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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
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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
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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
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