Tradition & Discovery

The Polanyi Society Periodical

Volume XXXI1V Number 2 2007--2008
== o PSSR 2
NEWS ANA NOLES ..ottt ettt st e s be e be s e e sbeetesneenreeneeas 3
Polanyi Society Financial Statement ..........ccooiiiiiinerese e 3
Minutesof Polanyi Society General Membership Meeting ........cccccveveniiinieniennne 4
2008 Polanyi Society M eetings—Call for Papers........ccoooeeeveeneneeneese e 5
T.F. Torrance(1913-2007): A Lif@ i e 6
TonyClark
RememberiNngDOUGATAMS ..ot 9
Allen Dyer and Phil Mullins
I nfor mation on Polanyi Society Electr onicDisCUSSION LISt ......ccoceeveveeieniiineeiesieene, 10
“Personal Knowledge at Fifty” -- ConferenceUpdate ...........ccvceeveriinieneninneenenins 11
MEMBERSHIPRENEWAL/FUNDDRIVE ...t 12
“Personal Knowledgeat Fifty” -- ConferenceRegistration FOrm...........cccceeeeeveevnnnns 13
TentativeConferenceSchedule.............oo e 14
ONOUr EXOSOMALICEXISLENCE ......coiviiieieisieeie ettt s ne e 15
J.E.Tiles
WWW POlanyi RESOUI CES. .......ooueiiiiiiisiieiieeie ettt sttt sre s e e naeeneas 21
Responseto Tiles, “On Our ExosomatiC EXIStENCE” ........ccoveevirieriernieniesee e 22
Robert E.Innis
New Voices. Anlnterviewwith Paul Knepper: Michael Polanyi and Judaism .......... 26
NOLESON CONLITDULONS ...t s .29
A Brief Symposium on Mark Mitchell’sMichael Polanyi ..........ccccceievieneiencinneenne. 30
Paul Lewis, Walter Gulick,andMark T.Mitchell
OnWorkingwith Michael POIanyi ... 39
Peter H. Plesch
REVIBWS ...ttt et e e et e e st e et e e eae e e be e sate e beeaneeeaseesnteenreeaans 51
StefaniaR. Jha, ed. “Hungarian Studieson Imrel akatos.” Perspectiveson Science, 14:3(Fall 2006)
Richard Henry Schmitt

Stanley Hauerwasand Romand Coles. Christianity, Democracy, andthe Radical Ordinary:
Conversations between a Radical Democrat and a Christian
Paul Lewis



The Polanyi Society

General Editor-Tradition & Discovery

Phil Mullins

Missouri Western StateUniversity
St. Joseph, MO 64507
(816)271-4386 FAX (816)271-5987
mullins@missouriwestern.edu

Walter Mead, Boar d President
4KenyonCourt

Bloomington, IL 61701-3320
wbmead@ilstu.edu

Martin X. Moleski, S.J., Board Secretary

CanisusCollege

Buffalo,NY 14208
(716)888-2383FAX (716)886-6506
moleski @canisius.edu

JereMoorman, Boar d Treasur er
1020 Partrick Road

Napa, CA 94558
JEREMOOR@ao0l.com

DaleCannon

Divisionof Humanities
WesternOregonUniversity
Monmouth, OR97361 USA
cannodw@wou.edu

DavidRutledge

Department of Religion
FurmanUniversity
Greenville, SC29613-6298
david.Rutledge@furman.edu

C. P. Goodman

Alpines, 2CliffeLane/ Hathersage
HopeValley, Derbyshire S32 IDEUK
cpgoodman@lineone.net

Esther Meek
GenevaCollege

Beaver Falls, PA 15010
longingtoknow@gmail.com

RichardW. Moodey
GannonUniversity

109 University Square
Erie, PA 16541
moodey001@gannon.edu

ZhenhuaYu

Department of Philosophy
East ChinaNormal University
3663 NorthZhongshan Rd.
Shanghai 200062, China
ecnuyu@hotmail.com

Tony Clark

Department of Religionand Humanities
FriendsUniversity

2100W. University St.

Wichita, KS67213

clarkto@friends.edu

© 2007 by the Polanyi Society
ISSN 1057-1027

Book Review Editor

Walter Gulick

Montana State University--Billings
Billings, MT 59101

(406) 657-2904
WGulick@msubillings.edu

AssociateEditor/Board of Directors
Paul Lewis

Mercer University

Macon, GA 31207

(478) 301-4166

lewis_pa@mercer.edu

Preface

Thisissue of TAD has an incredible array of different materials.
There are memorial reflections on two recently deceased scholars, Doug
Adamsand Thomas Torrance. Both arefigureswhosewriting madeample
use of Michael Polanyi’sthought. Jim Tiles has written areview article
on Rabert Innis' new book and Innis kindly responded. Mark Mitchell has
recently published anew introductionto Polanyi’ sthought. Paul Lewisand
Walter Gulick review this book and Mitchell comments on their
reviews.Thereareexcerptsfromatechnical article publishedin 2004 inthe
Journal of Polymer Science, Part A that provided Peter H. Plesch’'s
reflections on hiswork with Polanyi asachemistinthemid forties. It was
an article that said some very interesting things about Michael Polanyi,
about the history of chemistry and about scientific discovery. Professor
Plesch provided a further comment that complements the excerpts. There
isainterview with Paul Knepper, a scholar interested in Polanyi’s Jewish
background. Finally, there are interesting reviews by Richard Schmitt and
Paul Lewis.

You will aso find an update on the June 13-15, 2008 Polanyi
Saciety conference at Loyola University, Chicago, with atentative sched-
ule and a conference registration form. Inquiries about the conference can
be e-mailed to me (mullins@missouriwestern.edu). For the third straight
issue, weare plugging the 2007-2008 membership/fund drive because we
still need some dollars to support this conference. Finaly, thereisacall
for papersfor meetings sponsored by the Polanyi Society inthefall of 2008.
Although matters are not fully settled, there will likely be a meeting in
conjunction with the American Academy of Religion (Nov. 1) and the
American Philosophical Association (Dec. 28).

Phil Mullins

Tradition and Discovery isindexed selectively in The Philosopher’s
Index and Religious and Theological Abstracts and isincluded in the
EBSCO online database of academic and research journals.
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NEWSAND NOTES

Walter Mead has written an essay titled “1 Know
More Than | Can Tell: The Insights of Michael
Polanyi” that appeared in Modern Age, v. 49, no. 3
(Summer 2007): 298-307.

In the January 2008 issue of First Things (pp.6-10)
there is an interesting exchange of letters between
Avery Dullesand Walter Thorsonregarding Polanyi’ s
innovative alternative to Darwinian evolution in his
concept of “emergence.” Both are appreciative of
Polanyi’ s approach, but Thorson provides a particu-
larly interesting case for challenging the mechanistic
and reductionistic assumptions inherent in Darwin-
ism, and most evident in reigning schools of neo-
Darwinism, by relying on Polanyi’s insights.

Aaron Milavec’ snew book Salvationisfromthe Jews
(Liturgical Press) came out in October of 2007 andis
available on Amazon. com for $17.96.

Dennis Cato had articles in two recent issue of
Paideusis, which is online at http://journals.sfu.ca/
paideusis/index.php/paideusis : “Of the Trivial and
Radical: Is There A Coherent Constructivist Peda-
gogy?’ (15: 1) and “A World of Our Own: Heesoon
Bai and the Flight into Romanticism” (15:2).

Polanyi Society Travel FundsAvailable

For students and others requiring assistance
to attend the Society’s June 13-15, 2008 Polanyi
Society conference at Loyola University, Chicago
limited funding is available. Society members are
urged to call the availability of this assistance to the
attention of those whom they consider worthy candi-
dates. Those interested in applying for this funding,
aswell asthose able to assist in making this funding
available, should contact Walter Mead
(wbmead@insightbb.com) and see the information
on the Polanyi Society web site (http://
www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/).

Polanyi Society Financial Statement
September 1, 2006 — August 31, 2007

Beginning Bal. checking $2023.74
Income
10/11/06 Memberships, gifts $1000
11/27/06 Membership, gift $100
2/1/07 Membership, gift $ 500
2/23/07  Memberships, gifts 2000
Total Income $3600
Expenses
9/5/06 Travel Grant-Amer $ 300
10/11/06  Travel Grant-Leathers $290
10/17/06  TAD 32#3 $791.73
11/17/06  Travel Grant—Hess $400
11/28/06  Stop Pymt-Smart check $ 30
11/29/06  Travel Grant—Smart $200
12/13/06  Pacific Ratio Achives $120
3/13/07 Checks $ 1491
3/14/07 Travel Fund $ 35.00
4/19/07 TAD 33#1, 33 #2 $1255.57
5/14/07  Member mailing $ 230.29
6/13/07  B. Clinchy reimbursement $ 337.21

Total Expenses $4004.71
Beginning Bal. savings $2712.44
Income
Ann Scott Gift $7513.68
Interest $ 20.68

Total Savings $10246.80

2/01/07Change of Treasurer; account transferred to
Charter Oak Bank

4/24/07 5% CD (savings) —$7500

8/31/07 checking Bal. $4365.73

Jere Moorman, Treasurer
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Minutes of Polanyi Society General Membership Meeting
Saturday, November 17, 2007, 11:20 AM — Grand Hyatt — San Diego, CA

Themeeting was chaired by Wally Mead, President. The necessary quorum of members (7) wasin attendance.

1. Mead discussed the possihility of recruiting ayoung scholar to work on getting TAD indexed and placed in
morelibraries. Neil Arner, Ph. D. student at Y ale, who was present and primafacie agreeable to theidea, was
suggested as a possible candidate. It might be helpful if some money could be provided to aid his work.

2. Meek suggested that posters be designed to advertise the Scott Memorial Essay Contest. We should find
someone with graphics expertise to make sure that the poster would attract attention both to the contest and
to the Polanyi Society.

3. The Political Science Reviewer will dedicate an issue to Polanyi’s political theories. Eight authors have
been invited to contribute to the issue.

4. Gulick reported that he hoped to have the first draft of the Polanyi Reader done in February, 2008. It has
been three years in the making.

5. The University of Chicago has agreed to reprint The Tacit Dimension. It should be available in the summer
of 2008 at a price of $16, if all goeswell.

6. The Scott Memoria Fund has$7500. Itismeant to assist young scholars.* Weare seeking additional grants
and donations. Many ideas were suggested about how such funds might best be disbursed: essay contest,
student sections at the L oyola Conference as well as future annual meetings, other meetings or seminars, etc.
7. Thefollowing were unanimously el ected to the Board on amotion by Gulick and Cannon (who with Mullins
were members of the Nominating Committee): Moorman, Lewis, Rutledge.

8. There was unanimous agreement to a motion by Gulick and Cannon that there should be a special section
for graduate students and young scholars at the 2008 Loyola Conference.

9. Next year’ sannual meeting will probably be held in conjunction with the AAR (Nov 1-3, Chicago) unless
there is a groundswell of opposition to the idea. Other possibilities under consideration include the SBL in
Boston the traditional weekend before Thanksgiving and the Eastern Division of the American Philosophical
Association meeting between Christmas and New Year’'s in Philadel phia.

10. The dues for 2008-2009 membership in the Polanyi Society (and receiving TAD) will be increased to $35
ayear for regular members and retained at $15 for student members.

11. Mead reported that a grant application submitted by Mead and Rutledge to the Charles Koch Foundation
for atotal of $9,000 was still under review. It requests support for (a) travel costs and honorarium of plenary
speaker (R. Allen) at LoyolaU. conference: $2,000; (b) Travel Fund: $3,000; and (c) speakers bureau: $4,000.
12. Recent books published by Mark Mitchell (Michael Polanyi-The Art of Knowing) and Tony Clark (Divine
Revelation and Human Practice) were lauded.

13. The meeting adjourned by general consent, hearing no objections, shortly after 12:00 noon.

Respectfully submitted,
Martin X. Moleski, SJ Secretary

* |n theterms of the gift (discussed by the Board of Directors at their 11-16-07 meeting), Ann Scott specified
helping with publication or travel for research that would lead to publication. Phil Mullins and Richard
Gelwick were designated to work with the Board of Directorsand Ann Scott in making any all ocations of these
dollars. The donor’sintention isthat the gift be amemorial to the late William T. Scott and that these funds
(or any later added) should not be quickly expended.
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2008 Polanyi Society Meetings—Call for Papers

The year 2008 celebrates the fiftieth anniversary of the publication of Personal Knowledge in ways
that go beyond the special conference June 13-15 at Loyola Chicago. Organizing the “ Personal Knowledge
at 50" conference in Chicago is well under way; this call for papers deals with two additional opportunities
to present scholarship. Offering sessions at the APA (see immediately below) ventures into new waters, and
if there are not sufficient responsesto the various callsfor papers, we may not be able to offer al the sessions
we' dliketo sponsor. Wehopefor arobust responsetothecall for proposalsfor each of thefollowing occasions!

Call for Papersfor Two Sessions at the American Philosophical Association

The Polanyi Society will be holding sessions for the first time ever with the Eastern Division of the
APA in 2008. The APA mesting is December 27-29, 2008 in Philadelphia and the Eastern Division is the
largest annual gathering of the APA, one which attracts large numbers of younger philosophersin search of
apositionin philosophy. Thetimejust before New Y ear’ sDay isadowntimefor hotel sand lodging is cheaper.

For one session, we are calling for proposals that deal with the relationship of epistemology and
ontology. More specifically, is the order that is found in nature and experience, and referenced in language,
discovered or imposed? Chapter 3 in PK on “Order” might be utilized, as might Part 1V of PK. While all
proposal swould be expected to make use of Polanyi’ sthought, related contemporary thinkersandissuesmight
also be addressed. For instance, the issue of Intelligent Design or the adequacy of naturalism or the issue of
teleology in nature might be addressed. For a second session, proposals on any philosophical topic related to
Polanyi’ sthought are solicited. Many issuesin the philosophy of scienceand political philosophy, for instance,
would benefit from exploration.

Proposals are ordinarily up to 500 words in length, but full-length papers may also be submitted for
consideration. Send proposals as an email attachment to Walt Gulick, wgulick@msubillings.edu, by April 1.

Call for Papersfor Two Sessions at the American Academy of Religion

The AAR will be meeting in Chicago separately from the SBL November 1-3, 2008 rather than the
week before Thanksgiving. Thuswe are unsure how our proposed sessions might fit into the revised schedul e,
but we anticipate seeking a Friday night and a Saturday morning session per usual.

For one session, we seek proposals from personswilling to critique/respond to the recently published
book by Philip Rolnick: Person, Grace, and God. A second session will have asimilar sort of format. We seek
proposals from persons willing to critique/respond to the recently published book by Tony Clark: Divine
Revelation and Human Practice: Responsive and I maginative Participation. Rolnick and Clark will reply to
the papers on their books. We are exploring the possibility of jointly sponsoring these sessions with other
groups —for instance, the Karl Barth Society with respect to Tony’ s book. Please submit an offer (with some
indication of background interest or approach) to critique one of these books to Walt Gulick,

wagulick@msubillings, by April 1.



