introduce and convey the epistemol ogical statusof tacit knowing
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toanalytical philosophers?Thus, propositional (re)presentationisprimarily auseful meansfor clarification, not some
covert ontological thesis about the nature of tacitly held particulars.

Further, it should be noticed that the theory of tacit knowingisitself located at adifferent level of description
than particular instances of tacit knowing. Why think that a propositional representation of the theory of personal
knowledge as such ismistaken or confused?Whereas on my account tacit knowing remains phenomenologically and
psychologically ubiquitousandirreducibl e, surely thephilosophical theory of tacit knowingisnotitself tacit but explicit
and thus susceptible to analysis, critical examination, defense, elaboration, and so forth.

Finally, and mostimportantly, | do givethenon-propositional or quasi-propositional elementsinall formsof
knowing their due place. For example, in my reconstruction of the tacit component as involved in utterances of
statementsof fact, | emphasi zetherol eof (and degreesof) emotionsand feelingsin order to clarify what Polanyi means
by hisall toobrief remarksonthenatureof assertionsandtruth. L ater,inabroader context, | employ John Searl€’ sthesis
of the Background in order to lend further substance to Polanyi’s conception of the tacit component as not only
inherently personal and embodied but associo-cultural or communal aswell.® The central features of our Background
capacitiesand stancescanbelisted thus: they arearepre-intentional, nonrepresentational andthey permeateaperson’s
intentional Network. Hence, without the Background nointentionality, no directednessof consciousnessand, | should
add, no focal awarenessand no explicit knowledge of any significance. Far from saying, explicitly or by implication,
that tacit knowingisassuch propositional, | aminfact construingit asavast fund of pre-intentional, non-propositional
stancesand capacities.® Thisisprecisely why | criticize Searlefor suggesting that Polanyi’ stheory impliesthat rules
which govern skills function unconsciously as representations.’” This would reduce personal knowing how to a
knowledge by description which, like reducing belief into belief that, isindeed totally alien to Polanyi’ s endeavour.

Of course, nailing my colours rather tightly to Searle’s mast might be a source of further misgivings. For
instance, histhesisof the Background has been criticized by Mark Johnson who arguesthat it remains objectivist and
that aviabletheory of meaning should go beyond Searle’s.®® Although expressing firm agreement on the substantial
pointsthat all meaningisamatter of intentionality and that all meaningiscontext-dependent, JohnsoncriticizesSearle
for taking the Background as preintentional and thus not as itself part of meaning. Consequently, imaginative
phenomena or structures, like categorization, image schemata, metaphorical projection, metonymy, polysemy and
semantic change, which Johnson sees as essential to meaning, come to fall outside the scope of adequate theory of
meaning and understanding.®

In retrospect, had | been acquainted with Johnson’ swork in time, | would certainly have used it to amplify
my account of thetacit component and to amend thenotion of theBackground. For Searl€' s earlier speechact theoretical
account of meaningisindeedrestricted tolingui stic meaning, tobeana ysedintermsof propositional contentsincertain
intentional or psychological modes. In particular, | would have made ample use of Johnson’'s notion of non-
propositional meaning, which isricher than Searl€’ stheory as put forward in Intentionality (1983).

It should be pointed out, though, that Searle recently further elaborated histhesis of the Backgroundinreply
to various criticisms, especially in his The Rediscovery of the Mind (1992). In this book, he develops a theory of
consciousnesswhich comprisesquiteafew Polanyian concerns, such astherej ection of materialism, theirreducibility
of consciousness, the view of consciousness asanatural biological feature, and commitment to truth of propositions
without having any intentional states with those propositions as content. He still takes the Background as non- or
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preintentional but he now assigns the Background a much broader role; it isnow said not only to “enable”’ linguistic
and perceptual interpretation, but also to “ structure” consciousness (by moulding extended sequences of experiences
into “ narrative shapes’ and “ motivational dispositions') and to “facilitate” certain kinds of readiness of the personand
to “dispose’ one to certain sorts of behaviour.? Whether this brings Searle closer to Johnson or not would have to
bethetopic for aseparate paper, but | think Johnson is mistaken when he suggeststhat Searle’ sdemarcation between
theintentionality of the Network and the preintentionality of the Background isfueled by foundationalist motives.2
Characterizing the Background as“ a bedrock of mental capacities... that form the preconditions for the functioning
of Intentional states,” Searleisusing “bedrock”inthefamiliar Wittgensteinian sensewhich, of course, isanything but
foundationalist.?

Where does all this lead usin respect to Cannon’s charge that | am reducing tacit knowing to a form of
propositional knowledge? Again, whether or not there is more to the tacit component than can be covered by the
Searlean Background, thelatter is undeniably non-propositional, bodily rooted, and both person and culturerelative.
Surely thisisenough for my epistemological aim, namely to show intermsintelligibleto analytical philosophersthat
what istacitly known isnot irremediably private but also intersubjectively shared. So far my reply to Cannon’ sthird
objection. Let us now see where this brings usin respect to the interpretation of Polanyi’s account of truth.

V.TruthasContact with Reality

Particularly important seems Cannon’s proposal to interpret Polanyi’s conception of truth primarily as
“relational” inthesenseof “ relating toreality by making contact withit” (cf. p.23). Accordingto Cannon, “relational” in
thisconnectionisopposedto, or at |east morethan, merely propositional truth onwhich hethinksmy accountismainly
focussed. Polanyian truth, according to Cannon, “is the achievement of connection in the first person (for oneself)
with ... objective reality (qua recognizable in common to responsible inquirers)” . . . (p. 23). Propositional truth is
subordinate to, and grounded in, this deeper, existential or relational sense of truth.

