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A reengagement of my 1983 dissertation, this essay describes and amplifies the commitment to realism
presupposed by Michael Polanyi’s alternative model of knowing, recommending its value for thought and
life. Theidea of contact with reality replaces an unworkable traditional notion of correspondence. Truth
bears indeterminately on reality and thus its assessment is ultimately unspecifiable. We assess successful
contact by our anticipation of the discovery’s indeterminate future manifestations (IFM Effect, the reality
criterion) as well as the radicality of the integrative coherence achieved (the integrative criterion).
Polanyi’ s realism offers grounds for a critique of postmodernism. Alternative concepts of truth and
progress as well as the value of the analytic method, are examined in light of the Polanyian model.

In the course of his study of Michael Polanyi, Andy Sanders came across my unpublished 1983
dissertation on Polanyi’ srealism, and has utilized it in support of hisown theses.? Hisand others' continuing
referencesto the dissertation haskept it on the edge of Polanyian discussion, particularly inthisjournal. Until
he and Phil Mullins came after me, | am embarrassed to say, | had no knowledge of this, having received no
encouragement to publish from aheavily analytic philosophy department, and having been pregnant with afew
unforeseeableimplications of my own.

| appreciate Sanders' invitationtorejointhediscussion. Becausetheneedtoexplicaterealismandtruth
hasbecome, if anything, even morecritical, and because some of you have found my formulations of Polanyi’s
conceptshelpful, | believeiswill be useful for meto recapitul ate my thesesfrom that dissertation, making them
more accessible to Polanyi enthusiasts.®

My brief synopsisismoreareengagement thanadescription. Itwill alsoservetolaunchafew comments
on recent works by others. Throughout the variety of topics here presented, | mean to defend Polanyi’'s
commitment torealism, to devel op the conceptshe suggested in order to recommend their valuefor thought and
life

1.Whyresurrect adated work onrealism?

Whatever the other merits of that project, Contact with Reality offers perhaps the most exhaustive
catalog of Polanyi’scomments concerning thereal. | wasfascinated by that aspect of hiswork and so attended
withgreat caretoit. AtthattimePolanyi’ semphasison personal commitment gavehimwhat little presshe had,
andthat, “badpress’. It wasdeemed apseudophilosophical offering. Classifiedasrelativist, subjectivigt, fideist,
and psychologistic, hissystem would have been expectedto containlittleif any support for realism.* Asachild
of thethought of the early decades of thiscentury, | wasdisturbed by the philosophical question, isthereaworld
out therethat we can bejustified in claiming that we know?® Hence my fascination with Polanyi’ stalk about
reality and the fresh grounds upon which he said it.

Polanyi’ sunprecedented approach al so shed light on my everyday human experiencein away that the
highly technical problems and proposed solutions of analytic philosophy did not. The Polanyian perspective

72



made it possible for methen to leave the formal debate of philosophy departments and journals, as my station
inlifecompelled meto, and still do philosophy, by dint of livingit. Atleastinordinary living, hehelpedtoallay
my realist uncertainties.

Inrecentyears, asl havebeenabletoreturntomoreformal philosophical pursuits, | still valuePolanyi’s
approachtorealism. Forithasbecomeapparent that Polanyi offered not only adefinitivecritiqueof andalternative
to modern philosophy (before many others did, contributing to his unpopularity), but also an alternative to
postmodernism as well. Popular consensus has only in the last decade shifted away from modernism. Its
assumption that postmodernism offersthe only alternative to modernism often goes unchallenged.®  Polanyi,
although not familiar with the fruit of the postmodernist worldview, neverthel ess offered the tertiumquid that
peopl e uneasy with the fal se dichotomy continueto explore. My driving concern to devel op an epistemol ogy
compatiblewith the historic biblical tradition hasinvolved me (and others) in exploring the Polanyian tertium
quid, sinceneither modernism nor postmodernism doesjusticeto biblical epistemicclaims.” Polanyi’srealism
isjust that ingredient in his philosophy that prevents its classification as postmodernist, and thus his realist
theses retain strategic importance.