T. F. Torrance (1913-2007): A Life

Tony Clark

ABSTRACT Key Words: T. F. Torrance, Michael Polanyi, Karl Barth and Church of Scotland.
This brief reflection remembers the life of T. F. Torrance, theologian and churchman, and some of the ways
in which he was influenced by Michael Polanyi.

The Christian theol ogian Thomas Forsyth Torrance died in Edinburgh on
2December 2007. Torrancewasbornin Chengdu, Szechwan, Chinaon 30 August
1913.Hemarried Margaret Spear in 1946 andthey had two sonsand onedaughter.
Torrance, who was ordained aminister in the Church of Scotland in 1940, was
Professor of ChurchHistory, New College, Edinburgh University 1950-52, and
then Professor of Christian Dogmaticsfrom 1952-79.

T. F. Torrance was undoubtedly one of the foremost theologians of the
second half of the 20" century and perhaps the greatest Reformed theol ogian
sinceKarl Barth. After hislong serviceasaProfessor at New Collegeheremained activeasascholar, continuing
topublishfor two decadesafter hisretirement. Borntoamissionary family in China, Torrancewasdeeply devoted
tothechurch. Early inhiscareer he served asaparish minister inthe Church of Scotland andin 1976 wasel ected
for aterm asModerator of the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland. Torrance' secclesial concernswere
ecumenical. Heplayed asubstantial rolein thedial ogue between the Eastern Orthodox and Reformed Churches
and had theunusual distinction, for aPresbyterianminister, of beingmadeaProtopreshyter of the Greek Orthodox
Church by the Patriarch of Alexandriain 1973.

Torrance' s academic career was marked by a prolific scholarly output including over two hundred
books, articles and reviews reflecting a remarkabl e range of interests and understanding. Together with J. K.
S. Reid he was responsible for the founding of the Scottish Journal of Theology and he was also involved in
editing the trandation of Calvin's New Testament commentaries.

As a postgraduate student Torrance studied with Karl Barth in Basel for two semesters. This
experience made an immense impact upon him and he became one of the leading disciples of the Swiss
theologian and was instrumental in the reception of Barth’s work in Scotland. His advocacy of Barth was
extended to the whole of the English-speaking world through his co-editing of the English translation of
Barth’s multi-volumed Church Dogmatics.

Torrance’ sown writings reflect the influence of Barth’ stheology in numerous ways, but hisreading
of Barth was by no means uncritical. Torrance' s academic career was flourishing in the turbulent years of the
1960s. At this time there was, in theological circles, a deep concern to reinterpret Christian theology in the
light of contemporary interests and convictions. Barth’ s contribution, at thispoint, wasto call theol ogiansand
the church to root theol ogical understanding not in any transitory Zeitgeist but intherevelation of God in Jesus
Christ. The merit of this approach, to which Torrance was so strongly drawn, was that it sought to ground
theology inits own proper and distinctive source. However, a problem which accompanied this strategy, asit
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wasadopted by Barth, wasadi sturbing fissure between theol ogy and the culturewithin whichit was expressed.
It was this problem that prompted Torrance to develop Barth’'s theology in new directions. Torrance's
contribution, in this respect, was to bring theology into conversation with the natural sciences, and thereby
establish a connection with a key aspect of contemporary culture.

At this point we must acknowledge the significance of the work of Michael Polanyi for Torrance's
work. Relatively early inhisacademic career Torrancewasimpressed by Polanyi’ s Personal Knowledge, which
heread soon after itspublicationin 1958. Onthe strength of thisheinvited Polanyi to give somelecturesin New
College. It wasat that timeafriendship between Torrance and Polanyi began.? Thisfriendship continued to the
end of Polanyi’ slifeat which point Torrance became Polanyi’ sliterary executor.

The degree to which Torrance was able to draw upon Polanyi’ s thought is demonstrated in many of
his publications after thistime. Alistair McGrath is no doubt right to point out that Torrance’ s use of Polanyi
was “ameans of developing and strengthening his own fundamental theological ideas, and it is emphatic that
those ideas are not grounded in Polanyi’s writings.”® Nevertheless his engagement with Polanyi was both
considerable and sustained. Torrance's seminal work Theological Science, published in 1969*, was largely
based on |ectureswhich he had given at Union Theological Seminary in 1959 and yet the referencesto Polanyi
are numerous. That Torrance could establish such an extensive engagement with Polanyi’swork on atheme
at the heart of his own theological concerns so soon after reading Personal Knowledgeis evidence enough of
fertile common ground between the two thinkers.

Torrance was aware that Polanyi was not primarily concerned with theology and religion. He wrote,
“It was evidently not Polanyi’s main intention, in reconstructing the scientific basis of man’s knowledge of
the universe, to make room for religious faith or knowledge of God.”® Torrance believed that they were,
nevertheless, “a by-product of his argumentation.”® One of the things that attracted Torrance was Polanyi’s
articulation of the relationship between faith and reason and his acknowledgement of the necessary role of
“faith” in science. Torrance was impressed that, in the context of a discussion about scientific knowledge,
Polanyi would adopt the “Augustinian” statement: “Unless you believe, you will not understand” — even
though, as a patristic scholar, he could not resist pointing out that the phrase actually comes from Clement
of Alexandrial”

Torrance shared with Polanyi a desire to question the distortions of philosophy asit had developed
in the modern period. They both sought to confront the various forms of objectivism which deny —or, at least,
offer an entirely inadequate account — of the place of the person in human knowledge while refusing to reduce
human knowledge to subjectivity. It isin and through our participation, or indwelling, in the things about
which we seek to understand that our theoretical knowledge arises. In the case of Polanyi the principal focus
isthereality of the natural world whilefor Torranceit isthereality of the revelation of God in Christ. In both
cases, it isthe antecedent reality which represents the external pole, or anchor, of our knowledge, and it isthe
very being of such realitieswhich can call into question the knowledge we claim. Reality, as Polanyi wasfond
of saying, retains the potential to reveal itself to us in new and unexpected ways. Torrance clearly shared
Polanyi’s post-critical realism.®

In the light of this it is apparent that Torrance's engagement with the natural sciences was not a
betrayal of Barth's theological method. He did not attempt to prescribe a theological method based on the
methodol ogy of the natural sciences. Rather, asathinker with critically realistic convictionsin both the natural
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sciences and theol ogy, he sought to show that, in both spheres, the method of enquiry must be determined by
itsobject. Torrance wrote that “ Science, to be science, operates with something irreducibly given, over which
wehaveno control.”® So theol ogy, to betheology, must contend with itsauthentic and unique source most fully
revealed in the person of Jesus Christ. In this he shows himself to be afaithful disciple of hismentor. Indeed,
Torrance' stheology may be regarded as both an extension and a corrective of Barth’ smost profound insights.

T. F. Torrance was a scholar of remarkable learning and churchman of profound, orthodox,
trinitarian faith. His contribution was great and his legacy to the church and to theology is arich one.

Endnotes

1 In writing this obituary | have borrowed biographical information found in the obituariesfor T. F.
Torrance published by The Times on December 11% 2007 and The Independent on December 7" 2007.

2SeeT. F. Torrance, “Michael Polanyi and the Christian Faith— A Personal Report,” TAD 27:2 (2000-
01): 29.

3Alister E. McGrath, T. F. Torrance: AnIntellectual Biography (Edinburgh: T& T Clark, 1999), 233.
McGrath' semphasis.

4T.F. Torrance, Theological Science (Edinburgh: T& T Clark, 1969).

5T.F. Torrance (ed.) Belief in Science and in Christian Life: The Relevance of Michael Polanyi’s
Thought for Christian Faith and Life (Edinburgh: The Handsell Press, 1980), xvi.

&1bid.

"SeeT.F. Torrance, “Michael Polanyi and the Christian Faith— A Personal Report,” TAD 27:2 (2000-
01): 27.

8 Whether Polanyi shared Torrance' srealist view of God is a debated point. What is clear is that the
contoursof Torrance' scritically realistic theology parallel those of Polanyi’ sgeneral epistemological insights.

9T. F. Torrance, Transformation and Convergencein the Frame of Knowledge: Explorationsin the
Interrelationsof Scientific and Theol ogical Enter prise (Belfast and Ottawa, Christian JournalsLimited, 1984),
108.



Remembering Doug Adams

Allen Dyer and Phil Mullins

ABSTRACT Key Words: Doug Adams, Christianity andthearts, Michael
Polanyi.

These brief reflections remember the late Doug Adams, Professor of
Christianity and the Arts at Pacific School of Religion and Graduate
Theological Union, Berkeley.

Doug Adamsdied July 24, 2007. Throughout hislife, Dougwasa
spiritual presence and hisenthusiasmwill live oninthe memories of those
whoknew him. Heembodiedthejoy of life. Heknew what totakeseriously
— and also what not to take seriously. He mocked pretense, but he
understood it. He was a quick thinker, aready wit, akind teacher, and a
wonderful friend.

Adams was an undergraduate at Duke University and he was a
student thereinthespring semester of 1964 when Polanyi wasJamesB. Duke
Distinguished Professor in the Department of Religion. Polanyi gave five public lecturesat Duke aswell asa
lectureintheDivinity School; headdressed several other audiencesand Doug, aswell asanumber of other Duke
studentsworkingwith Bill Poteat, wereindelibly marked by Polanyi’ spresencethat spring at Duke. Doug much
later approvingly reportedto Polanyi biographer Bill Scott that Polanyi waswilling“ totalk with students, treating
them with attention and respect.”* Hetold Scott intriguing stories about how Polanyi was fascinated with the
then new frisbee that students were tossing, and about how he had an opportunity to pose to Polanyi histhen
pressing questions (to which Polanyi responded) about hisinterest in the Pauline scheme and about possible
links between Polanyi’s and Wittgenstein's thought.

After graduating from Duke, Adamswent to seminary at Pacific School of Religion, where he studied
morePolanyi with CharlesM cCoy; hecompleted hisTh.D. intheology and art at the Graduate Theol ogical Union,
Berkeley, where he worked with John and Jane Dillenberger. After short stints teaching at the University of
Montanaand as a post-doctoral Smithsonian Fellow in American art at the National Museum of American Art
in Washington D. C., Doug took a position at Pacific School of Religion. He taught there and at the Graduate
Theological Union, Berkeley (whereheat onepoint chairedthedoctoral facultyinartandreligion) for thirty years.

Early inhiscareer, hejoined the Polanyi Society and, for many years, beforethe Polanyi Society Board
of Directorswasreorganized, Doug wasthe coordinator for art studies. Hisappreciation and writing about art
wasawaysinformed by hisearly apprenti ceship with the philosophical thought of Michael Polanyi.?2 Hewrote
six books and was an editor for seventeen other books; he wrote about painting, scul pture, dance and worship.
Doug was aleader in organi zationsfostering interest in religion and arts. He served as president of The Sacred
DanceGuild andthe Society for the Arts, Religion and Contemporary Culture, and wasfounding director of the
Center for the Arts, Religion and Education at PSR/GTU. Heinspired philanthropy. Hesaw so many thingsthat
needed doing, and imagined ways they could be done.

9 Tradition & Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, 34:2



Adamswasarolemodel for hisdivinity and doctoral studentsand friends. Walking through amuseum
with him was an experience to remember. Modern art was demystified, and sacred art was made reverent and
relevant. Heappreciated the creative processand it became part of the experience shared with him. Anyonewho
attended one of Doug'’s classes or public lectures (sometimes in costume) quickly recognized that he was a
performer who alwaysmagically charmed hisaudience. Hewasagifted teacher who won the Sarlo Excellence
in Teaching Award at the Graduate Theological Union. Although hewas enormously creative and productive,
hisofficewasfamously amesswith barely apath from door to desk. But therewasamapto help himfind things
that hemight later need. Doug appreciated thefiner thingsinlife, and that included good wine, and what it could
do to aperson and to an occasion. Many alecture at PSR/GTU was afestive event with appropriate libations
to lessen inhibitions and add to the enjoyment. Joy crept into everything he did.

Asthose who attended the 1991 Kent State Polanyi conference will remember, Doug often was full
of surprises. He was a member of a panel convened late in the afternoon. Though he had prepared remarks
carefully, herecognized it was unlikely hiscommentswould overcomethelethargy that had setin after arich,
long day. At the appointed time, he stepped to the front of the stage and hurled his paper stack of prepared
handoutstoward the audience and they drifted down likeleaves. Theaudiencewas suddenly jolted into astate
of aertness.

Doug Adams' students and friends will miss his enthusiasm, his devoted personal attention, and his
generosity of spirit.

Endnotes

IWilliam Tausig Scottand Martin X. Moleskki, S. J., Michael Polanyi Scientist and Philosopher (New
Y ork: Oxford University Press, 2005): 255.

2 See, for example, Doug Adamsand Phil Mullins, “ MeaningwiththeArts: Thelmplicationsof Polanyi’s
Epistemology for theArts,” SudiaMystica, I, 2 (Summer 1978): 28-48 or Doug Adams, Transcendencewiththe
HumanBodyinArt: Segal, DeStaebler,Johns,and Christo (New Y ork: Crossroad, 1991). Thelatter wasreviewed
inTraditionand Discovery, 23:2(1996-97): 37-39.

Electronic Discussion List

The Polanyi Society supports an electronic discussion group that explores implications of the thought
of Michael Polanyi. Anyone interested can join. To join yourself, go to the following address: http://
groups.yahoo.com/group/polanyi_list/join. If you have difficulty, send an e-mail to Doug Masini
(masini @etsu.edu) and someone will see that you are added to the list.
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“Personal Knowledge at Fifty”
Conference Update

June 13-15, 2008 the Polanyi Society is sponsoring a conference at Loyola University, Chicago on the
theme* Personal Knowledge At Fifty.” Personal Knowledge was published in May, 1958 and this conference
will celebrate thisevent aswell as provide an opportunity to reappraise Michael Polanyi’ s magnum opus and
its philosophical agendain terms of developments in philosophy, science and the globalization of culture.

Thetentative schedulefor the conference, organized like the 1991 and 2001 Polanyi Society conferences
at Kent State University and Loyola University, Chicago is on the following pages as is registration
information.

Immediately below is an abbreviated form of the Call for Papers that wasincluded in TAD 34: 1 and is
available on the Polanyi Society web site (http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/). Proposals can be
accepted until March 31, 2008.

Call for Papers

Proposals are invited for papers that discuss the themes or impact of Personal Knowledge and the
importance of Polanyi’s philosophical ideas in the contemporary world. Below are afew suggested general
categories within which papers might be grouped; these areintended merely to stimulate reflection. Thefinal
program will organize sessions in terms of rubrics fashioned in light of proposals submitted.