Oneway of replyingtothiswoul d beto point out that an assessment of Polanyi’ sideasof truthlargely depends
onwhat an account of truthissupposedto achieve. Normally, it attemptsto answer questionslike: “What is(the nature
or meaning of) truth?’ (especially the correspondence and the semantic theories), “What are the criteria of truth (or
falsehood)?’ (notably coherence and pragmatist accounts) and “How do we use the words ‘true’ (or ‘false’)?’'(asin
therelatively recent non-descriptive or performative account).

Polanyi’ s account of truth answers in varying degrees of detail each of these issues. In view of his robust
realism, | think it is quite plausible to assume that he remains committed to the common-sense notion of truth as
correspondenceor fit withreality, athesi swith which Cannon seemsto agree. Polanyi a so offersan analysisof “what
we can mean by saying that afactual statement istrue”’ (PK 254) as part of his attempt to reinterpret the ideal of an
impersonally detached truth in order “to allow for the inherently personal character of the act by which truth is
declared” (PK 71). As| try to show in detail, hisanalysis comes close to P. Strawson’s so-called non-descriptive or
performative theory of truth, according to which to say that a statement istrueis not to ascribe afurther property to
it, but to endorse, or to express commitment to, its content. Finally, Polanyi also develops an interesting account of
how in scientific inquiry truths can be recognized on atacit level.

| am not surehow to fit Cannon’ snotion of existential truthinthistraditional way of questioning, but | guess
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that | am not misrepresenting him by assumingthat thenotion of “ contact” isclosely connected totheissueof thecriteria
of truth and that the qualification “ existential” concerns the meaning of truth.

Asregardsthe criterial or contact sense of truth, | agree with Cannon that it is central to Polanyi’ sideas on
truth and that propositional truth is derived fromit. My own reconstruction of the criterial sense of truth, of intuitive
contact with reality, and of the relations between truth, reality and beauty, is mainly confined to the context in which
hedevel opsit, namely thephilosophy of science.?® An extensive account of the notionsof truth and contact with reality
wasalready intheoffing, namely Esther L. Meek’ sdissertationonPolanyi’ srealism.?* Since Cannonrefersto her work,
let us have a closer look at her account of the experience of contact with reality.

AccordingtoMeek, for Polanyi “truthisamatter of contact withreality and assuchispersonally appraised.”
The conceptual connection between “truth”and “reality”is very close indeed for, as Meek points out, the criteria of
truth just arethe criteriaof reality:

contact with reality isasine qua non: without there having been contact with reality, there can be no truth.
Truth hasto do with reality, with the way things actually are. That iswhy the criteria of reality function as
criteria of truth: they indicate successful contact, and contact is essential to truth.%

Arguing convincingly that if truthliesin contact withreality “itisthetacit component al onewhich enabl esthe knower
to decide what istrue”’?, Meek then goes on to clarify the nature of the criteria of reality. According to her, the two
basic Polanyian criteriaof reality, and thusof truth, arewhat shecallsthereality criterionand theintegrativecriterion.
According to theredlity criterion,

we recognize successful contact with reality in the course of a discovery or other epistemic
achievement becauseof thepresenceof intimationsof i ndeterminatefuture manifestations(thel FM
Effect), thefeeling that the resulting conclusion will go on being confirmed in asyet inconceivable
and surprising ways.®

ThelFM Effect accompanies contact with reality and thusindicates the presence of truth to the dicoverer. Whereas
theintimationsthat make up the IFM Effect have a“ prospective indeterminacy,” the integrative criterion consists of
“retrospectively indeterminateclues.” Accordingtotheintegrativecriterion,” contact withreality hasbeen succesfully
madeif theepistemicachievement inquestion consistsof “ thecomprehension of thecoherenceof largely unspecifiable
particulars.” %

In Meek’ sview, the reality criterion and especially the integrative criterion are basic because three further
Polanyian criteriaof reality, coherence, rationality andintellectual beauty, “ devel op out of [them].”* All threeresult
fromtheintegrative act of tacit knowing: experiences of coherence arelinked with appearance, pattern and order (the
phenomenal aspect of tacit knowing) and theexperienceof rationality isconnected with meaningful ness(thesemantic
aspect). Intellectual beauty attachesto theoriesand is experienced in virtue of the coherence and rationality of those
theories or as an accompaniment of the IMF Effect they exert.3!

However, Meek warns usthat successful contact reveals“ merely an aspect of reality.”*? Readlity, according
to Polanyi, isinexhaustive, and so contact with reality isalways aspectua and inexhaustiveaswell. Consequently, to
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attain truthisnever to attain thewhol e truth and nothing but thetruth, as M eek rightly emphasizes.® In thisway truth
ascontact withreality isreconciled with Polanyi’ sfallibilism.

Asan account of Polanyi’s criterial sense of truth, Meek’ s account of how, according to Polanyi, truth can
be recognized, seemsto me perfectly sound and also an important complement to my own account.

VI.TruthasCorrespondence

Regarding our secondissue, themeaning of truth, | already noted that Cannonand | agreethat Polanyi upholds
the common-sense notion of truth as correspondence. On my account, part of thisisexpressed in Polanyi’ sthesisthat
thestructureof tacit comprehension parall el sthestructureof what iscomprehended (cf. TD 33f.). Accordingto Cannon,
however, | am confusing the epistemol ogical question of correspondence with reality with what he takesto be “the
ontological question of the correspondence between the structure of tacit comprehension ... and the structure of the
comprehensive entity whichisitsobject” (p. 20). | certainly do not deny that Polanyi’ sthesis can be construed asan
ontological one but, surely, the epistemological question isjust the other side of the same coin.