2.Somethingther etobediscover ed

Hence the value of furthering the discussion about reality in Polanyi’s thought. My dissertation
contains four parts. The first introduces Polanyi’s epistemol ogy, drawing attention to the fact that Polanyi
regards scientific discovery as the paradigmatic epistemic feat. Part I, entitled “Contact With Readlity,”
documentsand explicatesPolanyi’ srealism, thereality statement (asl calledit), thenotionof contact withredlity,
and criteriaof reality. Part 11, “Polanyi and Realism in Contemporary Philosophy of Science,” containsthree
chapters- on progress, truth, and contemporary realist issues- inwhich | examined thethen-current debate, and
related Polanyi’ s position to the positions of the participants. Part IV attemptsto ground Polanyi’srealismin
itsrightful bedrock of subsidiary, bodily indwelling, drawing on the complementary and profound insights of
Maurice Merleau-Ponty.

No need existsto recapitulate Part | for thisaudience, except to say this: Thevery word, “ discovery,”
impliessomethingthereto bediscovered. Withdiscovery asthecentral paradigmfor knowing, realismarguably
constitutes the linchpin of Polanyi’s entire epistemology. In order to “save discovery” from elimination by
modern philosophies, Polanyi had to professrealism and exploretheact of contact withit. Itturnsout, asl have
already noted, that the changes he persistently and courageously rings on therealist theme also save discovery
from postmodern philosophies.

3.Independent Reality and Tacit K nowing

Consider thefollowingthesesdescribedin Part |1 of Contact with Reality. Reality existsindependently

of our knowingit. But, far from thisrendering the question of its natureirrelevant to our knowingit, thisisthe
very thing that forcibly compels the knower “not to do as he pleases, but to act as he believes he must.” (PK
310)

Further, itisonly in the context of the possibility of successful contact with reality that the essential
features of Polanyi’ s structure of knowing make any sense: “We can account for this capacity of oursto know
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morethanwecantell if webelieveinthepresenceof anexternal reality withwhichwecan establish contact. This
| do.” (KB133) Weknow morethanwecantell. Theinarticulateawaysoutrunsthearticulate. Theexplicitonly
existshy virtueof itsgrounding inthetacit. Thesubsidiary launchesthefocal. Thekind of foreknowledgethat
leads to adiscovery must be accredited. Polanyi rightly saysthat you can't justify this most Polanyian aspect
of histheory of knowledge without reference to both external and bodily reality.

A*“clue,” forexample, makessenseonly inlight of anas-yet unspecifiedfocus. Todeny thepossibility
of atruthful contact with reality - onethat is successful even though (or perhaps precisely because) itis more
(notless) than precisely specifiable- meansyou couldn’t call anything aclue, nor accredit therequisiteheuristic
feats that in fact any teacher, parent or scientist observes daily.

Thisrealist assumption attendsevery stage of adiscovery. (TD 69) Also, it aloneaccountsfor thekind
of tenacious passionthat sustainsadiscoverer or learner, evenintheabsenceof explicitly specified “facts.” (PK

7

Toacknowledgereality asexistingindependent of my knowingit may soundlikeathinly veiled attempt
toappeal toa“ view fromnowhere. But Polanyi nowheredeniesthat hisuseof “real” and“true” involvepersonal
accreditation or thekind of normativity that pervadesevery singleword we ever use.®2 The point isthat reality
is accessed, not obscured, only by accrediting personal, normative, embodied features.

4.Thel FM Effect

If reality existsindependently of our knowingit, thenhow can| know it? What tipsmeoff toitspresence?
Thisisthepart | lovebest - Polanyi’s“reality statement”: “Wemeet herewith anew definition of reality. Real
isthat which is expected to reveal itself indeterminately in the future. Hence an explicit statement can bear on
reality only by virtueof thetacit coefficient associated withit. Thisconceptionof reality and of thetacit knowing
of reality underliesall my writings.” (SFS10)° The"indeterminatefuturemanifestations’ phraseled metocall it
IFM Effect. (Meek, 1983, Chapter 5) Key characteristicsof theexperienceincludethese: themanifestationsare
future, henceintimated rather than confirmed; they areinfinitein number, indefinitein range; unpredictableyet
systematic, expected to be unexpected; exceeding our understanding; appearing partially hidden. Thel FM Effect
authoritatively speaks for itself, attracting usto itself.