Personal Knowledge, Postcritical Philosophy and Postmodernism

Personal Knowledge As Fiduciary Philosophy and the the History of Philosophy
Personal Knowledge And William Poteat, Marjorie Grene, Wittgenstein, Phenomenology, etc.
Personal Knowledge and Contemporary Discussions of Emergence

Personal Knowledge On Religion

Personal Knowledge And Contemporary Philosophy of Science

Personal Knowledge And Palitical Philosophy

Personal Knowledge, Moral Inversion and Polanyi’s Criticism of Culture
Personal Knowledge and Polanyi’s Reformulations in Later Writing

Personal Knowledge: Shortcomings

Proposals for panel presentations on topics are invited.

Proposalswill be blindly reviewed by apanel of jurors and should be no longer than 250 words. Onthe
first page of the proposal, give your proposed paper title (or pand title), your name and your e-mail address.
On the second page, repeat the title and provide an abstract. Mail proposals as e-mail attachments to Phil

Mullins (mullins@missouriwestern.edu).
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MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL/FUND DRIVE

On the previous page, thereisinformation about the Polanyi conference to be held June 10-13, 2008
at Loyola University, Chicago, which celebrates the publication of Personal Knowledge. Like the 2001
conference also at Loyola, thisevent is sponsored exclusively by the Polanyi Society. Elsewhereinthisissue
there isinformation about possible Polanyi Society meetings next fall at the American Academy of Religion
and, for the first time, at the American Philosophical Association, Eastern Division. Unfortunately, it is
necessary for the Polanyi Saciety to cover all of theexpensesof organi zing thesemeetings. Wemust alsoremain
solvent enough to cover other annual operating expensesto publish TAD. The Organizing Committeefor the
2008 Loyola conference is investigating strategies modestly to improve the finances of the Society. We
welcome any suggestions about possible funding sources. One necessary funding option--getting Society
members to reach into their pockets to pay annual dues and make contributions--is outlined below.

Membership duesfor the Polanyi Society are still only an unbelievable $25/academic year, although
they will be increased to $35 a year for regular members ($15 for students) in the fall of 2008. In the 2007-
2008 academic year, the Society must be more diligent about dues collection and we will remind you about
the opportunity to support the L oyolaconference and other meetings. Y ou may get apayment noticereminding
you that it is time to renew your membership. You are invited now to combine your dues payment with a
contribution.

In order to encourage you to “think generously,” please review the chart below that sets forth some
“rungs’ on the contribution ladder. We hope you will reach as high as it is possible for you conveniently to
stretch. Unlike the Public Broadcasting System and National Public Radio drivesin the US, we do not have
Polanyi Society coffee mugs, book bags and other memorabilia to distribute to those who are generous. But
for those who do stretch (at least $50), we can provide a copy of any of the following if you identify your
preferences. (1) aremaindered copy of Andy Sanders' 1988 book, Michael Polanyi’ s Post-Critical Epistemol-
ogy: A Reconstruction of Some Aspectsof “ Tacit Knowing” (offeredin 2001 but there are about 20 copiesleft);
(2) paper copies of any available old issues of TAD that you want (all those since 1991 are on the web site but
the paper copies have not yet been discarded); (3) an audio CD of Polanyi’s 1962 McEnerney L ectures (now
also available for downloading from the web site).

Donation Range Designation Acknowledgment
$20-50 Associate 1 year member ship
$51-$100 Friend 1 year member ship
$101-$500 Benefactor 1 year member ship
$500 Patron 3 year member ship

All donors will be acknowledged in the program of the 2008 Loyola Conference. The Polanyi Society isa
501C3 tax deductible non profit organization; the Society sends (to those who pay US incometax) charitable
donation lettersfor donations above $25. Dues and donations can be sent by post, fax or e-mail to Phil Mullins
(HPG, MWSU, St. Joseph, MO 64507, mullins@missouriwestern.edu, or fax 816-271-5680). Credit cards
donations arewelcome. Pleaser ecall that asimilar noticewasincluded in theJuly 2007 and October 2007
issues of TAD. If you have already paid 2007-2008 dues, you do not need to do so again.
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“Polanyi’s Personal Knowledge At Fifty”
June 13-15 Loyola University, Chicago
Conference Registration Form*

Name: Email:

Street Address: Phone (day):

Phone(evening):

City, State: Date of Arrival:

ZIP/Postal Code: Date of Departure:

Country: (Limited accommodations are available before and after the conference)

Registration
Before April 15
Cost per person Total Paid
Full Registration(incl. banquet & coffee breaks) $125
Friday only $30
Saturday only (excluding banquet) $40
Saturday only (including banquet) $100
Sunday only $30
Late Registration Fee $25
Total Registration
| wish to apply for a student registration waiver.
Room
Check desired dormitory accommodation: If you elect for double occupancy, please indicate either the name

of your roommate or that you wish to be assigned a roommate.
Room (double occupancy): $60/day Name of Roommate:

Room (single): $80/day Please Assign
Total number of nights in residence: X room rate Subtotal (room)
Board
Cost per person Total Paid

Meal Card (Fri. dinner, Sat. breakfast and lunch, Sun. breakfast

$50
and lunch)
Individual Meals in lieu of meal card $10
Banquet ONLY (Saturday) $60
Choice for Saturday night banquet: beef chicken vegetarian
Trip on public transportation to Regenstein Library for Polanyi Archives--Leave Friday at 11a.m. yes no

* Please complete this form and return it (1) via US Mail to Phil Mullins, HPG, MWSU, St. Joseph, MO 64507, (2)
via fax to (816) 271-5680 or (3) as a scanned e-mail attachment to mullins@missouriwestern.edu . Checks should be
made to the Polanyi Society. Credit cards, except American Express, can be used for pre-registration. Supply the
following: exact name on the card ; card expiration date ;
card number

Donations to defray the cost of this conference are welcome




Tentative Conference Schedule

Friday June 13

8:00 Registration Opens

8:30—2:30 Trip to University of Chicago Library for avisit to the Polanyi Archives.
3:00—4:30 Concurrent sessions with conference participants' papers

4:45—6:15 Concurrent sessions with conference participants' papers

6:30—7:15 Dinner

8:00—9:00 Plenary Address: “The Political Implications of Commitment,” Richard T. Allen, editor
of Society, Economics and Philosophy: Selected Papers of Michael Polanyi, co-editor of Emotion, Reason
and Tradition, Essays on the Social, Political and Economic Thought of Michael Polanyi, and author of
Thinkers of our Time: Polanyi, is also editor of Appraisal: A Journal of Constructive and Post-Critical
Philosophy and Interdisciplinary Sudies.

Post Plenary: Social Time

Saturday June 14

7:00—8:00 Breakfast

8:30—10:00 Concurrent sessions with conference participants' papers

10:00 Coffeebreak

10:30—12:00  Concurrent sessions with conference participants’ papers

12:15—1:15 Lunch

1:30— 2:30 Plenary Address: “Polanyi’s Myopia,” Stanley L. Jaki, O.S.B., Distinguished Professor
at Seton Hall University, who holds doctorates in theology and physics, is the author of fifty books and four
hundred articles on topics inthe history and philosophy of science. HeisaHungarian-born scholar who once
met Polanyi and was a Gifford Lecturer and the recipient of the Lecomte du Nouy Prize (1970) and the
Templeton Prize (1987).

2:45 — 345 Plenary Address: “Backstage: Magic, Mentorship and Tradition,”David A. Peck, a
philosopher some of whose work treated Polanyi, a public speaker and licensed electrician who has been
performing as a sleight of hand magician for over twenty-five years.

3:45 — 4:15 Coffeebreak

4:15— 6:15 Panel on William Poteat and Michael Polanyi

6:30 Socia Time

7 p.m. Banquet

Plenary Address: “ Fifty Y earsof Discovering Polany, Personal Knowledgeand the Polanyi Society,” Richard
Gelwick, Professor Emeritus, University of New England, author of The Way of Discovery, the first
introduction to Polanyi’ s philosophy, compiler of the first bibliography of Polanyi’s non- scientific writing,
and, former General Coordinator of the Polanyi Society and editor of Traditiona nd Discovery

Post Plenary: Social Time

Sunday, June 15
7:00—8:00 Breakfast
8:30—10:00 Concurrent sessions with conference participants' papers

10:00 Coffeebreak
10:15—11:45  Concurrent sessions with conference participants’ papers
12:00 Lunch
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On Our Exosomatic Existence
J.E. Tiles

Robert E. Innis, Pragmatism and the Forms of Sense: Language, Perception, Technics (University Park, PA:
The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2002. Pp, x + 265. ISBN 0-271-02223-X (cloth), $52.00.

ABSTRACT Key Words: Michael Polanyi, classical pragmatism, technology, language, perception, the tacit
dimension, aesthetics.

Thisisacritical review of Robert Innis' Pragmatism and the Forms of Sense: Language, Perception, Technic.
In this book, one of Michael Polanyi’s key preoccupations is related to the ideas of a number of thinkers,
including Charles Peirce, John Dewey and Ernst Cassirer.

The “forms of sense” of Innis'stitle are language and technology.! This means that language and
technology are twin “weblike systems of meaning-making in which we dwell, into which we have extended
ourselves, and upon which we must fatefully rely.” It also means that language and technology “ shape, form
and mold the very channels in which our body-based perceptual systems grow and develop” (4).

The articulation of this thesis begins with Michagl Polanyi’s conception of a “tacit logic of
consciousness’ (22), in particular the paradigm of the“ probe” (inthe handseither of ablind man or of adentist)
which becomes atransparent medium, an “exosomatic organ,” through which skillful users extend the range,
selectivity and discriminatory power of their senses. The probeillustrates Polanyi’ s central contribution tothe
structure of consciousness, its“from-to” structure (5). Consciousnessisnot merely “about” something, aimed
(intended) or directed towarditsobject; “ weattend from(aresubsidiarily aware of) afield of movements, visual
particulars, symptoms, articulate clues while we attend to (are focally aware of) what they ‘mean’” (38). A
probe, an object external tothebody, becomesan exosomatic organwhenitisusedto attend “ fromthepressures
and impacts made by the probe on our body to what these pressures and impacts mean” (39).

Technology is “rooted in the general human production of “exosomatic organs’ of all types’ (131)
and language is best understood as part of this phenomenon of extending ourselves into a material practice
(in this case the practice of making and responding to articulate sounds and physical inscriptions) until we
dwell inand rely on the practicein such away that it shapes, formsand molds our perceptions. On the strength
of asentenceon page 7 of The Tacit Dimension—viz. “Wecan, accordingly interpret the use of tools, of probes
and of pointers as further instances of the art of knowing, and may add to our list also the denotative use of
language, as akind of verbal pointing.”—Innis credits Polanyi with the insight that the probe may also serve
as model of our use of language (49).

The “pragmatism” of Innis's title is represented here mainly by Dewey, but also by an Itaian,
Giovanni Vailati, who came under theinfluence of the turn-of-the-century American movement and who died
ayear before William James. While Jamesis mentioned only briefly on ahandful of occasions, Innis devotes
achapter to Vailati’ s“ autonomous and original” (101) work on language—one of two chapterswhich develop
the theme of language as a form of sense. The other is devoted to the convergent (51) work published in the
1930s by Karl Bihler and Alan Gardiner and to alate 19th century figure, Philipp Wegener, who influenced

15 Tradition & Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, 34:2



both Bihler and Gardiner.? But it is Peircewho frames I nnis’ sintroductory chapter on the“ perceptual roots of
linguistic meaning” aswell as hisintroduction of the key insights from Polanyi.

The lessons Polanyi extracted from the “tacit dimension” do indeed illuminate Peirce's semiotic
approach to perception. Peirce’s central ideaisthat all perceptual processes are sign processes, that isto say
(non-deductive, ampliative) inferences with the “from-to” structure to which Polanyi called attention. There
isnoroomin Peirce stheory for a“‘reality’ accessible outsidethe play of signs even on the perceptual level”
(20) nor for bare (or simple) awareness of what is present. Perception is a complex incorporating what has
already been undergone (poneception) and projecting an anticipation (anteception) (27).

This capacity to interpret what one is undergoing is available only to a creature that can form habits
as modifications of its goal-oriented behavior, the same capacity that turns the pressures and impacts made
by a probe on the organ of the body in contact with it into something that means something to the organism
wielding the probe. Perception is focal awareness of an interpretant prompted by (inferred from) subsidiary
awareness of how the body is being affected by aspects of its environment.

In animals and in significant parts of human experience, goal-oriented behavior® is determined by
natural teleology (the nature-given quest for nourishment, procreation, agreeable ambiance) and “inference”
is spontaneous, not consciously controlled. Thisiswhere the experience of acquiring an exosomatic organ—
whether it be a probe or spanner, a keyboard or a skateboard, a mechanical digger or a sailing dinghy—
illuminates both what typifies a Peircean sign and the understanding this affords of the nature of perception.
Once subsidiary attending has become second nature, its spontaneity may aswell have been aproduct of one's
first nature.

One can by extension include the experience of learning one’ s way around an unfamiliar neighbor-
hood until at length one's awareness of locations has made them familiar by incorporating subsidiary
awareness of their relations to other locations in the neighborhood. (Once it has become familiar a
neighborhood may be thought of, perhaps, as an exoskeleton worn loosely.) Language, once acquired,
likewise—but in afar more multivariant and pervasive way—spreads over experience subsidiary awareness
of what situations and their constituents are called and of what, in being so-called, is entailed and excluded.
Just as experienced mechanicslooking at apiece of machinery see how partsshould interact and seewhat tools
are appropriate to gain access or make adjustments, language userslooking at asituation see what will interest
or concern to their fellow humans and what speech acts are appropriate to gain the cooperation of othersin
adjusting the situation to render it more suitable to human needs or tastes. The practices of communication
develop perception—which is always of what thingsin, or aspects of, the environment mean—as readily as
do the practices of dwelling in those exosomatic organs that we think of as the products of technology.

How far one should push, or rely on the guidance of, this analogy are questions worth raising. The
resourcesfor expanding our understanding of language, which Inniscanvassesin thework of Buhler, Gardiner
and Wegener, take full account, appropriately, of social situations in which language is used. But thereis no
suggestionin Innis' streatment that social interaction might itself need to be recognized asgiving risetoathird
form of sense alongside language and technology. Whether something isin the perceptual field of another as
well as the intentions, needs or desires of another can be recognized without the mediation of language.
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Theuseof language addsasignificant layer of complexity to the perception of thesocial environment,
but that environment is no more entirely the product of linguistic interaction than it is of technological
mediation. Higher apes dwell in arich socia environment which is both technologically and linguistically
impoverished by comparison with the human environment. Human socia practices extend well beyond
linguistic practices and arguably have the effects of “shap[ing], form[ing] and mold[ing] the very channels
in which our body-based perceptual systems grow and develop” (4) that Innis attributes to language and
technology.