Consider the following example which is built on an interesting proposal by Meek. She suggests that for
Polanyi the notion of contact replaces the notion of correspondence. On her construal, in the process of discovery,
tacit foreknowing precedes the discovery. When the explicit knowledge of discovery arrives, “we recognize it as
matching or corresponding with thetacit conclusionsalready reached. Thusdiscovery comesto uswiththeconviction
of its being true.”3*

Hereistheexample. Whenlookingat acarinmy vicinity, | ammoreor lessawareof thecharacteristicfeatures
of that car, its being yellow, its having a certain shape, wheels, windows, and so forth. The car isin a certain sense
“more” thanthat particular aggregate of features. Normally, when | haveavisual experiencelikethat, thereisayellow
carinmy vicinity. | canexpressmy experiencetoyouby saying“L ook, ayellow AlfaRomeo Spider!.” Sofartheontology.
What about theparall el structure?Obviously, | amnot having somethingyellow, four-wheel ed, etc. inmy head or body.
What | havein my mindbody isavisual representation of the car, jointly made up of al the particulars which happen
to berelevant to that particular experience and of which | am more or less, or perhaps not at all, aware. Asthecar is
“more” thanitscomponent parts, my visual representationis” more” thanthesesubsidiaries. Sofar theparallel structure.

Now it seemsto methat if there is not some sort of connection or “ contact” between my awareness of the
subsidiaries that make up my visual experience and the actual features of the car, my having that particular visual
experience would become acomplete mystery. Nothing depends here on the availability of intersubjective checking
procedures, et alone on “independent accessto reality,” that is, access independent of our common conceptions of
cars, colours, etc. Onthecontrary, itisprecisely inandthrough theuseof theseconceptionsthat “ contact withreality” is
achieved. Thus, | uphold my claim that the ontologi cal thesis of corresponding structures has epistemol ogical import
as well, and that the sense of correspondence meant by Polanyi is not one of mirroring (isomorphy or one-one
correspondence), but a more lose one (homomorphy or analogy).

| amnot surewhether thisiswhat Cannon hasinmindwith hisnotion of existential truth, which, | takeit, covers
morethan “what istrue for me”or “what it meansthat something istruefor me.” Thisisimportant becauseit may be
the way in which we learn to use the word “true’, but it cannot be the whole story and so the traditional questions
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reappear.

In retrospect, my analytical approach to Polanyi’ stheory of personal knowing leaves out certain aspects of
his philosophy, in particular the programme of self-identification and the confessional rhetoric deriving from it.
However, | show that therearesolid epistemol ogical reasonsfor cautionandthat “ post-critical” should not beidentified
withanuncritical dogmatism. | alsoindicatehow thecurrent accountsof thenatureand structureof tacit knowing could
be elaborated further by drawing on, and extending, the work of Searle and Johnson. Finally, | make use of Meek’s
account of the notion of “ contact with reality” to expound Polanyi’ scriterial senseof truth. Inthelight of this, | would
not be surprised if Dale Cannon’s misgivings are still largely intact. Still, what this exchange of views between
proponents of quite different philosophical styles shows, | hope, is that the views of others do make a difference.

Notes

| take* anal ytical philosophy”in the broadest possible sense, including most of Anglo-Saxon epistemol ogy
, philosophy of science (say, Popper, Kuhn, Lakatos, Laudan, Van Fraassen), philosophy of language (e.g.,
Wittgenstein, Searle, Putnam) and philosophy of religion (e.g., Ramsey, Mitchell, Hick, Mavrodes, Plantinga,
Wolterstorff, Phillips).

*AF. Sanders, Michael Polanyi’s Post-Critical Epistemol ogy, Amsterdam/Atlanta 1988, i

*Further evidencefor thisishisclaim that accordi ng to Polanyi belief in (or tacit knowing by acquaintance),
includingtrust, endorsement, accreditation, reliance, areall a-critical (p. 22). Notice, however, that Polanyi emphatically
saysthat acompetent judgement issuing intrust, endorsement and thelike, isamental act which cannot beimproved
at the moment of its making, since the person making it isaready doing hisbest in making it (cf. PK 314). But thisis
certainly not to say that a competent judgement cannot be improved after it has been made.

‘s, Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postcript to Philosophical Fragments, (eds.) H.V. Hong & E.H.
Hong, Princeton, N.J., 1992, 204

°B.Mitchell, Faith and Criticism, Oxford 1994, 88

°Consi der, for example, Polanyi’ sremarksthat “ an alteration of analysisand integration leads progressively
toanever deeper understanding of acomprehensiveentity’, “[a] skill tooisimproved by alternatedismemberment and
integration” (KB 125) and “all manner of discovery proceeds by a see-saw of analysis and integration” (KB 129).
Certainly, wearealsowarned that the performanceof askill canbeparalysedif wefocusour attention at itsparticulars
(duringthat performance) or that “ unbridled lucidity can destroy our understanding of complex matters’ (TD 18, cf. PK
56). But just asthe meticulous dismembering of atext cankill itsappreciation, it “ can also supply material for amuch
deeper understanding of it” (TD 19).