Polanyi’ suniquel FM Effect rendershissystemtruer toordinary humanexperience. Theideaof agestalt-
like pattern expresses aptly that reality is both coherent and inexhaustible, both temporally and spatially, and
that it is always partially hidden but nevertheless partially anticipated. Always it will surprise us, not by
inconsistencies, but by what | might call transforming consistencies. By dint of our unspecifiableforeknowledge
of these outcomes, we can experience recognition even asweregister surprise. Thereal so construed properly
corresponds to theirreducible integration of particulars which is the cognitive act.

Whenreality isexperienced asbeing pregnant with unforeseeableimplications, itisimpossibletodevise
apicture of reality or a verbal description that exhausts the subject matter and thus is completely true in an
exhaustively specifiablesense. Nor doweneedthissimplisticideaof correspondencetobeconfident of thereal;
thelFM Effect regularly knocksusover inaway that makesussurewedidn’t contrivethe experienceourselves.
Nor do wewant such aconcept; the |FM Effect better expressesthe humbling admixture of successand failure
which characterizes any epistemic act.
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5.Contact With Reality

Polanyi speaksrather of contacting reality: “truth liesin the achievement of acontact with reality - a
contact destinedtoreveal itself further by anindefiniterangeof yet unforeseen consequences.” (PK 147) Polanyi
also describes contact using metaphors such as bearing on, holding or grasping reality. | prefer the idea of
grasping; it capturestheflavor of the very human drivethat vectors us outward continually in our world, which
fuel sthe epistemicintegration, which guaranteesthat thefocusitself, once achieved, will only beaway station
this side of the unspecifiable “beyond” toward which we always strive.

Polanyi stipulatesthat welay hold of anaspect of reality. Neverisit perfectly clear that we' vegot hold
of thewholething. Thefact that weexperiencethel FM Effectin noway guarantees, for exampl e, that the effect
is caused by the thing that we think is causing it, under the description that we have attributed to it. Joseph
Priestley, Marjorie Grene says, “the ‘discoverer of oxygen’, clung so resolutely to the phlogiston theory of
combustioninitsdeaththroes, that herefusedtoadmititwas' oxygen’ that hehad discovered. Henever believed
in the existence of such a substance.”°

Truth as contact is never wholly specifiable or determinate. It will aways have to be personally
appraised. Contact preservesrealism without requiring an unworkable correspondencetheory. It corroborates
just thetacit powersthat Polanyi was concerned to champion. Andit meansthat |earning and discovery always
retaintheir beguiling character: weneed not suffer disillusionment from thinking no sol ution exists, nor will we
ever abandon an enterprise because we have explained everything.

6.Criteriaof Contact

Polanyi’ soperational definitionof reality lendsitself touseasacriterion. How doweknow that wehave
made contact with reality? While such an assessment isalwaysapersonal appraisal based substantially onless
(more, actually) than specifiablefeatures, wecan neverthel essidentify theaspectsof our experiencesthat compel
us to suspect the presence of some independent reality (comparable to sensing without seeing that someone
else has entered theroom, or sensing, inthe dark, that you are near awall). Experiencingthe|FM Effectisan
obviouscriterion. | called this“thereality criterion.” An unspecifiable apprehension of indeterminate future
manifestations signals contact. It relieson what | have termed a“ prospective indeterminacy”: | sense future
manifestationswhilethey remain unspecifiable.

Thisisto contrast it with the other criterion of contact with reality, what | have called “theintegrative
criterion.” Theother experiencewhichcompel sustobelievethat wehavemadecontact withreality isthesuccess
of the epistemic integration itself. In explaining integration to my students, | always use asan illustration the
experience of finding the pattern hidden in one of these Magic Eye pictures. Submitting to the authoritative
promise and directions of its composer, the subject struggles gamely to focus beyond the surface of the page
(whatever that means). After afight of shorter or longer duration, depending on anumber of factors, even the
novice can see the pattern and actually recognize his own success. That wonderful, “Oh, | seeit!” moment is
aPolanyianone. Theintegrativeactitself signal sour success. Theintegrativecriterioninvolvesa“retrospective
indeterminacy,” acomprehension of largely unspecifiable particularsthat we' ve already relied onin achieving
the integrative focusin terms of which they are transformed.

Thesetwo criteriaof reality also infuse auniquely Polanyian import into three other terms he usesto
indicatecontact withreality: coherence(thephenomenal aspect of tacit knowing), rational ity (thesemantic aspect
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of tacit knowing), andintellectual beauty (the heuristic passionsof theknower). Part |1 of thedissertation closes
withanexposition of theseconcepts, aswell aswithmy justificationfor not taking Polanyi’ sideaof anisomorphic
correspondence (Sanders’ term) between knowing and being as the central meaning of the ontological aspect
of tacit knowing.