All that may turn on this, of course, is how onereads the implicature of the definite articlein Innis's
title: “the Forms of Sense’—some or all of the forms of sense? A more comprehensive treatment might need
to deliver on a subtitle that reads, “Language, Technics, Socia Interaction and Perception”

Innisiscontent in the first part of his book (“Framing Language”) and in much of the second (“The
Senses of Technics’) to pursue what he characterizes (following Justus Buchler) as “a method of rotation,
throw[ing] new light quite generally on how the forms of meaning-making consciousness define, as well as
aredefined by, avariety of linguistic and technol ogical embodiments” (4). However, the second part of hisbook
alsoincludesasearch for an appropriateframework for acritical project. After surveying avariety of criticisms
of the effects of technology on our lives, Innis“frame[s] aset of problems” which callsfor an inquiry into the
appropriate “ categories and methods’ (137) to be used in evaluating what, given the impact technology has
on our perceptual structures, recent technol ogical transformationsare doing to us. The categoriesand methods,
Innis suggests, are to be found in the “ pragmatist aesthetics’ of Dewey’s Art as Experience.

Thelaunch of thisproject, aswell of the“rotation” of the meaning-making phenomenaof technology,
involves areturn to Polanyi’s“ conception of a‘tacit logic’ of consciousness and the theory of meaning built
onit” (137). Thistime Polanyi’sinsight is considered in the context of Heidegger’s “fruitful analysis of an
‘implement’” (139), of Husserl’s “noetic-noematic [mode of attending—forms of appearance] correlations’
(141) and of Dewey’s* pragmatist perspective” (142 f.) A successful “method or rotation” will of course need
to recognize when philosophers with different vocabul aries are |ooking at something from the same angle and
when what they claim to see can be translated into one another’ s terms. Innis thus has Dewey speak of “this
noetic-noematic duality” and insiststhat Polanyi would be*“in full accord” when Dewey claimsthat meanings
are had before the are cognized” (ibid.)

How “full” this latter accord may be seen to be depends on how much interpretive charity is
appropriate. Dewey’s doctrine regarding the “having” of feelings and meanings prior to “knowing” them
appears linked to his concept of a subconscious that “reflects al the habits a human has acquired” and that
informsthe“fringe” of “evenour most highly intellectualized operations.”* Itistemptingtoassimilate” having”
to subsidiary awareness and “knowing” (“cognition™) to “focal” awareness, but “fringe” and “ subconscious”
echo adoctrine Polanyi found in William James and which he repudiated.

Attending fromthe pen and paper oneisusing towrite aletter “ to that which they mean, reducesthem
toasubsidiary status, but does not render my knowledge of them subconscious or preconscious, or such asone
has of an indefinable Jamesian fringe” (Meaning, 194). Polanyi acknowledgesthat it isdifficult to identify and
sometimes impossible to specify whatever it is that links what he attends from to what it means; “tacit
integration may often take place effortlessly unnoticed by ourselves. But all this does not make a subsidiary
state an unconscious one” (ibid.) It is, after al, the effect of habit (the importance of which is stressed by all
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the classic pragmatists), but when Dewey refers to the effects of habit as “subconscious’ he appears to be
alluding to the same effortless spontaneity and not to anything like the “ unconscious” workings of, say, one's
kidneys. The effects of habit and the sense these effects give to what is present are “felt or directly had”; they
guide one’ sresponse. “Fringe” in Dewey isamost certainly an echo of James, where “it is part of the object
coghized, — substantive qualities and things appearing to the mind in a fringe of relations’s

It is hardly surprising that it should be a struggle to find a vocabulary to describe explicitly what is
not explicit in experience, and that someone who, like Polanyi, achieved significantly more clarity in this
endeavor than did the early pragmatists, should find their vocabulary deficient. But to attribute to the early
pragmatists an appreciation of the importance of the tacit dimension does not require an outrageous degree
of charity. Polanyi and Dewey, do not, to be sure, treat the phenomena in ways that are obviously entirely
compatible. Both fasten on the way spontaneousinference gives meaning to something by locating it asapart
withinawhole. (ComparePK,, pp. 57-58 and Experienceand Nature, note4, pp. 212-213.) But Dewey stresses
the role of sentiency in the anoetic apprehension (“having”) of the meaning of the whole situation, and there
isclearly amoment in Dewey’ s account where the sense of the whole is transformed by cognitive interaction
with its parts.

Whether thisusefully complements Polanyi’ streatment, or iseven compatiblewithiit, invitesfurther
investigation. Innis does not take up thistask; heis content to observe that “thinking isfor Polanyi also aform
of action, just as for Dewey action was a form—perhaps the form—of thinking” (140). The contrast hereis
elusive. All thought for Dewey is part of some practice and can only be properly understood in terms of the
purpose it serves. When, as Innis goes on to observe, Polanyi “ascribes to knowledge quite generally the
structure of a skill” (ibid.), he is returning knowledge to the genus, habitus (hexis), where Aristotle located
both theoretical (epistémé) and practical (techné) speciesof knowledge.® Thisisone of the old waysof thinking
for which “pragmatism” was said by William James to be a new name.

Itis, nevertheless, in Dewey’ sdoctrine of felt quality, and inthe* pragmatist aesthetics’ to which the
doctrine givesrise, that Innislooksfor aframework for a critique of modern technology. The “cardinal thesis
of ... [this] approach to aesthetic experience” is its continuity (if not identity) with “normal processes of
living” (170). For Dewey all experience is permeated by the felt qualities of our organic responses to our
environment; art qua “ aesthetic production and perception [i]s an idealization or foregrounding of qualities
found in common experience” (ibid.)” Art, by this account, might be seen to work to reverse the effects of
making felt qualities subsidiary to the distant meaningsto which focal awareness spontaneously movesby tacit
inference. When one considers how much our lives depend on the efficient treatment of what we encounter
through the senses as subsidiary to what mattersto us, it is not easy to see what value this would have except
as aform of relaxation and recreation. Too much idealization in our lives would distract us from the serious
business of living.

How Dewey might be taken as supporting the extension of “the scope of the aesthetic over thewhole
surface of the perceived world” (165) is perhaps then to be found in a passage from Art as Experience which
Innis highlights by quoting it in full in two places (149, 186). In it Dewey contends that the products of the
technological arts can become “fine in the degree in which they carry over into themselves something of the
spontaneity of the automatic® arts’. The thought that craft rises to the level of fine art when it expresses or
in some other way embodies the energy that went into its production is worthy of dispute, but what bearing
does this have on technology?
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On both of the occasions that Innis quotes this passage, it is followed by two equally substantial
guotations from Robert M. Pirsig's novel Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance. The first of these
describes the way a craftsman’s thoughtful procedure is determined not by a preset plan but by the nature of
the material heisworking on. It illustrates well the general process of thinking—of successful inquiry—that
Dewey found inintelligent action. The second is adiscussion of the “the deep inner kinesthetic feeling for the
elagticity of materials’ that Pirsig attributes to skilled mechanics and which allows them to recognize in very
different circumstanceswhenanutis “fingertight,” “snug” or “tight[inaway] inwhichall theelasticity istaken
up.” Thisisan excellent illustration of what Polanyi called “ connoisseurship,” but how does all thisframe an
aesthetic critique?

Both passages that consider this series of quotations proceed to observe that modern industrial
production haslargely dispensed with this*“ mutual accommodation between self and tool” (188), “it thustends
to eliminate the ‘kinesthetic’ component and substitute in its place a ‘nonsomatic’ cybernetic ideal” (152).
Dewey, indeed, had harsh wordsabout lifeon the assembly-lineinthe 1920sand 1930s, but it wasn’t to suggest
reuniting theself anditstool shy re-establishing theeconomy entirely on craft modesof production. If repetitive
work is necessary, at least compensate those who have to perform it well enough so that they have time and
opportunity to pursue activities that yield richer forms of experience. Dewey’s critique of the practices of
industrial productionisonly in part aesthetic; it is as much based on equity and social justice as on aesthetic
considerations.

Dewey’s criticisms of the products of industrial production and of the human-constructed environ-
ment arelikewise only partially aesthetic. If the form of an object isill-adapted toitsuse (182), that isafailure
of design. If civic-architecture is “unworthy of the ‘fine civilization’ we aspire to be” (184), thisis as much
afailure to moderate the profit motive and to invest forethought in what is undertaken—failings of character
(ethics) and of intelligence—as it isfailure to seek and afford aesthetic satisfaction. Innis acknowledges this
in the details of his exposition;® the puzzle is why so much emphasis falls on the “ aesthetic’—why it is an
“aesthetic rationality” (198-202) that is needed, when the failures of rationality appear to be more general.

The series of three quotations (one from Dewey and two from Pirsig) isrepeated with the suggestion
that on thefirst occasion they wereto beread in a“ Polanyian context” with a“focuson the ‘tacit dimension’”
and on the second in a“ Deweyan context” with a“focus on the ‘ aesthetic dimension’” (186). But sufficient
work has yet to be done to clarify how these two dimensions are related. Appreciation of the tacit dimension
contributes significantly to aclear, distinct and adequate concept of rationality. Innis's emphasison “ aesthetic
rationality” suggeststhat an appreciation of the“ aesthetic dimension” would have asimilar effect, but readers
who reach the end of the fifth chapter with the feeling of incomplete achievement will at least not find their
guide suggesting they have altogether missed the point,

A truly comprehensive critique of technology cannot be carried out by relying on Dewey
alone. Hiswork can and must beintegrated, as| have only schematically indicated, with that
vast constellation of other thinkerswho have seen the demand and devel opments of aesthetic
consciousness a base from which to measure the interaction of man with the world through
tools, instruments and media of all sorts (201-2).
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Whilethere might or might not be something to be gained by investigating further the rel ationship between the
thought of Michael Polanyi and theclassical pragmatists, scholarsdevotedto either will find val uabl eresources
inthework Innishasdoneto bring aconsiderable (if not “vast”) “ constellation of other thinkers” to bear onthe
praxeisthat giveformto our perceptions. Thosewho arefrustrated at the neglect withwhich much of philosophy
treatstheproblematicsandtheinsightsof either Polanyi or theclassical pragmatistswill findinthisbook surveys
of anumber of philosophers with similar interests, similar insights and similar rootsin continental European
thought, aswell as examples of scholarsin related disciplines whose work might serve to nourish new growth
from those roots.

Ernst Cassirer, for example, isdrawn into Innis's conversations on several occasions, including one
on the basis of a “remarkable passage”® suggesting the probal nature of language by comparing a child's
learning to name things to the paradigmatic blind man groping his way with a stick (pp. 49-50). Cassirer is
givenadominant rolein Innis' sfinal chapter wherein alittle-known (not yet published in English trand ation)
work! Cassirer isseento generalizethe“from-to” structure of consciousnessinto a“key insight intothe nature
of ‘toals', ... [viz.] that they exemplify theuniversal spiritual power and the need for mediation quite generally”
(208, cp. 214). “[F]or Cassirer, asfor Peirce, thereis simply no unmediated accessto ‘being’ or the ‘world’”
(212). Andfor Dewey aswell. It wasto express his own sense of the“ need for mediation quite generally” that
heinitialy presented his philosophy as “instrumentalism” and only with some hesitation allowed himself to
be enlisted as a “pragmatist.”

From resources such as these it might be possible to fashion a canon to rival that which currently
dominates philosophical education in that part of the world dominated by Anglophone culture. It is, after al,
rarely possible for the thought of an isolated handful of philosophers, let aone a single independent thinker,
to change the direction—change the assumptions that guide and the problems that engage—an established
intellectual culture. Nothing demonstrates the interest of a problematic, and the value of a thinker's
contribution to its development, more than an extended conversation with others working on the same or
similar problems. Innis has indicated where to find voices to engage in such conversations and has initiated
several of them in useful ways.

Endnotes

L Innis frequently favors “technics’—Lewis Mumford' s “more nuanced and open textured usage”,
(132)—in place of “technology.”

2 Bihler and Gardiner are mentioned in asubstantial footnote on p. 77 of Polanyi’s PK, anotewhich
surveys literature on linguistic theory. Innis (68-9) suggests Polanyi uses conceptual resources supplied by
Bihler and Gardiner throughout Chapter 5 of PK.

3 Cf. “ Meaning exists within purpose and within purposeful behavior, apoint that Dewey resolutely
foregrounded in his organism-based theory of inquiry ..."” (33).

4 John Dewey, Experience and Nature, second edition (LaSalle, IL: Open Court, 1929, reprinted
1971). On“having” and “directly felt” see pp. 211-13 and on the“fringe” see pp. 244-5.
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SWilliam James, ThePrinciplesof Psychology, Val. | (New Y ork: Henry Holt, 1890; reprint Dover, 1950),
p.258n. 2;italicsinoriginal.

6 See Nicomachean Ethics, Bekker pages 1139b32 and 1140a2.

7 This and the previous quotation from Innisare in part quotations from Dewey’ s Art as Experience,
(New York: Putnam 1934; reprinted Perigee, 1980;) pp. 16-17.

8 . “performance arts’—music, poetry dance. For the passage quoted see Art as Experience (note
7), pp. 227-8.

9“Thegoal intechnological production must bethe organization of production and perceptionin such
away that vivid consciousness (AE, 266) can be sustained to the highest possible degree” (194).

10 An Essay on Man. (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press), 1944, p. 132.

1 Symbol, Technik, Sprache, edited by Ernst Wolfgang Orth, John Michael Kroisand Joseph Werle.
(Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1985.)

WWW Polanyi Resour ces

The Polanyi Society has a World Wide Web site at_http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/.
In addition to information about Polanyi Society membership and meetings, the site contains the following:
(2) digital archives containing all issues of Tradition and Discovery since 1991; (2) a comprehensive listing
of Traditionand Discovery authors, reviewsand reviewers; (3) the history of Polanyi Society publications, and
information on locating early publications not in the archive; (4) information on Appraisal and Polanyiana,
two sister journalswith special interest in Polanyi'sthought; (5) the“ Guide to the Papers of Michael Polanyi”,
which provides an orientation to archival material housed in the Department of Special Collections of the
University of Chicago Library; (6) photographs of Polanyi; (7) linksto anumber of essays by Polanyi.aswell
as audio files for the McEnerney Lectures (1962) and Polanyi’s conversation with Carl Rogers (1966).
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Responseto Tiles, “On Our Exosomatic Existence”

Robert E. Innis

ABSTRACT Key Words: Michael Polanyi, pragmatism, forms of sense, language, perception,technics
This paper is a response to Jim Tiles, “ On Our Exosomatic Existence.” It accepts the thrust of the close
reading Tiles has given of my Pragmatism and the Forms of Sense but also points out he himself has not fully
adverted to certain features of the book dealing with language as a form of social interaction, the precise way
the notion of a form of sense is being used, the relations between Polanyi and pragmatism, the function of
“quality” as an analytical category in Dewey's aesthetics, and the actual conceptual framework used to
discuss embodied technics. | fully agree with Tiles about the need for a philosophy that accepts the task of
“an extended conversation.”