7Sanders, Michael Polanyi’s Post-Critical Philosophy, 169

*Thefamous passage about the aim of Personal Knowledge: “to achieveaframe of mindinwhich | may hold
firmly towhat | believeto betrue, eventhough | know that it might conceivably befalse” (PK 214) clearly belongsto
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thiscontextaswell. Inasimilar vein (regarding heuristicactswhichinvolveaconversion) is[i]tisadecision, originating
in our own personal judgement ... to modify our intellectual existence, so asto become more satisfying to ourselves
... asatoken of what should be universally satisfying” (PK 106).

TA. Langford & W.H. Poteat, “Upon First Sitting Down to Read Personal Knowledge', in: (eds.) T.A.
Langford and W.H. Poteat, Intellect and Hope. Essaysin the Thought of Michael Polanyi, Durham, N.C., 1968, 18

I asense, Polanyi can be seento dothe same. Heempl oysthejargon of analytical philosophy, for instance,
inhisaccountsof thenatureof assertionsof fact (cf. PK 27ff.), of assertionsof fact (cf. PK 253ff.), of belief (cf. PK 272ff.)
and of truth-claims(cf. PK 305, 315). Heal so speaksof believing p, the sentencep, thefunction of theword “true’, and
so on. Also, his account of truth is couched largely in the terminology used by analytical philosophers who were
prominent at thetime Per sonal Knowl edgewastaking shape(as, e.g., M. Black, B. Russell and A. Tarski). Asapersonal
notel should perhapsadd that, asan analytical philosopher of religion by training, thehard and time-consuming effort
of elaborating and reconstructing Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy wasal so part of anattempt tomakeitintelligibleand plausible
tomyself.

"See on this issue also my “Tacit Knowing Between Modernism and Postmodernism: A Problem of
Coherence’, Tradition & Discovery 18(1991/92),nr.2,15- 21

“Thereissomereasontodoubtwhether thedoctrineof commitment (atleastintheforminwhichitispresented
inPersonal Knowledge) issuccessful inavoiding thisdanger. Consider theway inwhich Polanyi answersthequestion
whether aparticular factistrue: ... my answer will bemadewith universal intent, sayingwhat | believeto bethetruth,
and what the consensus ought therefore to be. Thisisthe only sense in which | can speak of the truth, and though
| amtheonly personwho can speak of itinthissense, thisiswhat | mean by thetruth” (PK 316). Thismay not besolipsism,
as Polanyi claims, but it certainly comes dangerously closetoit. Why would he be the only person who can speak of
thetruthinthat sense? Unlessthissenseisapurely private one, surely, weall can speak of it inthat senseif wejudge
it to be the right sense.

“A recent example of a“confessional rhetoric” employed by leading American analytical philosophers of
religion, isthe remarkabl e collection God and the Philosophers. The Reconciliation of Faith and Reason, (ed.) T.V.
Morris,New Y ork/Oxford 1994.

) suppose that Cannon uses the distinction between belief in and belief that precisely becauseit ispart and
parce of the analytical tradition; see, for instance, H.H. Price, Belief, London 1969. Other well-known analytical
distinctions which bring out the same point are those between knowledge by description and knowledge by
acquaintance (Bertrand Russell) and between knowing that and knowing how (G. Ryle).

®The Background is defined as “a set of nonrepresentational mental capacitiesthat enable all representing
totake place.” The“deep” Background includesat least all of those capacitiesthat are common to al normal human
beings in virtue of their biologica makeup (like, e.g., walking, eating, grasping, percieving, recognizing) and
preintentional stances towards the solidity of things, the independent existence of other people etc., whereas the
“local” Background includes such things as opening doors, drinking beer from bottles and preintentional stanceswe
taketowards natural objectslike cars, refrigeratorsetc. The Network isdefined asthe holistic complex of intentional

35



statessuch asbeliefs, desires, intentions, hopes, fears, anxieties, anticipations, feelings of frustration and satisfaction.
Any particular intentional state can only have the conditions of satisfaction that it does because it is located in a
Network. Cf. J.R. Searle, Intentionality. An Essay in the Philosophy of Mind, Cambridge 1983, 141ff.

. Sanders, Michael Polanyi’s Post-Critical Epistemology, 171-181

YCf. ibid., 176; see also Searle, Intentionality, 150ff.

M. Johnson, The Body in the Mind. The Bodily Basis of Meaning, Imagination, and Reason, Chicago/
London 1987, 187-190. | wouldliketothank Dr. Walter B. Gulick and Dr. Phil Mullinsfor pointingouttometherel evance
of Johnson’s book for the theory of tacit knowing. Notice that Johnson seems to connect the Searlean Background
with Polanyiantacitknowingwhenhewrites. “ | amclaimingthat theso-called Backgroundismerely that part of meaning
thatisnot focused oninagivenintentional act. Itisthat whichispresuposed and isunquestioned aspart of the context
inwhichwegraspandexpresswhat wemean. Itisbackground, rel ativetotheforeground onwhichwearenow focussing;
but it isstill part of the web of connections that constitute meaning” (189).

“Ibid. 191f.

“Cf. JR. Searle, The Construction of Social Reality, New Y ork/London 1995, 130ff.: Searle too has
incorporated elements of the theory of tacit knowing into hisaccount of the structure of consciousness. Cf. hisThe
Rediscovery of the Mind, Cambridge, MA/London 1992, on the Gestalt structure of conscious experience (132f.) and
on the center-periphery distinction in attention (137f.).

“cf. Johnson, The Body in the Mind, 187f.