7.Engaging AnalyticPhilosophy: Progress

Orienting Polanyi’ scontributionsin the constel lation of mainstream philosophical discussion consti-
tuted thetask of part 111 of Contact With Reality. Thisinteraction was essential for meto satisfy my philosophy
department concerning Polanyi’ scredibility (theother stipulationwasthat Marjorie Grene, aone-timevisiting
professor, serve on my committee, because nobody in my department knew anything about Polanyi.). Part 111
corresponds in intent to Sanders' efforts. In the following paragraphs, | will alude briefly to the analytic
discussionsintheearly eighties, while primarily devel oping Polanyi’ sposition. | am grateful that Sandersand
others continue to pursue a rapprochement with analytic philosophers, an effort of strategic importance.

Chapter 8 describes positions held then by Karl Popper, Imre Lakatos, Thomas Kuhn, and Paul
Feyerabend concerning the prospect of progress, continuity, successand growth in scientificknowledge.* In
particular, are successive scientific theoriesrelated commensurably (comparabl erationally inlight of indepen-
dent standards) or incommensurably? |sscientific knowledge “additive” with respect to truth? It would seem
that those who champion some form of realism would have to hold that truth is additive, theories are
commensurable, and progress, success, and growth possible. To believe otherwise, apparently, would entail
an antirealist position. While Polanyi’s unqualified admission of features of the epistemic act which seem to
supportincommensurability inscience- personal commitment, self-set standards, anirreducibleintegrativefeat
asthe source of new truth - would indicate an antirealism, neverthel ess he maintains vociferously that hisisa
realist position. Hence the apparent problem.

Popper popularized theattempt to expressarational format for testing two hypothesesfor comparative
superiority, with falsification asadeterminativeingredient. Lakatos offered amore sophisticated version that
took account of thefact that evidenceisevidencegenerally by virtue of human decision; neverthel esshewished
to defend the rational reconstructibility of scientific progress, as over against the “post-critical-mystical
message” of people like Kuhn and Polanyi.

Kuhn and Feyerabend, by contrast, emphasized the more discontinuous aspects of the history of
science, with agenerally chipper attitude toward irrationalism or anarchism. The history of science, they felt,
demonstrated the incommensurability of rival hypotheses. Both viewed the change from one paradigm to the
next asagestalt switch. Kuhnoffered guidelinesconcerning how, neverthel ess, holdersof rival hypothesesmay
communicate and presumably reconcile differences. For Feyerabend, no switch could ever be conducted
rationally. Rather,incommensurability replaced any realismwith judgmentsof tasteand subj ectivewishes. For
each, “ progress’ inscienceonly describeswhat goesonwithinthereign of aparadigm, and never therelationship
between competing paradigms.

Polanyi speaks little either for or against progressin science, at least in the way it was construed by
others. Heexplicitly corroboratesthe experienceswhich Kuhn sumsup asevidencefor incommensurability; in
fact, he probably inspired Kuhn's position. Nevertheless, several features of Polanyi’s thought support an
optimism concerninggrowthinknowledge: thepossibility of |learning - itispossibleto advanceintotheunknown;
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the sense of adeepening coherence, theirreversibility of theintegrativeleap; thegradual extension of ourselves
into the world; success over timein solving scientific anomalies.

Threethings set hisapproach apart, allowing him to be bullish about progress even as he reconceives
the notion. First, for Polanyi, the notion of progress toward truth must be construed as normative as much as
itisdescriptive. Itisatranscendingcommitment, amoral task.? Weare committed to pursuit of truthin principle
asmuch asweareinfact. And rather than thisrendering science antirealist, thisnormativity isjust what fuels
the scientific enterprise and precipitates its success.

Secondly, acknowledging thelegitimacy of theindeterminate keepsincommensurability from swallow-
ing up progress, or commitment fromswallowinguprealism. Progressinscience, hesays, “isdeterminedat every
stage by indefinable powers of thought.” Subtract the preobjective, embodied, functionally unspecifiable
subsidiaries- easy todobecauseby definitionwedon’ t focusonthem asweusethem, hardtodo onceyoureaize
they make everything we call knowledge possible - subtract them, and personal commitment naturally seems
arbitrary and advance into the unknown almost logically impossible (right, Meno?) Thisisjust the feature of
knowing that analytic philosophers, if they mark it at all, consider anomalous, lucky, or anarchistic.