Jm Tiles sgenerous discussion of my book isan exemplary exercisein the hermeneutical “principle
of charity.” Hehasengaged many of itscorethemeswith akeen, yet kindly disposed, critical eye. Taking direct
aim at its theoretical center, he has nevertheless focused on aspects and themes of the book that would most
attract the interests of the community of scholars that are informed by Polanyian procedures and insights,
which play, as Tiles makes clear, an essential role in my book. Tiles is right to take the notion of “our
exosomatic existence” as the focal point of the book, the goal of which was to explore what philosophical
categorieswould allow us best to understand this root phenomenon of our lives and its exemplification in the
twin systems of language and technics. My principal point was that these systems are indwelt and as a
consequence they function as both enabling and constraining conditions of world-building and meaning-
making. As enabling they give us new powers and faculties. As constraining, they pre-define our “access
structures’ to “the world.”

Tilesrightly emphasizes my exploitation of Polanyi’s pivotal discovery of the from-to structure of
consciousness and of the heuristic fertility of the analogy of the probe. He aso rightly foregrounds the
inferential nature of our fundamental forms of meaning-meaning, which, however, do not need to be deliberate
or under explicit methodical control. And he rightly turns close attention to the attempted linkages between
Polanyi’s great achievement and other substantial, even, in my view, indispensable, contributions to our
understanding of those“ weblike systems of meaning-making inwhich wedwell, into which we have extended
ourselves, and upon which we must fatefully rely” (4).

In fact, Pragmatism and the Forms of Sense was meant as a kind of continuation of a prior book,
Consciousness and the Play of Sgns (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994--reviewed in TAD 22:3
(1995-96): 36-37.) wheretherelationsbetween “ perception” and“ semiosis,” or between perception-based and
semiotic-based theories of consciousness and meaning-making, were the theme. The conceptual resources
exploited there (derived from Peirce, Polanyi, Dewey, Bihler, Cassirer) and the method employed were
substantially the sameasin the present book. | characterized thetask thereasakind of Wittgensteinian“seeing
connections,” which appears in Pragmatism as the “method of rotation.” Both books are in themselves
philosophical probes and not meant to be treatises. Hence they are not “complete” or even completely
systematic, nor werethey meant to be. But they did have, or at least | tried to givethem, asystematic informing
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framework that worked at many different|evelsand held their partstogether. Tilesrecogni zesthisfact about the
present book.

Tiles is admirably even-handed in his discussion, but there are a number of points, some of them
informational, some of them dealing with interpretation, some of them critical, where some sort of response
is, | think, caled for.

First of al, there are actually three chaptersthat deal with language asaform of sense. The very first
chapter brings Polanyi and Peirce into dialogue on the “perceptual roots of linguistic meaning.” The point is
to show how both Polanyi and Peirce “ push meaning down” to the perceptual stratum beforethey “pushit up”
to the articulate level of explicit sign and language use. The following chapter, which engages the
complementary work of Karl Buhler, Alan Gardiner, and Philipp Wegener, focuses primarily on the notion
of shared “fields’ and “situations” as contexts and sources of linguistic meaning and as goads to the internal
development of linguistic forms. This chapter does clearly indicate, as Tiles himself admits, that languageis
a frame or mold in which social interaction takes place—just as technics itself is. While Tiles is right to
emphasize the need to foreground social interaction, | think that this notion operates at a rather different
analytical level than that of a“form of sense,” as | used that term.

Language and technics are themselves forms of social interaction and a study of their constitutive
featuresopensalargewindow on how social interaction takesplace inconcreto, in embodied sense-giving and
sense-reading structures. There are clearly many other forms of social interaction, but language and technics
arethe defining matrices of social interaction itself, specifically inits human form. Smiling, kissing, greeting,
humiliating, teasing, stereotyping, exploiting, and so forth are all forms of socia interaction, but their
distinctive features comefrom the symbolic and technical speciesthat we are. They are permeated by semiotic
and material conditions. So, when Tiles writes that “whether something isin the perceptua field of another
aswell as the intentions, needs or desires of ancther can be recognized without the mediation of language,”
he is surely right. Every thinker in the pragmatist tradition would agree—and in fact it is one of the central
features of the social psychological work of Dewey, for example, in his Human Nature and Conduct, and of
the important essays of G.H. Mead. The very genesis of the self involves the progressive potentiation and
mediation of pre-linguistic forms of interaction, both natural and social. But “without the mediation of
language’ does not mean “without mediation.” And, as | see it, mediation involves interpretation, and
interpretively structured forms of human social practices, starting right at the fundamental perceptual
stratum—and my book is about this very fact and its existential consequences attendant upon semiotic and
technical embodiment structures. That is also why the first chapter in each of the book’ stwo parts starts with
perception, exemplified first in Peircean and Polanyian insights into linguistically embodied perception and
secondly in how Polanyi’ sanalytical apparatus enables usto think about “technics and the bias of perception:
the tacit logic of embodied meanings’ in novel ways. Polanyi’s emphasis on commitment, participation, and
indwelling and on the role of tacit backgrounds all point to the ineluctable consequences and necessity of
interpretation, understood in Polanyi’s case as a form of inference. The chapter on Giovanni Vailati’'s
linguistic pragmatism was meant to emphasize, from a rather different angle, the critical dimension of
exploring the “biasing of perception” by language.

Secondly, Tiles asks about the exhaustiveness of the notion of “forms of sense.” Are language and
technicstheonly ones?Well, in Tiles suseof theterm, clearly not. And, one might ask, what about art, religion,
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myth, thepolitical order, mathemati csand thewhol erealm of number, quantity, and abstract relations? Arethey
not “formsof sense?’ Y es, they are. So, areweinvolved in acontradiction here or some extended Homeric nod
or systematic equivocation? | think not. The notion of aform of senseisrelated to, but not identical with, that
of a“symbolicform” asthetermwasused by Ernst Cassirer and Susanne Langer. Thesymbolicformsthey were
concerned with are truly “finite provinces of meaning” in the phenomenological sense given to this notion by
Alfred Schutz. But my goal was not to reproduce or reconstitute their projects but to do something different,
following up, infact, ahint of Cassirer’ sthat “language” and “technics’ werethe semiotic and material frames
of all world-building quatale. | wanted to show how different philosophical resourcesthat wererarely brought
intorel ationto oneanother could beorganized aroundthesetwinfoci. So, | set outtoexploreatopicinthematerial
sense and exemplify amethod at the sametime. Onamoregeneral level, then, Tilesisright. Thereare multiple
formsof sense, but my goal was, paradoxically, to explore some crucial aspects of thetwin sourcesor defining
matrices of the formsof sense, which | argued that language and technics are. Human life emerges out of these
two sourcesthat runal ongtwointersectingtraj ectories. Theother formsof sense—art, myth, ritual, religion, and
so forth—arise from these enabling conditions.

Thirdly, asto the problematical “full accord” of Polanyi with Dewey’s claim that meanings are had
before they are cognized, | based my proposal on the acritical way we are encompassed by, and constitute,
wholes, in all senses that Polanyi gives to this notion. | do not think that “having” is, or can be, assimilated
to subsidiary awareness alone. What | had in mind was the logic of skillsand their appropriation that Polanyi
made the operative centerpiece of hisproject of epistemological reconstruction. Themodel of skillsin Polanyi
isarguably morepowerful thanthemodel of perception (although | would not myself put thetwoin opposition).
Asto Dewey’ s notion of the subconscious, | am not sure one should make much of thisterm. | think it covers
much the same ground as Polanyi’ s tacit background that is indwelt and used acritically unless we are faced
with problematical situations that indicate a kind of “breakdown” or “interruption” of habitual “business as
usual” transactions with the world and others. Asto the notion of a“fringe,” what Polanyi repudiated wasits
identification with subsidiary awareness. The“fringe,” on William James' saccount, belongstotheobject-side,
not the “consciousness-side” of the noetic relation. The fringe is neither subconscious nor preconscious.
Indeed, the Jamesian fringeisnot “indefinable.” It can befollowed up and analyzed. But thisfollowing up and
analyzing would itself uncover that the fringe is what we are conscious of, not what we are conscious from.
Asl seeit, the“fringe” hasavery different analytical function than the “subsidiary.” Strangely enough, Tiles
guotes a passage from James that says exactly that. Polanyi’s repudiation of a correlation was right in what
it affirmed, but wrong in what it seemed to deny, the validity of the notion of afringe, which certainly hasa
phenomenological and analytical validity. James' snotion of afringeis, | think, especially valuablein helping
us understand the felt significances projected in art works.

Fourthly, Tiles touches upon therole of “quality” in Dewey’s pragmatist aesthetics, which | used as
acritical deviceto analyze technology and technological embodiments. Heisright to say that art, on Dewey’s
account, “might be seen to reverse the effects of making felt qualities subsidiary to the distant meanings to
which focal awareness spontaneously moves by tacit inference.” But | find it extremely puzzling to then say,
as Tiles does, that since the “ efficient treatment” of what we encounter is so important for “what matters to
us,” too much of thetype of idealization or foregrounding of qualities, that Dewey makesthe heart of aesthetic
experience, would “distract us from the serious business of living.” But it is precisely the intrinsic importance
of the subsidiaries that lies behind Polanyi’s account of art, both in Personal Knowledge and in Meaning.
Distinguishing between indication and symbolization astypes of integrations, Polanyi saysthat in symboliza-
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tion “the subsidiary clues do not function ... merely asindicators pointing our way to something else. In this
second kind of meaningitisthe subsidiary cluesthat are of intrinsicinterest to us, and they enter into meaning
in such away that we are carried away by these meanings’ (Meaning, p.71). Thisis why Polanyi speaks of
asdf-giving integration. It is also the reason why | found a close connection between Polanyi’sand Dewey’s
theories and the possibility, relying on Polanyi, not just of an analysis of technology as embodied perception
but, relying on Dewey, of an analysis of technology from the point of view of embodied qualities. Laying a
Deweyan aesthetic grid over technicsis meant to have both descriptive and normative force. Dewey wantsto
tell us both what has happened with the rise of machine technologies and their organization by different types
of economic systems and the kind of “experiential price” that has been paid. The contrast that Dewey draws
between the technol ogical and thefine arts, then, isnot motivated either by nostalgiaor by some utopian hope.
The last chapter of Dewey’s Art as Experience is essential reading here, but, it must be said, it smply
exemplifiesthe chief thesesand proposal sfound throughout the book asawhole. Moreover, while Tilesisalso
right to say that “ Dewey’ scritique of the practicesof industrial productionisonly in part aesthetic; itisasmuch
based on equity and social justice as on aesthetic considerations,” | never meant to say the opposite. My goal
wasto show how hisaesthetic critique functioned asakind of experiential ground level to hiswhole approach.
Equity and social justice for Dewey were rooted in the avail ability and accessibility of types of experiencing
that the various objective frames in which we live out our lives make possible. The focus on a distinctively
“aesthetic rationality” in Dewey’ swork was not meant to displace his concern with other forms of rationality,
aconcern which permeates his liberal and humane approach to life and to the “ problems of men” and not just
the “problems of philosophers.”

Fifthly, I think that Tiles underemphasizes the progression in my analysis of technics from the
perceptual, through the aesthetic, to the semiotic. To say that the work of Ernst Cassirer “isdrawninto Innis's
conversations on several occasions’ and he is given a“dominant role in Innis's fina chapter” seemsto me
to be abit on the weak side, since the whole point of that chapter was to show how a*“semiotic” analysisand
critique of the “information revolution” would look, arevolution, it has been claimed, that changesradically
our relations to nature and our embodiment relations as such. In fact, there is an arc from the first chapter in
the book to the last that is constituted by a recognition of “the universal spiritual power and the need for
mediation quite generally.” Thisis surely not Polanyi’ sway of talking about things, but, when all is said and
done, it is certainly consonant with it.

Sixthly, and finally, | agree with Tiles that we need “an extended conversation with others working
on the same or similar problems.” We need to move from a master thinker and master theory approach that
refuses “translation” into other terms or will only accept other approaches that yield their sovereignty. But,
in philosophy, such claims to universal sovereignty no longer have a place. We need collaboration and
cooperation on both thetheoretical and the practical levels, awillingnessto focusonwhat Alan Gardiner called
“the thing meant” and not engage in some sort of rhetorical knife fight. “Philosophy as conversation” is not
just aslogan of the neopragmatists but an effectiverecipefor progressiveinsight. There are bound to be strong
disagreements, facile agreements, and deliberate misunderstandings. Philosophy as conversation should not
lead usinto the Hegelian night in which all the cows are black. But what | tried to do in Pragmatism and the
Forms of Senseisto practice, in addition to the method of rotation, what | also called amethod of “retrievals
and continuations.” In doing so, | brought to the table a group of thinkers and their positions that had in my
opinion an extraordinary power to frame along and deep discussion about universal formative principles of
human lives. So, in full agreement with Tiles about useful conversations, let us continue.
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New Voices. An Interview with Paul Knepper

Michael Polanyi and Judaism

ABSTRACT Key Words

In this interview, Paul Knepper, Senior Lecturer, Department of Sociological Studies, University of
Sheffield, and Research Fellow, Centre for Jewish Sudies, University of Manchester and one of the only
scholars to take an interest in Michael Polanyi’s links to Judaism, responds to questions about this topic
posed by Tradition and Discovery editor Phil Mullins.

Phil Mullins: Asyou have pointed out, Polanyi’ s Jewish background has been rel egated to a footnotein most
Polanyi scholarship. Thereisvirtually a cottageindustry devoted to discussing Polanyi’ sexposureto, interest
in, and appropriation of Christianity, but no scholar that | am aware of before you has looked seriously at
Polanyi’s debt to Judaism. | gather that you see Polanyi asin some ways a typical Jewish intellectual from
Central Europe living through the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. That is, several of Polanyi’'s
ideas and attitudes are rooted in his early life as a nonobservant Jew from Budapest who faced the great
changes in Europe in the first half of the twentieth century.

Paul Knepper: Yes, | think Polanyi’s Jewish background is important for understanding his philosophical
outlook. Hisbackground aswell as his experience as an émigre during the Second World War isimportant.

Jewish identity had become rather complicated for Central European Jewish intellectuals before the
First World War. The educated and affluent Jews of Budapest, Vienna, and Prague, all part of the empire of
Austria-Hungary, were caught between ethnic, religious, political and nationalist loyalties. Franz Kafka, for
example, who was born in Prague, was anon-religious Jew caught between German and Czech identities. He
resolved thisin practical termsby identifying with German-speakersin Prague. Although, asKafkaexpressed
through various literary works, he had considerable anxiety about where and to whom he belonged.