Zcf. Searle, Intentionality, 143

“Obvi oudly, thisrestriction isnot unimportant becauseit does not go without saying that the criteriaof truth
inscientificinquiry arethecriteriaof truth for al kinds of intellectual inquiry. Cf. Sanders, Michael Polanyi’ s Post-
Critical Epistemology, 133-136, 145-150

“Cf.ELL. Meek, Contact with Reality. An Examination of Realismin the Work of Michael Polanyi, Ph.D.
Temple University, October 1983. Unfortunately this dissertation was never published. It can be obtained through
UniversitiesMicrofilmsinternational, AnnArbor, MI. 1985, 85-09387

M eek, Contact with Reality, 192, 201

“Ibid., 192f.

“Ibid., 193

®|bid., 101
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“Ibid., 102
M eek, Contact with Reality, 105, 113-120; they are not “qualitatively distinguishabl €’ from them (113).

31 . . . . . .

Recently, JW. McAllister advanced an extensive account of the role of beauty as an aesthetic criterionin
science, especially inthe assessment of theoriesand intimes of revolution: Beauty and Revolutionin Science, Ithacal/
London 1996. McAllister defends the view that the aesthetic preferences of scientific communities are reached by
inductive projections over the empirical performance of the theories they adhere to and that these preferences, asin
the applied arts, are shaped in part “ by habituation to the forms associated with success’ (p.5). It would beinteresting
tocompare, and eval uate, Polanyi’ sadamant statement that “ no scientifictheory isbeautiful if itisfalse” (PK 195) with
McAllister's quotations of Schrédinger, Sciamaand Einstein as scientists who ascribed beauty to theories but were
at the same time dubious about there thruth (p.69).

Y eek, Contact with Reality, 91

*Ct. Ibid., 195, 206

*Ibid., 196 Polanyi Society M ember ship

Tradition and Discovery is distributed to members of the Polanyi Society. This periodical supercedes a
newsletter and earlier mini-journal published (with some gaps) by the Polanyi Society since the mid seventies. The
Polanyi Society hasmembersinthirteen different countriesthoughmost liveinNorth Americaand the United Kingdom.
TheSociety includesthoseformerly affiliated withthe Polanyi group centeredinthe United Kingdomwhich published
Convivium: The United KingdomReview of Post-critical Thought. Therearenormally two or threeissuesof TAD each
year.

Theregular annual membership ratefor the Polanyi Society is$20; thestudent rateis$12. Themembership
cyclefollowstheacademicyear; subscriptionsaredue September 1 to Phil Mullins, Humanities, Missouri Western State
College, St. Joseph, MO 64507,. Please make checks payableto the Polanyi Society. Duescan bepaid by credit card
by providingthefollowinginformation: subscriber'snameasit appearsonthecard, thecard name, andthecard number
and expiration date. Changes of address and inquiries should be mailed, faxed or e-mailed to Mullins (e-mail:
mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu; fax: USA 816-271-5987).

New members must provide the following subscription information: complete mailing address, telephone
(work and home), institutional rel ationship, and e-mail addressand/or fax number (if available). Institutional members
should identify adepartment to contact for billing.

The Polanyi Society attempts to maintain a data base identifying persons interested in or working with
Polanyi's philosophical writing. New members can contribute to this effort by writing a short description of their
particular interestsin Polanyi's work and any publications and /or theses/dissertations related to Polanyi's thought.
Please provide complete bibliographicinformation. Those renewing membership areinvited to includeinformation
on recent work.
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Polanyi on Liberal Neutrality

C.PGOODMAN

ABSTRACT Key Words: pluralism, neutrality, dedicated community, universal ideals.
This paper suggests that moral neutrality erodes the liberal practices which sustain a free society. It supports the
Polanyian claim that a free society is the political arrangement which is best able to realise universal ideals.

Liberty isthepolitical orthodoxy of our age. Why?Becauseit accompaniesthe pluralism of modern society.
Constant noted that during the French Revolution his contemporaries tended either to be Royalists, who because of
their reverence for Throneand Altar sought to return to afeudal order, or Jacobins, who inspired by the ancient polis
sought to establish a new republic of virtue. Both were content to enforce a comprehensive vision of the good life.
Among our contemporaries, however, the desire for freedom - both economic and palitical - has undermined the
intellectual respectability of alternativesto afreesociety. Weareall liberalsnow. Doesthat mean that political debate
has come to an end? Clearly not. There exists a plurality of liberal outlooks. We can, however, identify two broad
tendencies. Classica liberal sinvokeanarrow definition of freedom and seek to decreasethepower of the State. Welfare
liberalsinvokeabroad conception of freedomand rely upon the Stateto increase opportunity. DoesPolanyi contribute
anything to this debate? In his early writings, he set out arguments exposing the limitations of central planning. His
claimthat theessential problemwhichfacesany planner istheimpossibility of any central agency being ableto obtain
theknowledgeit requiresfor effectivedecisionmakinginfluencedtheclassical liberal Hayek: itwasPolanyi who coined
the now familiar term “ spontaneous order.”* Polanyi also supported the Keynesian analysisthat interventions by the
Stateintothegeneral workingsof amarket order arenecessary if wewishtopromotefull employment 2. Hiscontemporary
political significance however does not derive from his support for variousliberal causes, but rather from the extent
towhich hiswork addressessomecurrent anxi etiesabout theimplicit nihilism of asoci ety dedicatedtomoral neutrality.