From a Polanyian point of view, many positions such Popper’s and Lakatos's contain Polanyian
features, asl show inthischapter. | generally findthat aPolanyian“criticism” of just about any systeminvolves,
not so much out and out contradiction, but rather the addition of an insight that infuses a transforming
consistency, bringing out thebestinthe“ opponent’ s’ position - much asadiscovery doesn’t somuch contradict
astransform previously held claims. Continuity, on Polanyi’ sterms, should be construed less as additive and
moreaswhat wemight call transformative. Thisistrueof rationality, too. A Polanyian approach challengesold
viewsof rationality. Buttheresultisnotirrationality, but profounder rationality, and onethat accordsbetter with
asystematically inexhaustiveworld.

8.EngagingAnalyticPhilosophy: Truth

Chapter 9 describescontemporary puzzlesabout truth, particul arly the correspondencetheory of truth.
The success of arealist position appears superficially to require construing truth as correspondenceto thereal,
rather than as mere coherence or workability or redundancy or performance. The question of truth turns out
to blur several more specific questions. the question, what does “true’” mean?, isdifferent from the question,
how doesit get used linguistically?, and the question, “what experiences prompt meto usetheword?’, and the
question, “by what standards do | assess that something istrue?’ While the correspondence idea expresses
what wethink truth means, it ispretty usel essasacriterion to direct my usage, requiring asit would, aview from
nowhere, whichisimpossible. Theoristshavelaboredtoexpressjust what aviablecorrespondencetheory would
say atruthissupposed to correspond to, and to articul ate the essential role of abackground theory infurnishing
standards for assessing truth.®®

In contrast to progress, commensurability, etcetera, Polanyi speaksof truth often (though he sayslittle
about correspondence). But becausethissystem taken asawhol e so transforms our understanding of knowing,
it can bedifficult to compare hispositionwith that of others. | believethat hissystem addressesthe difficulties,
if only by showing uswhy such difficultiesare unavoidableoutsideafiduciary framework. But rather than such
afiduciary framework cutting usoff fromtruth, it identifiesfor perhapsthefirst timethevery featuresby which
truth is accessed.
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Truthisthought of only by believing it, saysPolanyi. (PK 305) Thus, to say somethingistrueislike
endorsingacheck. Thisissimilarto positionsheld by Black, Ramsey and Strawson, except | do not believe Polanyi
meansto say that thisisall that we mean when we usetheword, true. (Meek, 1983, 187) Truth, heaso says, is
theexternal poleof belief. (PK 286) Tosay that p istrueisto say p, withuniversal intent, never merely private
intent. Tosay pis“truefor me” isacontradiction in terms.

Why must truth be “personal” - where personal means, not private, not nonexistent, but a matter of
accreditation asuniversal? Grenesuggestsit must bethisway becausewe determinetruth by relying ultimately
ontacit powers.** Antirealists, typically, have not recognized the existence of tacit powers. When we know
something, wewill certainly still beunabletotell what all itsimplicationsareor evenwhether thereisany admixture
of error. Toknow somethingistoknow morethanwecantell; thusto know somethingistrueisgoingtoinvolve
knowing morethanwecantell. Becausewe cannot fully spell out all of aclaim’simplications, eventhoughwe
antici patethem, wecannot determineexplicitly theclaim’ struth. (Meek, 1983,188) Inadditiontoaninexhaustive
indeterminacy inreality that alwaysoutrunsour grasp, thevery conceptionweempl oy to captureititself contains
indeterminacies. To Polanyi’saphorism, “We know morethan we cantell,” | dwaysadd, “We say morethan
weknow.”

Thisisnota“ poor substitute” for correspondence. Itisafar moreaccuratedescription of theexperience
of truth weinfact have, where anideaof correspondence based on knowledge of amerely explicit sort ssimply
islogically flawed.