Polanyi followed a similar strategy. He admired Germany--Germany’ s scientific and technological
achievements--and having acquired his post at one of the Kaiser Wilhelm institutes, identified quite strongly
with German culture. Sostrongly, infact, that he did not want toleave even asHitler was making hisintentions
clear. He rgjected the first offer he received from the University of Manchester.

What | argueisthat Polanyi’ swork also reflects his status as a Jewish intellectual, particularly in his
theory of scientificknowledge. Heenvisionsacommunity of scientistsat work; individual sengage oneanother
and rely on one another. This puts the scientist on the verge of discovery in a curious position; he or sheis
part of the group and yet no longer part of thegroup. This, | would argue, reflects Polanyi’ sown position with
regard to other Jews. AsaJew who had been baptized, he was part of the Jewish community and yet not part
of it. Essentialy, thisisavariation of an argument Malachi Hacohen makes about Karl Popper. Popper, like
Polanyi, clung to avision of a“republic of science” in which those committed to finding the truth experienced
asense of community, ascientific community inwhich membership wasnot determined by religious, political,
ethnic or national status.

Or, letmeputit thisway. What wasmoresignificant to Polanyi’ s philosophy asexpressedin Personal
Knowledge: his Catholic baptism in 1919 or his leaving Germany as a Jewish scientist in 19337 | think it's
difficult to arguethat baptism made much of adifference. It wasoneday inthe courseof hiscareer asaGerman
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scientist and hesaysasmuchinhisletter toaCatholic correspondent. But leaving Germany asaJew wasamajor
moment; it wastheturning point really. During the 1930swhen helecturesopenly in Manchester and Liverpool
about Jewish identity, his interests shift from practicing science to thinking about the place of scientific
knowledgein society. Hestopswriting in German and writesin English. Heidentifieswith Britain; no longer
ascientist, nolonger German.

Phil Mullins: When Polany came to Manchester in 1933, he soon came into contact with what you termed in
your TAD article “ Manchester Zionists’ and more generally with Anglo Judaism.® Louis Namier was a
Manchester colleague and friend but one whose views he did not share. Polanyi gave a few speeches and
eventually published the 1943 article “ Jewish Problems’2? which articulates criticisms of Judaism and
Zionism. Put rather directly, you argue that Polanyi lacked firsthand knowledge of Jewish culture and his
criticisms often are based largely on stereotypes of Eastern Judaism which he likely picked up in early
schooling.

Paul Knepper: Let me answer your question in reverse order; | will speak to Polanyi’s comments about
Judaism first. Itisclear from Polanyi’swork that he does not make use of concepts from Judaism as he does
from Christianity. As Martin Moleski pointed out in an email message to me, he does not quote from the
Tamud or use Hebrew expressions. Further, when Polanyi does talk about Jewry, he does so with acertain
detachment. He says that he is not attracted to Judaism and makes a number of negative comments about
religious Jews.

Thisis, as| explainin the Philosophy of the Social Sciencesarticle, not unusual for affluent European
Jews.® AcrossEuropean cities, acculturated, bourgeois Jewswere embarrassed by the appearance of Jewsfrom
the Pale of Settlement who began migrating into European citiesafter 1881. For Jewswho thought themselves
secure in their national homes, the arrival of desperately poor Jews from rural areas was unsettling. When
| read Polanyi’ scommentsabout Jews, | hear thevoiceof asecular Jew fromaweal thy areaof Budapest annoyed
by the links the new arrivals made between Jewish identity and religious practise Polanyi regarded as nothing
short of superstition.

It is important to understand where Polanyi is coming from when he rejects Judaism. He is not
speaking as someone who attended synagogue, underwent the course of study for bar mitzvah, lit Hanukkah
candles at home every year, and so on. He never really experienced Jewish life. What he knows, he knows
from adistance, and | surmise that some of his attitude comes from his second-hand knowledge. This point
was suggested to me by Sheldon Richmond. At gymnasiums of the sort Polanyi attended, the practise wasto
separate Jewish students for religious training. A rabbi appeared for an hour or so during the week to give
instruction. This, | think, is the perfect formula for acquiring a cynical attitude.

| am even more convinced of this after researching the reaction of Britain’s Jews to new arrivalsin
the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. Anglo-Jewry, comprised of London’ sleading Jewish families
such asthe Rothschilds and Montefiores, were embarrassed by Russian Jews arriving in London. They feared
that the antisemitism directed at these new arrival s—there were accusations of pauperism, sweat-shop labour,
and criminality—would set back the position of Jewsin Britain. So, they embarked on a campaign to make
Russian Jews respectable by encouraging them to wear English clothing, stop speaking Yiddish, and pursue
liberal forms of Judaism.
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Zionism—the other part of your question—is interesting because Polanyi, who claims to be
indifferent to Jewishidentity, feelscompelled towriteabout it. Oncein Manchester, Polanyi encountersLewis
Namier, who like Polanyi isaJew who expressed affinity for Britain and Christianity. Namier arguesthat the
founding of aJewish stateisthe solution tothe* problem” of European Jews and worksto establish themodern
state of Israel. Namier had a gift for annoying people in his advocacy and he managed to annoy Polanyi to
the extent that Polanyi writes an article in response, the article we know as “ Jewish Problems.”

What Polanyi does in this article is fascinating, and revealing, because he does not address the
contemporary scene. He does not talk about violence against Jewsin Palestine nor that of Hitler's Germany;
he doesn’t talk about what British policy should be, nor realy, what the position of Jewsin England should
be (whether to continue to boycott German goods or something more/else). Instead, he talks about medieval
Jews and rabbis. He talks about Jewish intellectuals before the First World War, about the Austrian socialist
party; he worries about how Namier’s argument sounds to British ears and expresses his own thoughts about
Jewish identity. | suppose what | find most interesting about thisis Polanyi’s reflections on his own status.
He expresses some bitterness about being taken as an apostate by Jewish leaders and, in the same pages, talks
about feeling guilty for allowing himself to be taken as a non-Jew by British people.

So, one could say that Polanyi lived outside the Jewish community and that his Jewish status was
irrelevant. But thiswould be amistake. Polanyi himself claimsthis but his Jewish identity kept intruding—
his choice of study as a university student (medicine), his departure from Germany, his debate with Zionists.

Phil Mullins: In the same year “ Jewish Problems’ appeared, Polanyi published “ The English and the
Continent.” * Thiswasthearticle a few Moot members saw and it led to an invitation from Oldham to Polanyi
to join the Moot. Although the Moot was a Christian group, there were a few secular Jews in it, including
Mannheim. The Moot wasfocused on how somekind of order, a“ Christian Order” to some, wasto berestored
after thewar. Polanyi at times expressed discomfort with the Christian aspect of the Moot, but he clearly
admired the English tradition, as he discusses in “ The English and the Continent.” So, on the one hand, he
seems to have been dismissive of Judaism and its traditions, and on the other, he seemsto be discovering the
importance of tradition for his philosophy of science and his vision of the liberal society. This strikes me as
somewhat ironic.

Paul K nepper: Y ouraisetwo points| think | can comment on. Polanyi thought, along withanumber of others,
that individua nations in Europe would give way after the Second World War to a kind of European
commonwealth (and the European Union asweseeit today reflectsapolitical processthat beganinthisperiod).
In thefinal paragraphs of “ Jewish Problems,” Polanyi refersto thisasafusion of Jewish and Christian ideals
as had existed in the first century. Thisidea may have come from his experience with the Moot. So far as|
know, he does not raisethisideain any of hisother work, published or unpublished. When | first came across
this, it struck me as quite an extraordinary statement, but since then, | have come across other Jewsin Britain
who pursued asimilar line. In the decades before the First World War, Claude G. Montefiore, afounder of
the Jewish Religious Union, promoted a syncretistic Judaism in response to his perception of rising unbelief
in British society. Hefeared that Jews assimilating into British society would abandon the religiouslife, and
sought to create a more satisfying version of Judaism by introducing aspects of Christianity.

Your point about tradition is evocative. Tradition is important to Polanyi’'s thinking about the
production of scientific knowledge. He admired the British tradition, including the Protestant aspect. | believe
28



he makes the remark in the “English Tradition” essay about the British stopping trains and buses on Sundays
asif no one would be going anyplace other than church. Had Polanyi explored Jewish tradition—the prayers
said in synagogue, observancesin the home surrounding Shabbat, practices surrounding Pesach, Y om Kippur
on so on, he might have felt the same way. But of course he didn’t explore Jewish tradition.
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A Brief Symposium on Mark Mitchell’s Michael Polanyi

Mark T. Mitchell. Michael Polanyi: The Art of Knowing. Wilmington, DE: ISI Books, 2006. Pp. 195+xvii.
ISBN 1-932236-90-2 (cloth, $25 or $20 at isibooks.org) and 1-932236-91-0 (paper, $15 or $12).

ABSTRACT Key Words.Mark Mitchell; Michael Polanyi; Michagl Polanyi’s life and thought; personal
knowing; Michagl Polanyi palitical philosophy; Michael Oakeshott, Eric Voegelin, Alasdair Maclntyre and
Michael Polanyi.

Paul Lewisand Walter Gulick summarize and evaluate Mark Micthell’ s new book, Michael Polanyi: The Art
of Knowing, and Mitchell responds to their comments in this symposium article.

|. Mark Mitchell’sNew Introduction to Polanyi
Paul Lewis

In this book, Mark Mitchell, Assistant Professor of Government at Patrick Henry College, provides
a thorough-yet-concise and exceptionally lucid introduction to the thought of Michael Polanyi. Tacitly
organizing his treatment into three parts, Mitchell begins with a brief biography of Polanyi (Chapter One).
Mitchell then moves to a summary of Polanyi’s emerging philosophy that roughly follows its chronological
development. Mitchell first treats Polanyi’ searly writings on economics, science, and politics (Chapter Two)
then turns to an extended discussion of his epistemology (Chapter Three) before concluding this de facto
section of the book by examining how Polanyi extrapolates from this epistemology to explore matters of
meaning, morality, and religion (Chapter Four). Mitchell concludeswith an examination of Polanyi’slegacy
by comparing hiswork with that of philosophers Michael Oakeshott, Eric VVoegelin, and Alasdair Maclntyre.

The portrait of Polanyi that emerges from Mitchell’s treatment is that of a person whose work is
passionately motivated by a moral concern to which he creatively responds by seeking a via media between
the dichotomies offered by modern thought. While Polanyi himself talks most about intellectual passions,
Mitchell effectively highlights the profoundly moral passion that drives Polanyi’s work, i.e., his perception
of what one might call the bi-polar character of the twentieth-century West. On the one hand, that century
witnessed advances in the sciences and technol ogy that brought about both significant and real gains. On the
other hand, thetwentieth century also saw anincreasein the destructive capacities of theWest, largely because
these endeavorshad become de-coupled fromthe moral and spiritual resourcesthat could have kept them under
tighter control (ix-xi). Polanyi’s term for this phenomenon is moral inversion, which he sees as the legacy
of a perfectionism bequeathed to the West from Christianity that remains deeply engrained in the West's
collective psyche, at the same time that society is |eft rootless by a pervasive moral skepticism (54-55).

Polanyi’s quest to recover amoral grounding for human projects leads him to take the middle path
invirtualy all of the dimensions of life he examines. In his economic writings, Polanyi devel ops anotion of
polycentricity that allows him to diffuse debates between laissez-fair capitalists and advocates of central
planning by largely synthesi zing K eynesi an economicson tax policy with aform of monetarismthat eventually
mergesinto public awarenessthrough thework of Milton Friedman (28). Inhisaccount of how scienceworks,
Polanyi findsaway to honor both modernity’ s hard-won commitment to freedom of inquiry and the emphasis
that older western traditions place on authority. Polanyi does this by demonstrating how, in science,
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“individual freedom [of inquiry] isrestrained by an authority that is created by the practitioners themsel ves”
out of ashared commitment to transcendent i deal Sends (50, emphasis added). Withregard to palitics, Polanyi
argues that the cause of the twentieth century’s moral inversion is the development of a view of knowledge
that denies the reality of moral truth (52). His solution is therefore to develop a new understanding of
knowledge that can support the liberty necessary for human flourishing.

Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy, nascent in these early writings, comesto full flower in Personal Knowledge
and The Tacit Dimension. Mitchell ably summarizes Polanyi’ s epistemology by saying, “ Personal knowledge
is a passionate commitment to universal truth made by limited, fallible knowers who strive to make contact
with a hidden, indeterminate reality and embrace their findings with universal intent” (103). He argues that
Polanyi’s account of knowing successfully steers a course between the temptations of subjectivism and
objectivism by affirming that the knower actively participates in knowing things that have an objective
character. According to Polanyi, the knower, fully embedded in multiple levels of existence (body, language,
culture, history, personal capacities[76, 85-90]), actively participatesin knowing viatacitly integrating clues
into alarger whole (70) on the basis of arange of passionate commitments (to aframework, to universal intent,
and to belief in the existence of reality [91-95]). What is known therefore has a personal character because
of the knower’s active integration of clues. What is known also has an objective character because it is
responsive to contact with reality. Such knowledgeisnever final, however, for contact with reality isgradual
and reality can manifest itself in indefinite and not-entirely-predictable ways (83). This means that while
knowing necessarily isembedded in atradition, that traditionisfluid and living, what Mitchell terms* dynamic
orthodoxy” (67).

An implication of this theory of knowing is that what isrea cannot, indeed must not, be limited to
what is tangible. Indeed, Polanyi argues that intangibles, such as freedom, are not merely subjective
preferences but things that are most real. At this point, Mitchell discusses Polanyi’s understanding of how
comprehensive wholes (whether aperson or awork of prose) are comprised of multiplelevelsrelated through
acomplex set of boundary conditions that allow for dual control (109-110). Just asthe meaning of aliterary
work, arguably its most important quality, arises out of various tacit integrations, so too do intangibles like
freedom. These become most real, according to Mitchell, because they “ promise awider range of unexpected
future manifestations” (112). Polanyi thus finds away to bring together another set of terms that modernity
had split asunder, i.e., facts and values.

Thisway of construing meaning also has implications for morality and religion. Recognizing that
Polanyi never developed a moral theory, Mitchell suggests that moral ideals would be seen in a Polanyian
perspective asthe product of tacit integrationsthat are used subsidiarily in reflection and that moral knowledge
islearned, like all knowledge, under the tutelage of a teacher who is part of a community that adheres to a
tradition (114-117). A Polanyian account of mora knowing would therefore chart a path between moral
objectivism and emativism, for the same reasons that Polanyi’s epistemology overcomes the splits between
subjective/objectiveand facts/values. Withregardto religion, Polanyi’ stheory of knowing promisesto provide
away to bridgethe gap between faith and reason (aswell asscienceand religion), sincefaith, of asort, iscentral
to all knowing (128-132).