Polanyi did not believethat afree society isan “Open Society.” Heclaimed that itisasociety dedicated to
promoting theideal sand practices associated with aliberal account of the good. He does not defend liberalism onthe
groundsthat we have aright to pursue our own conception of the good, nor doeshedefend freedomasan endinitself.
He defendsit on the groundsthat liberal virtues, such astolerance and fairness, enable usto pursue universal ideals.
Hisdefence of liberalismthereforeisnot derived from abelief that the State ought to be neutral; itisderived fromhis
recognitionthat what constitutesagood lifeiscontroversial. Unlikemany Communitarian criticsof liberalismhedoes
not attempt to supply acomprehensivevision of the good. He simply observesthat without abelief inuniversal ideals
welack theintellectual groundsto protect liberal freedoms. Hispolycentric vision of what itisto bealiberal society,
in which the State tries to sustain general conditions for human flourishing but in which individual achievement is
nurtured within the practices associated with aplurality of dedicated associations, triesto reconcileindividual liberty
andthepursuit of universal ideals. Polanyi al so seekstointegrate private and public freedoms. Whilethefirst protects
our freedom from the State, the latter relies upon the State to promote our liberty to realise aconception of the good.

The problem with aprivate conception of liberty isthat it encourages an atomistic understanding of human
flourishing. The problem with apublic conception of liberty isthat it encouragesthe Stateto imposeacomprehensive
vision of the good. Polanyi strives therefore to balance private and public freedoms by defending individual liberty
viaan appeal to transcendent ideal s. Thus, while he believesthat a State has political duties, he also seekstolimitits
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powers. While he defendsthe claim that aliberal society isadedicated society, he also seeksto encourage pluralism.
Polanyi believedthat aliberal society ismadeup of aplurality of “ enclavesof freedom” which exist withinthe context
of asociety dedicated to pursuing universal ideals. Inorder tounderstand thisclaim, itishel pful if wel ook at thehistorical
analysiswhich Polanyi providesin Chapter Seven of the Logic of Liberty.® Anglo-American liberalism, he suggests,
wasinitially formulatedin oppositiontoreligiousintolerance. Inthe Areopagitica, Milton assertsthat weneed freedom
from authority so that truth may be discovered. To this, Locke added the argument that because we can never be sure
of thetruthinreligiousmatters, we should refrain fromimposing our views. Polanyi observes, however, that thislatter
argument carrieswith it theimplication that we ought to refrain from imposing any belief whichisnot demonstrable.

But of course, ethical principles cannot be demonstrated: you cannot prove the obligation to tell
the truth, to uphold justice and mercy. It would follows therefore that a system of mendacity,
lawlessness and cruelty isto be accepted asan alternativeto ethical principleson equal terms. But
a society in which unscrupulous propaganda, violence and terror prevail offers no scope for
tolerance. Heretheinconsistency of aliberalism based upon phil osophical doubt becomesapparent:
freedom of thought is destroyed by the extension of doubt to the field of traditional ideals.*

According to Polanyi, the destructive implications of aliberalism secured by the argument from doubt was
avoidedin Britain and Americaby areluctanceto pursue philosophical premisestotheir logical conclusion. Oneway
of avoidingit wasto claimthat ethical principlescould bescientifically demonstrated. L ockehimself pioneered such
an approach by suggesting that good and evil can be identified with pleasure and pain, and that maxims of good
behaviour aresimply maximsof prudence. Becauseit wasthepursuit of religioustruthwhichwasbeing protected from
interferenceby the State, Catholicsweredi scriminated against in Britain onthegroundsthat theRoman Church opposed
freereligiousinquiry. Atheistswereexempted fromtoleration onthegroundsthat they did not esteemreligiousinquiry.
On the Continent, some intellectuals however began to take seriously the claim that moral standards cannot be
scientifically justified, and many identified religion as an enemy of liberty. According to Berlin,® the failure by
Enlightenment philosophersto secureagenerally accepted foundation for moral val ues, together with therecognition
by thinkers such as Vico and Herder of the existence of a plurality of human cultures, helped to prepare the way for
amorepluralisticliberalism. Itisclear, however, that pluralism doesnot initself support the casefor toleration. Only
by suspending logicisit possibleto deny that we could equally well arguethat pluralism underminesthejustification
for tolerating aternative visionsof thegood. In Fathersand Sons, the Russian novelist Turgenev wrote about anew
figure, thenihilist, who combined arejection of moral valueswithacontempt for existing society. Accordingto Polanyi,
therefore liberalism needs to be able to defend the need for pluralism. His defence relies upon the assumption that it
ispossibleto converge upon common moral beliefs. Inthelight of themoral disenchantment which hasaccompanied
the progress of modern science, this may seem a dubious hypothesis. Polanyi, however, does not seek to derive our
valuesfromthestructureof thecosmos. In hisfinal work Meaning® heassertsthat humanvaluesarewhat hecallstrans-
natural integrations. We create novel patterns of action and emotion. This does not make values arbitrary. Nor does
it absent them from rational debate. Our value judgements are the product of long running disputes. What sustains
thesedisputesisthebelief that agreementispossible. Itisthisassumption, accordingto Polanyi, and not theassumption
that a free society ought to be neutral about conceptions of the good, which sustains aliberal political order.