The assessment of truth is an expression of normativity: Polanyi speaks of truth as the rightness of
anaction of mental acceptance. (PK 320-21) Itinvolvesrelianceon self-set standardsand arobust “ background
theory.” But thesefiduciary aspects grow out of afoundation, reality as bodily experienced and subsidiarily
held, never unaffected by our interpreted input, but never determined by it alone, not explicitly expressedina
way that capturesit aswelivein it, and never held to be unrevisable or mistake-free - contrast the standard
stipulationsof foundationalisminknowledge. (Meek, 1983, 203ff.) Normativity shapesbut doesn’t prevent our
immersioninreality.

Oncethecommon reception of more-than-arti cul ateexperiencesisacknowl edged and taken seriously,
what Polanyi saysabout truth makesgood sense. A statementistrueif it revealsanaspect of redlity, if itachieves
contact with reality, if it bearsindeterminately on reality. (Meek, 1983, 192) Thisbearing is, by virtue of its
indeterminacy, apprehended by our tacit powers. What makesusthink that weareintouchwithareality external
to ourselves? Thecriteria of reality, aswe said before: the IFM Effect, and our integrative success.

Correspondence, inthesenseof apicture-likerepresentation, isbothtoo detailed and tooimpoverished
to accommodate the adequation of thought and things. Contact replaces correspondence. To say we lay hold
of truth does not mean that we lay hold of the whole truth and nothing but thetruth. Indeterminacy meansthat
itisnot contradictory to claim truth despite the unavoi dable admixture or error. We may be better able, indays
to come rather than now, to identify the respectsin which aclaim was true and those in which it proved false,
but even thiswill itself be a personally accredited claim capable of revision.

If truth liesinindeterminate bearing onreality, then onthearticulatelevel, weseek truth by justifying
our beliefsasresponsibly aspossible. But we justify our beliefs not merely with referenceto explicitly stated
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“facts,” but also with reverence for the fiduciary features and powers on which any explicit assessment must
rely. Justification itself never replaces or definestruth. Itisawaysconducted “inthe hope of truth,” as Grene
says. (Meek, 1983, 207-8) Nor could truth asmerejustification ever explain the very common experiences of
learning, learning from our mistakes, and discovery.

Wedo have ordinary experiencesthat feel very much likewhat wemight call correspondence. A kind
of matchingtakesplacewithinthecourseof adiscovery. Our tacit foreknowing precedesadiscovery, extending
out in advanceof our explicit knowledge, both asour creativeintuition focuses on the unknown comprehensive
entity and our creative imagination scrabblesin search of clues (whose significance can at that point be only
tacitly grasped). Asaresult of thispreceding of ourselves, whenthe“Oh, | seeit!” moment finally arrives, we
recognizeit asmatching or corresponding with thetacit conclusionsalready reached. Thusadiscovery comes
to uswith the conviction of itsbeing true. Whiletheinsand outs of this experience would be very difficult to
specify, Polanyi has done tremendous service to call attention to the queerness of “the sense of increasing
proximity to asolution,” “clues,” and so on. And of course, evenif we ever can specify it, the act itself would
alwaysbefunctionally unspecifiable. (M eek, 1983, 196)

9.Puddefoot and Polanyi

In hisarticlein this volume, John Puddefoot summons readersto redefine “true” and “real” in away
that removestraces of metaphysical realism, adoctrinewhich he callsarrogant, childish andirresponsible, that
he believes has been invoked to support unjust violation of other persons’ free space, both verbally and in the
devastationsof actual war.®> Given hisconcern, and the seriousness of theissue at stake, it isimportant to ask
how Puddefoot’ s claims comport with Polanyi’ s realist theses as described here.

Puddefootidentifiesmetaphysical realismwiththeclaimthat reality andtruth (asdefined by aclaimant)
exist independently of all knowers. An appea to its authority encroaches on another person’s free space.
Puddefoot rightly assertsthat a“ view from nowhere” isinherently inconsistent. Herightly seesthat when such
an appeal isused, apart from alternative justification, to legitimate acts of human injustice, it isabhorrent. He
rightly claimsthat such aview failsto recognize the human condition of knowledge astied inseparably to the
personal and the social dimensions of human experience, a condition of inescapable risk and responsibility in
knowing. Herightly believesthat Polanyi hel ps us recognize this aspect of knowing.

| wouldliketo suggest, however, that Puddefoot ismistakeninthinking that theal ternativehe proposes
(1) istheonly alternativeto metaphysical realism; (2) isthePolanyiandternative; or (3) escapesthesamecriticisms
helevel sat metaphysical realism, namely that itissocietally dangerous, that it promotesepi stemicirresponsibility
and that it isinternally inconsistent.