Mitchell’s concluding treatment of Polanyi’s legacy fallsinto two parts. In the first, he identifies
thinkers with whom Polanyi’ swork shares some affinities. Oakeshott and Polanyi share a sense of the means
by which knowledgeis gained and a sense that the problem with politicsis amisguided epistemol ogy, despite
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that fact that Oakeshott remains somewhat skeptical of Polanyi (142-144). Polanyi and Voegelin share similar
concerns about the dangers of radical skepticism coupled with moral perfectionism (although articulated
differently), the place of faithin knowing, and acommitment to realism (149-154). Maclntyre, who belatedly
comes to appreciate Polanyi, shares with Polanyi a desire to overcome the false dichotomies offered by
modernity and recover ameaningful basis for moral and theological discourse (157-162). In the second part
of hisconclusion, Mitchell looks beyond affinitieswith other thinkersto the continuing timeliness of Polanyi’'s
work. As Mitchell tellsit, while the drive for perfectionism has been replaced by a hedonism that resultsin
a rootless consumerism (162-165), religious and moral skepticism remain rampant today (162). Thus
Polanyi’ s contention that the liberty necessary for human flourishing must serve transcendent ideals remains
astimely as ever. Moreover, Mitchell asserts that Polanyi’s commitment to realism, the fiduciary character
of knowing, and the rootedness of all knowing provide a better way to talk about moral and spiritual truths
than post-modern aternatives (165-168).

Asanintroductionto Polanyi’ sthought Mitchell’ swork surpasses anything in recent memory. While
this book necessarily lacks the detail of the Polanyi biography by Bill Scott and Marty Moleski, or the
constructive appropriation of Polanyi by Esther Meek, it does an excellent job of clearly expositing/
summarizing major themes that reflect both the breadth of Polanyi’ s writings from economicsto religion, as
well as the center that unites hiswork, i.e., his theory of tacit knowing. The biographical chapter concisely
puts a human face on this thinker who both biographically and philosophically crossed so many boundaries.
If thereis onething that might be emphasized more, it is how Polanyi’ s experience as ascientist served asthe
paradigm for all human knowing. Nevertheless, this book provides an overview of Polanyi’s work that is
indispensable for newcomers.

When the book moves beyond exposition, however, it becomes less satisfying, for it oversimplifies
some important interpretive issues. | highlight three: debates over Polanyi’s realism, debates about his
religious convictions, and his relationships with his philosophical peers. Apart from a terse footnote that
acknowledges that Polanyi’ srealismis acontested issue, Mitchell treatsit as a settled topic. One wishesthat
Mitchell had given more a detailed account of where the fault lines lie and why he interprets Polanyi the way
hedoes. Mitchell doesabetter job with the contested matter of Polanyi’ sreligiousconvictions. Thereat least,
Mitchell not only acknowledges the conflict between interpreters, but also recounts some of the conflicting
evidence (117-122). His treatment again remains incomplete, however, for this time, Mitchell is curiously
content not to take a stand concerning what Polanyi’s religious convictions were. One would also like for
Mitchell to say more about what isto belearned from the juxtapositions of Polanyi with Oakeshott, VVoegelin,
and MacIntyre. Isit simply that good minds run along similar trajectories (which would seem to be the main
insight to be gleaned)? For example, Mitchell interestingly attributes any disagreements between Oakeshott
and Polanyi to the differences between an idealistic skeptic and a realistic post-critical thinker (142). One
wonders, however, what that impasse suggestsfor waysto movebeyondit. EachtimeMitchell relates Polanyi
to a contemporary thinker, he emphasizes the similarities between them and Polanyi, leaving differences
unexplored, thereby foreclosing the possibility of learning from these other interlocutors.

In sum, the book is strongest when it offers an exposition of Polanyi’s thought and weaker when it
broachesinterpretativeissues. Nevertheless, sincethe primary purpose of the book appearsto beto introduce
Polanyi to those who do not know hiswork, it should betreated asasuccess. Thosewho areinclined to pursue
Polanyi further will still learn at least some of the issuesyet to be resolved. They will also be better equipped
to form their own tacit integrations from the clues ably provided here.
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|I. Polanyi as a Palitical and Economic Thinker:

Mark Mitchell’s Account
Walter Gulick

While by now there are quite anumber of books on Michael Polanyi’ sthought, no other introductory
survey isquite asfirmly rooted in Polanyi’ s political and economic thought as Mitchell’ swork is. Given that
Mitchell is an Assistant Professor of Government, this sort of emphasis is not surprising. The concluding
sentence of Mitchell’s Preface captures well his overriding aim in discussing Polanyi’s thought: “Polanyi
should be understood as a political philosopher who rightly grasped that liberty depends on resources beyond
politics” (xiii). That is, Polanyi’s notions of personal knowledge and the tacit dimension, the centerpieces of
much attention to Polanyi’s thought, are seen by Mitchell as contributors to the socia cohesion that makes
liberty possible and meaningful. Tradition, the authority of a master, and commitment to the reality of moral
and spiritual ideals are among the other contributors to meaningful social existence sheltering personal liberty
that Mitchell highlights.

These introductory comments should not be taken to mean that Mitchell slights the epistemological
or ontological dimensions of Polanyi’s thought. Indeed, exposition of this dimension of Polanyi’s thought
forms the heart of the book. However, Mitchell is keen on tying the Polanyian revolution in knowing to the
concern for freedom of conscience and avoidance of political chaosthat motivated Polanyi’ sturnfrom science
to economic and social theory. Thus right after Mitchell begins his work with a fine chapter succinctly
describing the broad contours of Polanyi’ slife, heturnsto the social and economic concernsthat increasingly
captivated Polanyi in the thirties and forties. And he concludes his study with a chapter long comparison
between Polanyi’s ideas and the thought of three political philosophers of the twentieth century, Michael
Oakeshott, Eric Voegelin, and Alasdair Maclntyre. Political philosophy isof central importancein Mitchell’s
study of Polanyi.

One of the chief virtues of Mitchell’ sbook isthat it is concise and clearly written. In contrast to the
struggle Polanyi sometimes had to make hisideas intelligible, Mitchell’ s proseis lucid — sometimes so clear
asto obscure Polanyi’ s sensitivity to the struggle involved in discovery, therisk involved in commitment, and
the feeling and passion animating our tacit impulses. | do not mean to suggest Mitchell’s approach is less
profound than Polanyi’s, but merely to note that there is a very different feeling tone involved in reading
Polanyi than thereis in reading Mitchell. Focal clarity predominates in this biography of ideas, whereas in
reading Polanyi one sometimes feelsthat not only isthetacit dimension discussed, oneisimmersedinit. And
out of thisimmersion sometimes Polanyi’s prose soars to majestic and unforgettable heights rarely found in
any philosopher’s writing.

Chapter One, in which Mitchell introduces the reader to Polanyi’ s life and accomplishments, gives
the reader some general idea about Polanyi’swork in physical chemistry, but thisis not the book to turnto if
one wants to learn about Polanyi the scientist. In afairly lengthy section in his second chapter, Mitchell
describes Polanyi’s notion of science as “the open-ended attempt to understand reality” (43), yet it is the
constraintson the open-ended search that loom largest in his account: the dependence on professional tradition
and authority within the scientific community, belief in transcendent ideals that safeguard scientists from
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internal or external tyranny, and submissionto self-set rulesof procedure and adjudication. Scienceinitsbroad
role as a model of thought and procedure is highlighted in this account.

So how does Mitchell frame his discussion of the significance of Polanyi’s social and political
thought? He appeals to Polanyi’s account of moral inversion and then characterizes “the twentieth century
as the bloodiest period of utopian political experimentation the world has ever witnessed” (xi). Certainly
Polanyi wanted to account for the savage tragedies of the twentieth century, and he was no fan of utopias, but
with theexception of the earliest phase of Lenin’ sRussia, | doubt that he seesthe century’ smiseriesasderiving
so starkly from the pursuit of utopias. The extreme slaughter of the world wars and communist control was
carried out by power hungry manipulators of ideology and resentment — Hitler, Stalin, Mussolini —rather than
by personswith utopian visions. The demonic climax of utopian thought seemsrather to have occurred asthe
French Revol utionunfurled asan expression of Enlightenment thought. Indeed, Mitchell notes(53) that Pol anyi
saw the French Revolution as that turning point in history where reliance on tradition and authority was
overturned and replaced by a passionate desireto improve society. What Mitchell does not make sufficiently
clear isthat Polanyi affirmed the liberal spirit derived from the Enlightenment that Europe enjoyed in the late
nineteenth century even as he argued for the importance of tradition and authority.

In the book’ s central chapter on tacit knowing, Mitchell’ s usual sure-footed exposition occasionally
faters. He claimsthat “the tacit dimension of knowing consistsin an integration of two mutually exclusive
elements — the subsidiary and the focal” (76, see also 110 for a similar problematic claim with respect to
comprehensiveentities). No, itistheintegration of subsidiariesthat formsthefocal. After correctly noting that
integrated particulars become morethan the sum of their parts, he states, “ Theresulting Gestalten, if integrated
successfully, areentitiesmorereal than the particulars of which they are composed” (84). Thisisoften but not
necessarily thecase, for thecriterion of greater reality isthat an entity hasricher manifestationsinthefuturethan
itsalternativeentities. Theforceful membersof acommitteemay haveafar greaterimpact inthefuturethanthe
committeeof whichthey areintegrated members. Similarly, Mitchell’ sshorthand summary of Polanyi’ scomplex
understanding of reality (“For Polanyi, intangiblesaremorereal thantangibles’ [84, see114]) isflawed. Minds
may bemorereal than cobblestones, but theplanet earthismorereal thananidlefantasy. Finaly, Mitchell follows
Polanyi in stressing theindispensability of the active element in transposing subjective passivity into personal
knowledge (98), so my critique may bemore properly addressed to Polanyi than Mitchell. For key components
inPolanyi’ sdescriptionof persona knowledgeareignored by over-emphasi zing activecommitment: thefact that
insight often comes as a gift (the Pauline emphasis on grace), and passive evocation helps bring the requisite
particularsinto place to be actively integrated.

Mitchell’ sinterpretation of Polanyi isremarkably thoroughfor arelatively brief book. Thepicturethat
finally emerges of Polanyi isof aquite conservative political philosopher, apicturethat reflectsfairly on much
of Polanyi’swriting. But Polanyi isalso in many ways aliberal thinker, one who firmly opposed totalitarian
tendencies by championing free inquiry to gain knowledge and secure the good. He called for a society of
explorersto uncover new truth by breaking out of unduly constrai ning frameworksof thought and practice. His
philosophical writings, culminatingin Meaning, cel ebratefreeindividual sin communitiesof inquiry exploring
themeaningsinherentinreligion, thearts, andtheliterary world. Polanyi endorsement of the passionto explore,
know, and create is not ignored by Mitchell, but | question whether it isgiven its proper weight in the book as
awhole.



Y et let my final word about Mark Mitchell’ s book be one of appreciation for his gifted exposition of
Polanyi’ s thought. | enthusiastically endorse his work as an introduction to Polanyi, although | would also
caution novices that the book is selective as any book must be, and that there are richesin the original works
that Mitchell’s exposition only hintsat. But as a prolegomenato Polanyi, thisis outstanding work.

I11. Reviewing the Reviews
Mark T. Mitchell

Thissort of exerciseisbound to conjure up avariety of feelingsthat, while certainly natural, must not
beallowed to overshadow the purpose of theexercise, which, | takeit to be, theintelligent discussion of abook.
First, | amgrateful toPhil Mullinsandtheeditorial board of Tradition& Discoveryfor settingupthisexchange,
however brief, between two reviewersand yourstruly. Along with that, | am grateful for the generousway in
whichbothPaul Lewisand Walter Gulick review my book. Their spiritof convividlityis, | think, evidentandmuch
appreciated by the author. Second, | supposeitisnatural to feel abit defensive when one’ swork iscriticized,
however mildly. One findsone's self muttering such things as “but isn't it obvious?’ and “surely he doesn’t
think...” and*“ but of coursethat’ swhat | meant.” Andfinally, if, asisthecasehere, at |east someof thecriticisms
hittheir mark, theauthor isbound to experience somefedingsof regret and find himsel f wi shing hehad thechance
tore-writeasectionor tofix asentenceor to clarify apoint. But alas, what isdoneisdoneand thewordsremain,
the accurate and the clear along with those that could be improved. But with all that, it ishelpful tome (and |
trust to thereadersof Tradition & Discovery) to engagethe criticismslaid out by Lewisand Gulick, and | think
it might besimplestif | takethereviewsoneat atime.

Lewis provides a summary of the various parts of my book before suggesting that the weakest parts
areinterpretive rather than expositional, for, in hisview, some controversial pointsareoversimplified. Before
addressing each specific point, it should be reiterated that this volume belongsto aseries (1SI Book’s Library
of Modern Thinkers), and the intent of this seriesisto provide abrief, clearly written introduction to thinkers
who have, for various reasons, been neglected. The intended audience is college students and other non-
specidists. Inthat light, while there are among Polanyi scholars plenty of controversial issues, | took it asmy
primary roletointroducePolanyi’ sthought and, secondarily and whereappropriate, briefly to point out unsettled
issuesor pointsof controversy. | did not want to get mired in debatesthat, whileimportant to Polanyi scholars,
might seemtrivial or, morelikely, impenetrable, to those who were encountering Polanyi’ sthought for thefirst
time. With that caveat, let usturn to Lewis sthree criticisms.

First, he notesthat | spend little time on the much debated question of Polanyi’ srealism. Readers of
Tradition & Discoverywill, of course, haveat |east some sense of what thisdebateentails. It turnsonthestatus
of moral, religious, and aesthetic entities. Do these have existence independent of knowing minds and are
therefore objects to be discovered? That is, are they the same, ontologically speaking, as atoms and galaxies
and e=mc2or arethey ontol ogically dependent onthe creativeimagination of theknower? Thisdebate surfaces
regularly inPolanyi scholarship—for agoodintroduction, anentireissueof Tradition & Discoverywasdevoted
tothistheme (Vol. XXVI, number 3[1999-2000]). AsLewisnotes, | spendlittletimeonthiscontroversy. | do,
for interested readers, include a long footnote indicating the parameters of the question and listing further
readings on the matter. My decision to devotelittle time on this controversy was merely ajudgment based on
what | thought should be included in awork of this sort.
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Second, Lewis turns to my discussion of Polanyi’s religious convictions. | do, as he notes, spend
considerably more time on this and attempt to show some of the different interpretations by various scholars
and acquaintances. Lewisfaultsmefor “being curiously content not to take astand concerning what Polanyi’s
religious convictionswere.” Towhich | canonly reply “guilty ascharged.” | find thisquestion agreat puzzle
and, quite frankly, at the end of the day, | don’t feel confident enough to take a stand one way or ancther. Itis
clear,though, that Polanyi was keenly interested in religion, specifically the Christian religion. He frequently
employed religious language to make his points, and | am struck by how often his works conclude by moving
right to the cusp of theology, asif to suggest that thisisthe direction his thought naturally goes. Indeed, the
fact that theol ogians seem to have taken him more seriously than any other academicsisinstructive. Perhaps,
likeKierkegaard, Polanyi wanted to think of himself asaChristian, but, at the sametime, wasplagued by doubts
that caused him to be less than clear about the content of his religious convictions. More than that, | cannot
say.