According to Polanyi, aliberal society isasociety committed to the beliefs which uphold freedom. In their
morerecent attempt to provideatheoretical foundation for liberalism, John Rawls,in ATheory of Justice, and Robert
Nozick, in Anarchy, State, and Utopia, both defend the claim that aliberal State ought to be neutral about different
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conceptions of the good.” Rawlsinterpretsthis neutrality asthe demand that a State ought to strive to ensure that all
its citizens are equally able to pursue their particular conception of the good. The rules governing aliberal State, he
asserts, should betheruleswewoul d adopt if wewerepursuingour self-interest frombehinda“ veil of ignorance” which
prevented usfrom having any particular knowledge about ourselves. Rawlsclaimsthat inthis“ original position” we
would agree upon aconcept of “justice asfairness’ and apolitical order capable of delivering the greatest amount of
liberty consistent with the liberty of others--tolerating inequalities of wealth only if they benefited the worst off in
society. For Nozick, neutrality requiresthat no political action betaken which promotesany specificideaof thegood.
Heassertsthat individual shavevarious rights, suchastheright notto haveyour liberty restricted, your personinjured,
or your property taken away fromyouwithout your permission. Nozi ck concludesthat thebest sort of Stateisonewhich
has no other purpose than upholding and defending these individual rights. Rawls and Nozick therefore both claim
that before contracting into a State, we can agree upon the rights we would want to enforce independently of any
conception of the good. Both seek what Rawlshascalled “ an overlapping consensus’ --that is, aconception of justice
abletocommandauniversal allegiancewithinasociety withaplurality of moral viewpoints.2 Any defenceof procedural
rights however invokes a hidden conception of the good. It relies upon the assumption that rational beings are able
to agreein practice upon acommon set of political principles. According to Polanyi, aliberal society ought to defend
only the possihility of agreement. Theactual content of any consensusshould evolvein accordancewiththedynamics
of open ended debate.

Joseph Raz claimsthat personal autonomy isan essential component of any liberal political practice. Healso
suggests that a defence of personal autonomy carries with it an endorsement of moral pluralism.® Istherejection by
Polanyi of an“ Open Society” tantamount to arejection of liberalism?John Gray i dentifiesfour general characteristics
of aliberal political thought: individualism, egalitarianism, universalism, and meliorism.X® Polanyi emphasisesthe
importance of autonomous agency and opposes the establishment of an absolute source of authority. Heisthusin
harmony with bothindividualismand egalitarianism. Itisclear however that hejustifiesindividualismand equality not
asendsin themselves, but as meansin an extended quest to realise universal ideals. Polanyi defendsaliberal society
asthepolitical order whichisbest ableto promote human progress. Heisthusin harmony with both universalism and
meliorism. Hedoesnot, however, want toidentify aset of universal rules; heseeksrather toencouragealiberal tradition.
Polanyi thus defends freedom, but rejects the concept of freedom asan end initself. He advocates universalism, but
defends the need for an apprenticeship to the evolving practices of aliberal society. Are his arguments going to
convince an opponent of liberalism?

When Polanyi began his philosophical work, liberalism was in retreat. He thus set out to defend liberal
institutionsand practices. A key argument ishisclaimthat progressreliesupon dispersed sourcesof innovation. Critics,
however, might disputehisclaimthat liberty isthepalitical framework which encouragesmost innovation, or they might
deny his assumption that progress contributes to human flourishing. Although Polanyi rejects the possibility of
securing an absolute source of truth, how exactly does he undermine those who claim to have reached such an
understanding? He addressesthis|atter problemin his epistemol ogical work. But what about the claimthat progress
undermineshumanflourishing?Anopponent might claimthat increasing understanding drainsmeaning fromtheworld,
because cherished beliefs are exposed asillusions. They might assert that pluralism replaces the order and meaning
derived from acomprehensive vision of the good with the ephemeral lifestylesof aconsumer society. The Polanyian
response to thisis clear. To the claim that liberalism does not encourage progress, he draws our attention to the
limitationsinherentinall formsof central direction. Themorecomprehensivethecentral direction, themorelimitedthe
scope for innovation. To the alegation that pluralism erodes all meaningful order, Polanyi makesit clear that afree
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society isstructured by thedisciplinesassociated withaplurality of dedicated communities. Moregenerally, heclaims
that afree society isnot simply the product of abstract laws; it is sustained by theliberal practiceswhich accompany
thoselaws. He suggeststhat theilliberal excesses of the French Revolution were duein part to the adoption of liberal
principleswithout theliberal practicesthrough which such principlesmust beinterpreted.’* Inresponseto the charge
that freedom destroys more than it creates, it isclear that Polanyi believed that if we combineindividual liberty with
theplurality of local disciplineswhichaccompany thepursuit of universal ideal s, thedemiseof theillusionswhichderive
fromignoranceismorethanjustified by thefreedomwhichliberalism givesusto discover moresatisfying waysof life.

Notes
! Polanyi hasinfluenced anumber of thinkerswhosepolitical writingsaremuch better knowne.g. F.A.Hayek, Paul Craig
Roberts, and Michael Oakeshott. His most important political influence has been his part in drawing attention to the
importance of thetacitin our economicand cultural life. See Don LavoieNational Economic Planning: What isLeft?
(New York: Harper and Row, 1985), Paul Craig Roberts Alienation and the Soviet Economy: The Collapse of the
Socialist Era(New Y ork: Holmesand Meier, 1990), Harwel | Wells* The Philosophi cal Michael Oakeshott” Journal of
theHistory of Ideas55:1 January 1994, pp. 129-145.
2R.T.Allenpointsout that Polanyi argued that intimesof depression there should beal owering of taxesnot anincrease
in government spending. Conversely when thereis an inflationary boom the government should reduce the money
supply by increasing taxation. See” SomeNoteson Polanyi’ sEconomics’ Appraisal V olume2:2 October 1996, pp. 95-
%.
*The Logic of Liberty (London: Routledge, 1951).
4lbid. p. 97.
5See The Crooked Timber of Humanity (London: Fontana, 1990).
SMeaning (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1976).
"ATheory of Justice(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971) and Anar chy, Sateand Utopia (Oxford: Blackwell, 1974).