According to Puddefoot, we should see that knowledge must be ratified by communities of enquiry,
and that truth should be reconstrued in terms of cultural accreditation, or currently advisable human action
(section1).

It shouldalready beclear how Polanyi’ smodel offersanalternativetothefal sedichotomy of modernism
and postmodernism. Contact replacesan unworkabl ecorrespondence, strengthening rather than weakening the
casefor realism by bringing to light the traditionally unnoticed epistemic realm of subsidiaries, a rich array of
more-than-specifiable experiences. Puddefoot, while taking seriously what Polanyi said about the social
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dimension of knowledge, overlooksother facetsof thetacit coefficient weall embody. Puddefoot’ salternative
to metaphysical realism could bethe only aternative only if onefailsto see or accredit these other facets. Itis
amistake to reduce the tacit to the political. | teach my child to objectify a certain item as abaseball, using a
societally devel oped term and concept. But notribal ratification or itsabsence could mitigateentirely theeffect
of her getting mashed in the face with one.

Already we see, secondly, that Puddefoot’ sthesesare not exactly Polanyian. | am unclear whether for
Puddefoot thisisgood or bad. Thetwo positions obviously diverge: Polanyi, aswe have seen, insiststhat his
entire system presupposes that there is something there to discover, a reality existing independently of my
knowingit. Granted, we accept personal knowing asatoken of reality. Polanyi’sprofound insights compel a
more sophisticated handling of notionsof truthand reality. But that sophistication accreditsthefiduciary inthe
pursuit of truth; it doesn’t give up the pursuit.

Thirdly, | suggest that apolitical reinterpretation of truth actually shareswith metaphysical realismthe
epistemic irresponsibility Puddefoot longs to avoid, for both positions seek to reduce truth to something
exhaustively describabl e, that involvesno personal risk. Many peopletoday believethatitisself-evidently and
universally wrong to risk violating someone else’ sspace. To definetruth in away that might risk anintrusion
would be intrinsically abhorrent. Yet the human experience regularly requires and appraises such risk. |
intervened in my daughters' lives, for example, to insist on piano lessons aslong as we were able to afford it.
| refused to entertain complaints. Recently, | heard my youngest, now 12, tell someone that my policy “had
worked,” meaning that they all like music and recognize that they are skilled now inaway they would not have
been had | not violated their personal space. | silently exulted, realizing that my responsiblerisk had paid off,
but realizing, humbly, thatit might not have. Such decisionsareregular occurrences- theemergency roomoffers
a hotbed of similar examples. Polanyi’s view embraces the risk and responsibility of truth in away that the
proposed political reduction of it does not.

Nor is the proposed eclipse of truth any more likely to save lives, for it offers even less ground for
intercultural interest, let alonerespect. If another tribe’ struth by definitionhasno bearing onmy truth, noimpetus
remainsfor mutual acquaintance or restraint.

Most importantly, the proposal that truth be defined astribally determined effectivenessfailsbecause
of unavoidableinternal inconsistency. If thisishowwedefine“true,” thenwemust define* effective,” and specify
criteriafor itsassessment. But for aclaimto be“effective,” it must in someway have gotten it right about the
world - there must be some successful contact, and intimations in light of which we gauge how we are doing.
“Effective,” or “worthwhile,” Polanyi would say, are pseudosubstitutions for truth. The chargesheleveled at
positivismin “Science and Reality” also apply to apolitical eclipse of truth.

Puddefoot cannot avoid using evaluative language that presupposes a conception of an independent
truth or reality. How do | decidewhether | cantrust aperson or atribe? Doesmy decision notinvolve assessing
what they tell me against my experience? Oh, but my experienceistribally conditioned. Granted, but what |
experience can berevised by mewhenever | sensethat it ismistaken. “Mistaken,” aword that Puddefoot also
uses, isone of those magic Polanyian words- explicable only if subsidiary, more-than-we-can-tell knowledge
exists. Andthat sort of knowledgeonly existsif by itwegraspanunspecifiably richreality. A political redefinition
of truth can’t consistently explain mistakes or their correction.
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| believe that part of the solution lies in realizing that concepts of truth and reality often function
normatively rather than descriptively. They are normsto which we aspire, which shapethe enterprisewhichis
our life; they are normsthat we cannot eliminate no matter how hard wetry. If weeclipse“truth,” wewill find
ourselvesinventing another word for the samething. Thisisthe unavoidablerisk of the human condition; we
can only choose to act responsibly or irresponsibly. No attempted definition of truth will free us from the
responsibility of asking, regarding any claim that appearsto measure up, “Yes, butisit true?’ For ultimately,
truth liesin itsindeterminate bearing on reality, and thusis ultimately unspecifiably and fallibly determined.

10. Theplaceof analysis

| wish also to comment on Sanders' and Cannon’s interaction concerning whether a philosophical
analysisof ananal ytic sort essentially obscuresthePolanyianmessage.’* Doesan articulation of the subsidiary
destroy it? Isthe attempt to communicate Polanyi’ sthought in the style of analytic philosophy essentially self-
defeating? Cannon suggests an affirmative answer (Cannon, 1996-97, 22)

Sanders replies that atheory of tacit knowing need not and could not have the character of the tacit
knowingitself. A theory shouldbeexplicit and thussusceptibleof analysis, evenif itisatheory of tacit knowing.
Whilethisisahelpful distinction, there remainsasensein which Cannonisstill right. But for reasons neither
of them has mentioned, the program of analysis can go forward even admitting Cannon’s concern.

Cannon isright in the sense that nothing ever is exhaustively expressed. If your goal is exhaustive
articulation, itjustwill never happen, evenif youareconvinced otherwise. Weneed toremember that astatement,
nomatter how explicitorwell articul ated, alwaysretainsanallusive, evocative, aspect (call thistheindeterminate
bearing onredlity, IBR!). Eventhesoundest specification of thetheory of tacit knowingwill bear thismark, and
not becauseit isatheory about tacit knowing. Careful articulation never obliteratesthe IBR. Polanyi warned
of thedangersof “unbridled lucidity” ; but hisown theses show that such astate of affairsnever infact pertains
(TD18).

Infact, careful articulation, accordingto both Polanyi and experience, most likely servesto enhancethis
IBR, and to increase the range of our contact with reality. | havein mind Polanyi’s discussion of destructive
analysis(TD 19). Subsidiary cluesembracedwithintheintegrativefeat are, inreferencetothat feat, functionally
unspecifiable. Not all of them areintrinsically unspecifiable. We can specify at |east some of the subsidiaries.
It'sjust that to specify them isto focus on them and this destroys the first integration. But | think we have to
refrainfrominterpretingtheword, “ destroy,” inan, of -course-we-woul d-never-want-to-do-that sense. Thesense
hemeansittohaveis, of-course-we-woul d-never-want-to-do-that-permanently, and, of -course-you-shoul dn’ t-
expect-a-reintegrati on-unless-you-stop-it. But experienceteaches, asPolanyi knows, destructiveanalysisisa,
perhaps the, key tool for learning. Would-be pianists think about how their thumbs cross under their fingers
while doing scales; would-be golfers study in slow motion videos of Tiger Woods; would-be painters study
techniques of water color. They do so, not to obliterate their talent, but to extend it. Analytic philosophy has
brought a precision and sophistication to the discipline. We have gained much intheway of carefulnessin our
work, and also skill in exploring concepts and distinctions. This destructive analysis (analysis, please note)
extendsusinto our world, asdoesany tool wehavelearned towield with skill. Themistake Polanyi would have
usavoid israther afixated destructive analysis - one which restricts knowledge to itsresult. But eventhis, as
| have shown, whereit is attempted, fails to neutralize the Polanyian features present.
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11. Immersedinreality

Inclosing, abrief word about Part IV of thedissertation. While philosophical analysismay extendthe
rangeonwhichwecontact reality, few anaystsseemto explorethebodily rootednessof all thought. Noamount
of analytical articulationwill makeusfeel whatitisliketoliveinthesubsidiariesasextensionsof our body, even
though it extendsthat experience. We know the subsidiariestruly aswe live through them as an extension of
our lived bodily experience. Hencethevalue of Merleau-Ponty’ sremarkable, very un-analytical “analysis’ of
what hecallsperception. Any discussion of truth, therefore, will alwaysin somemeasurefall short - not because

thereis no external world, nor because we' re doomed to be separated fromit, but becausewe areimmersedin
ity
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