8See“ Theldeaof an Overlapping Consensus’ in Political Liberalism (New Y ork: ColumbiaUniversity Press, 1993)
pp.131-168.

9The Morality of Freedom (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986).
0_jberalism (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1986).
11*OnLiberalismandLiberty” Encounter IV March 1955 pp. 29-34.

Many thanksto Bob Stern whose hel p and encouragement has sustained my quest to understand the work of Michael
Polanyi.

41



Reviews

Gregory Baum. Karl Polanyi On Ethics And Economics.
Montreal: McGill-Queen’ sUniversity Press, 1996.

As an economist, | will hazard the guess that
most of my brethren who have read abit of Karl Polanyi
(KP) are quite unaware that the more famous Michael
Polanyi (MP)washisbrother. | findthissurprising, given
many important parallelsintheirideas. | should stateat the
outset that my ownwork asan economist hasbeenlargely
shaped by the influence of KP.

Thecultural separationof KPand MPmight just
reflect the rift between the social and physical sciences.
But one expects more willingness to cross boundaries
from those influenced by their ideas. It must be said that
these boundaries were not explicitly bridged by either
brother inhispublishedwritings. Asfar asl know, neither
ever mentioned the other, despite maintaining what seem
to have been close personal relations.

Gregory Baum’ shook doesnot mentionMP. But
itsfocus on the ethical and spiritual dimensions of KP's
work opensup comparisonswithMP. | amastudent of KP,
not MP, but | offer several pointsfrom Baum’ sbook that
suggest striking parallels between the two.

KPwasdefinitely apartisanof theleft. Buthehas
been mis-interpreted (or mis-appropriated) by those on
the left who see him too simply as an opponent of the
market and al its associated civic institutions. On the
contrary, amajor thesis of KP's economic anthropology
was that markets play an important role within most
traditional societies, but not standing outside and domi-
nating social life.

KPisbest knownfor The Great Transfor mation, recently
picked by the Times Literary Supplement as one of the
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“100mostimportant books’ for understanding contempo-
rary Western society. While scathing on the anomie
spawned by aglobal market “ dis-embedded” from tradi-
tional andlocal social institutions, KPwasabsol utely not
acritic of “bourgeocis morality” in the sense of Marx.

Quitethe contrary. KP saw the bourgeoiscivic
tradition (dasburgerliche Gewissen, inanearlier essay) as
very much an obstacle to the reduction of human beings
to money values. Bourgeois society isthe nurturing soil
that madetheimpersonal, self-regulatingmarket possible.
The extension of this market, however, can threaten to
destroy personal community relations, destroying the
market’ sown peaceful, well-ordered preconditions. Thus
the market must be restrained by market society--thisis
KP' s analysis of the “double movement” of capitalism.
Baumwrites:

ThisthenisPolanyi’ soriginal argument: thelong-
ing of the bourgeois conscience transcends the
possibilities of bourgeoissociety. What thiscon-
science calls for is the creation of a transparent
society that allows its members to estimate the
effects of what they are doing and thus assume
ethical responsibilitiesfor their actions... Accord-
ing to Polanyi, there are no fixed laws that define
thelife of society. If it seemsto peoplethat such
laws do exist, then the reason for thisisthat they
have been successfully persuaded to see society
inthisway... The subject of history isresponsible
human beings(pp. 27-28).

KP ssocialismwasof acommunitarianor Chris-
tianstriperather thanasabelief incentral planning. Baum
points out the ties between KP's thought and Catholic
social doctrine. KP wrote an essay for a book entitled
“Christianity and the Social Revolution.” His essay,
writtenin 1933, wasentitled “ The Essence of Fascism.”



In this essay, KP warned that the spiritual viru-
lence of Nazism isitsoffer to “relieve” theindividual of
personal identity. Thisisthe antithesis of KP'sidea of
community. AccordingtoBaum:

Theredoesexist, Polanyi argues, aChristian con-
cept of society... When Polanyi writes that the
discovery of the soul is at the same time the
discovery of society or that society is arelation-
ship of persons, he offers a personalist concep-
tion of society, that is, a society characterized by
cooperation and co-responsibility that recognizes
the persona dignity and equality of its citizens
(emphasisadded, p. 33).

| offer these passages in hopes of provoking

more work on the relation of the Polanyi brothers. Most
of thework | have seen seemsfar too polemical. Theties
betweentheir work areformed by anextraordinary family
full of lonely geniuses and courageous individuals, by
their Jewish tradition of Christianity, and by adistinctly
Austrian skepticismtoward abstract formalization. These
resonances are more important, | would argue, than any
explicit political statements. Polanyians of either stripe
should be able to understand that.

James Stodder

Department of Economics

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute

Troy,NY 12180

Electronic Discussion Group

The Polanyi Society supports an electronic
discussion group exploring implications of the
thought of Michael Polanyi. For those with access
to the INTERNET, send a message to “owner-
polanyi @sbu.edu” to join the list or to request fur-
ther information. Communications about the elec-
troni c discussion group may also bedirected to John
V. Apczynski, Department of Theology, St.
BonaventureUniversity, St. Bonaventure, NY 14778-
0012 PHONE: (716) 375-2298 FAX: (716) 375-2389.
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