Third, Lewisarguesthat, inthefinal chapter, whilel show affinities between Polanyi and several 20™
century thinkers, | focus onthe similaritiesand do not attend sufficiently to the differences. Thesedifferences,
Lewis suggests, might help us better understand the issues at stake and formulate ways to move beyond
contemporary philosophical impasses. Lewismakesagood point. More could be said about the differences.
| do focus primarily on the similarities and the logic of this choice could, | think, be made more explicit if |
had more clearly tied this section to the concluding pages of chapter one. There | write of Polanyi’s
disappointment that hiswork wasnot morewidely received. Hethought of himself asalonely explorer hacking
hisway out of the darkness of the modern jungle only to find that precious few people had followed. | quote
philosopher of scienceRomHarré, an Oxford colleague, whotook Polanyi’ swork seriously. Heknew Polanyi’s
sense of intellectual solitude, but he believed Polanyi was mistaken. 1na1967 letter hewrote: “| have always
thought, Michael, that your work lives right in the British tradition....One day | shall persuade you that you
are not alone hand but a member of what isto me a great tradition.”! By focusing on the similarities with
certain contemporaries, | was attempting to show, with Harré, that Polanyi was not as alone as he sometimes
felt.

Walter Gulick begins by emphasizing the fact that this book is “firmly rooted in Polanyi’s political
and economic thought.” He goes on to suggest that thisis not surprising given the fact that | am a professor
of government. Whileall that is quite true, | think my emphasis on the moral and political roots of Polanyi’'s
non-scientificwork isnot merely idiosyncratic. | gotosomelengthto show that Polanyi wasmotivated to move
outsideof thelaboratory precisely because hewasconcerned about threatsto freedomthat seemedto bepressing
inon all sides. He understood that the attempt to direct science was dangerous to the practice of science just
astheattempt to direct an economy resulted in economic disaster. Herecognized that communism and fascism
were not merely another tiresome instance of ambitious men with large armies seeking to dominate the world.
He saw that at their roots they were infected by skepticism as well as impelled by a moral fervor without
grounding in anything other than human desire. In short, Polanyi, one istempted to say, was wakened from
his dogmatic slumber by the moral horrors created by political entities. Inthe prefaceto his 1951 collection
of essaystitled The Logic of Liberty, Polanyi notesthat the essays represent “my consistently renewed efforts
to clarify the position of liberty in response to anumber of questions raised by our troubled period of history.”
But herecognizesthat afully adequate and coherent account will haveto go deeper. “I havethought of melting
down thematerial and casting it into amould of acomprehensive system, but this seemed premature. It cannot
be attempted without establishing first abetter foundation than we possesstoday for the holding of our beliefs’
(LL, xvii). That better foundation wasfinally articul ated in Personal Knowledge.
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Next Gulick pointsout that | amin error when | speak of 20" century ideol ogiesasutopias. Hewrites:
“1 doubt that he[ Polanyi] seesthe century’ smiseriesasderiving so starkly fromthepursuit of utopias.” Instead,
the horrorsof the 20" century wereinflicted by “power hungry manipulators of ideology and resentment.” On
onelevel, Gulick is quiteright. The motive force most evident in communism and National Socialismis not
utopian but asort of spiritual pathology. And to the degreethat isthe case, Gulick iscorrect. But further back,
standing behind the pathology and subtly justifyingitis, | think, the residue of utopianism without which these
movements |ose much of their power to compel. The dream of aworld-wide communist stateis, to be sure,
utopian, and even if that took a backseat to the immediate task of purging dissent and acquiring the resources
and buffer that dominating Eastern Europe provided, this “just-so story” in the background justified state
action in the minds of both perpetrator and citizen observer. So, too, the politics of resentment that fueled
National Socialism. The dream of a pure Arian race leading the world in al areas of human endeavor is
utopian. From suchapositionitisperfectly natural toidentify and seek to purgethosewho, for variousreasons,
undermine or threaten the dream. This vision—what Eric Voegelin calls a second reality—justifies, at least
rhetorically (and one should never underestimate the power of rhetoric), actions of baseness and horror. At
the very least, the utopian dream, perhaps only tacitly held, soothes the consciences of those carrying out the
will of the madman.

Gulick notes that my exposition of tacit knowing sometimes fails adequately to express Polanyi’s
views. He quotes from my book: “the tacit dimension of knowing consistsin an integration of two mutually
exclusive elements-the subsidiary and the focal.” Gulick responds: “No, it is the integration of subsidiaries
that formsthe focal.” | would say thisistrue in one way but not in another. Polanyi conceives of knowing
asafrom-to structure. Weattend fromthesubsidiariestothefocal target. But isthere something toward which
wefocus? If thereisan external reality, theanswer must be“yes.” Themeaning of that external entity emerges
whenwebring to bear the subsidiary cluesthat constituteitsmeaning. Our eyes, for instance, seethefacebefore
us, but we do not recognize it as a face much less a particular face unless and until the subsidiary clues bear
onit. Thisis, of course, animaginary game that can never be played, for though the subsidiary clues and the
focal target can be conceived distinctly, all knowing includes both concepts. But the fact remains that there
exists atarget the reality of which does not depend on the subsidiary clues brought to bear by the knower. So
perhaps the problem here is between the meaning of the object and the brute reality of the object. There must
beatarget (something to be known) before subsidiaries can be brought to bear onit. Andthefact that we bring
these to bear on something implies that there is a something. It is the focal target that, apart from the
subsidiaries, cannot be comprehended as meaningful.

Next, Gulick points out that my short summary of Polanyi’s understanding of reality is inad-
equate. Where | write that “for Polanyi, intangibles are more real than tangibles’ Gulick points out that
“minds may be more real than cobblestones, but the planet earth is more real than an idle fantasy.”
Gulick is correct. My summary lacks the nuance needed to prevent the kind of absurdity that Gulick
shows could result. Hopefully, though, this kind of misunderstanding is alleviated by the fact that
immediately after my shorthand definition | quote a more lengthy explanation from Polanyi himself. As
he putsit, “1 shall say, accordingly, that minds and problems possess a deeper reality than cobblestones,
although cobblestones are admittedly more real in the sense of being tangible. And since | regard the
significance of a thing as more important than its tangibility, | shall say that minds and problems are
more real than cobblestones’ (TD, 33).
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Finally, Gulick pointsout that thepictureof Polanyi that emergesinmy book isof “ aquiteconservative
political philosopher.” While Gulick acknowledgesthat thisportrayal comportsfairly with much of Polanyi’s
writing, hegoesontosay that itisal sothecasethat Polanyi wasaliberal thinker who* firmly opposedtotalitarian
tendenciesby championing freeinquiry to gain knowledge and securethegood.” | completely agree, and while
| do not want to get bogged down in adiscussion of the various uses of theterms* conservative” and “liberal”
| can say with some confidence that aconservative can legitimately oppose totalitarianism and champion free
inquiry to gain knowledge of the true and the good. So the opposition suggested by Professor Gulick can be
misleading. Polanyi, | thinkitisfairtosay,isaclassical liberal who recognizedthat theliberalism of, say aJohn
Stuart Mill could not sustainitself. Polanyi styleshimself asasort of blend of ThomasPaineand Edmund Burke.
He seemsto understand that liberalism without restraint is as harmful asastatic conservatism. Polanyi writes:
“But | believethat the new self-determination of man can be saved from destroying itself only by recognizing
itsownlimitsinanauthoritativetraditional framework which upholdsit. Tom Painecould proclaimtheright of
each generation to determineitsinstitutions anew, since the range of hisdemandswasin fact very modest. He
unquestioningly accepted the continuity of cultureand of the order of private property astheframework of self-
determination. Today theideasof Tom Painecan besaved from self-destructiononly by aconsciousreaffirmation
of traditional continuity. Paine' sideal of unlimited gradual progresscan besaved fromdestructionby revolution
only by thekind of traditionalism taught by Paine’ sopponent, Edmund Burke” (TD, 62-3). Polanyi, it might be
said, isaconservativeliberal.

Toconclude, as| pointed out at the beginning of theessay, thisbook isanintroduction. Such aproject
provides the author with arare opportunity to introduce others to a thinker the author believes is significant
and, asin this case, one who has exercised no small degree of influence on theintellectual development of the
author. Assuch, itisin part an expression of gratitude offered by an admirer (though we scholars are chided
to keep our distance). It isalso written in the hope that perhaps it will prompt some readers to take the time
and make the effort to read the original. For abook like thisisintended merely to serve asasignpost pointing
toward a thinker whose merits deserve to be recognized and appreciated and, perhaps, taken to heart.

Endnotes

1 Michael Polanyi Papers, [Box 6, Folder 9], Special CollectionsResearch Center, University of Chicago
Library.
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Tony Clark (clarkto@friends.edu) wasfor many yearsan Anglican pastor in UK but morerecently completed
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On Working with Michael Polanyi
Peter H. Plesch

[Editor’sNote: Immediately following are excerptsfrom P. H. Plesch’ s“ Michael Polanyi and the Discovery
of Co-Catalysis: Discussion of an Autobiographical Letter from Michael Polanyi, FRS to Peter H. Plesch of
17 December 1963.” Although this is a technical article, it should be of interest also to those who know
Polanyi’ s philosophy of science or are interested in Polanyi’ srole in the history of chemistry. This excerpted
version of Professor Plesch’'s article includes a few annotations to help those without a background in
chemistry. Plesch’sfull copyrighted article was published online on 5 February 2004 by Wiley InterScience
(www..interscience.wiley.com) in Journal of Polymer Science, Part A (2004) 42, 7: 1537-1546. These excerpts
are reprinted with permission of John Wiley and Sons, Inc. Thanks are due not only to John Wiley and Sons,
Inc. but also to Will Stillwell, Peter Plesch, and Plesch’ s colleague Pauline Weston. Will Stillwell edited and
annotated the original Journal of Polymer Science, Part A article, working with Professor Plesch, who also
corresponded with TAD editor Phil Mullins about his original article. Subsequently, Professor Plesch wrote
ashort piecetitled “Michael Polanyi and the Paranormal” that complements his original article’s discussion
of his work with Polanyi. Thisisincluded after the excerpts from Professor Plesch’s Journal of Polymer
Science, Part A article]

ABSTRACT Key Words; Peter H. Plesch and Michael Polanyi, scientific discovery.

Thistwo-part article includesthe following: (1) excerptsfrom Peter H. Plesch’ s essay originally published in
Journal of Polymer Science, Part A (2004) 42, 7: 1537-1546 which reflects on Plesch’ sresearch with Polanyi;
(2) Plesch’'s short account titled “Michael Polanyi and the Paranormal” which complements his origina
article’s discussion of his work with Polanyi. Together these two pieces provide interesting insights into
Polanyi’s work as a research scientist as well as reflections on the nature of scientific discovery.

Excerptsfrom P. H. Plesch’s“Michael Polanyi and the Discovery of Co-Catalysis.
Discussion of an Autobiographical Letter from Michael Polanyi, FRSto Peter H.
Plesch of 17 December 1963”

ABSTRACT: The origin of this memoir was a letter from Michael Polanyi (M. P.) to the present writer
(P. H. P.) about their researches in the mid-1940s into the mechanism of what are now called cationic
polymerizations*, at the University of Manchester (England). When the Manchester-trained researchers had
made little progress with what was a very recalcitrant problem, M. P. thinking that scientists from adifferent
background might be more successful, got P. H. P. from Cambridge to work with an Oxford-trained chemist.
In his letter, M. P. analyzes his tactics and the mistakes made in directing this research.The “Manchester”
theory they successfully developed was rapidly accepted because it could aso explain observations on other
related reactions. The involvement of ions established a link with nonagqueous electrochemistry.

* polymerization: achemical reactionwhich providesvery large molecul esby aprocess of repetitive addition.
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Peter Hariolf Plesch

Peter Hariolf Plesch was born on February 14, 1918, in Frankfurt am Main (Germany). He attended
the Collége Francais (Berlin) and Harrow School (England). He received his B.A. from Trinity College
(Cambridge) in 1939, his Ph.D. from Manchester University in 1946, and his Sc.D. from Cambridge
University in 1970. During the war (1940-1945), he worked on ceramics, alginates, and isobutene
polymerization. He was an assistant lecturer at Manchester University (1946-1950) and a founding member
of the first British postwar university, the University College of North Staffordshire (later the University of
Keele), asalecturer in 195l. He retired in 1985 as professor of physical chemistry and is still active there as
a professor emeritus.

I ntroduction

The highly original polymath Michael Polanyi (M. P.) was such an influential physical chemist and
philosopher and a personality so complex that any self-revelatory writing concerning his own motives and
feelings must be of interest to those who try to understand him, and especially ( of course) to any would-be
biographers. That is my reason for making public aletter that | discovered recently while sifting my
scientific archives.! It isreproduced herein facsimile. . .

To make the full import of that letter intelligible, it is necessary to outline the personalities and the
situations of those who figure in the events described, and also the state of polymer sciencein Britain in the
early 1940s. An additional reason for doing thisisthat M. P.’s war work, to some of which | contributed, is
not mentioned in any Obituary Noticethat | have seen, and that M. P.’ s thoughts about chemical mechanisms
beyond transition-state theory are aso very little known. This is also necessarily an account of the
circumstancesof my discovery of the phenomenon of cocatalysis* in cationic polymerizationsduring my Ph.D.
research at Manchester University under M . P.’sjoint direction?, which he rated an important event in his
scientific career and which has not been described previously. | have checked my recollections of the events
of aimost 60 years ago against the records in my Laboratory Notebooks of 1944-1947.3 4

Per sonalities

My father, the physician and physiologist Janos Plesch, was well acquainted with his fellow
Hungarian and fellow medic M. P. in Berlin.>® 1n 1933 M. P. moved from the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for
Physical Chemistry to the University of Manchester (United Kingdom), following an invitation to take the
chair of Physical Chemistry there. My family fled from the Nazisto London in July 1933, and thereit wasthat
my father and M. P. took up contact again. . . M. P. asked my father whether hischemist son might beinterested
in anew vacancy for an assistant in hisresearch group; that ishow | cametojoin M. P. asaresearch assistant
at Manchester University on November 7, 1944. . .

*catalyst : a substance which affects the rate of achemical reaction without being consumed in the reaction;
“cationic” is the adjective; cocatalyst is a substance without which the catalyst cannot function.
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Thepositionof M. P.intheBritainof thelate 1930swassi milar tothat of very many intellectuals, scholars,
and scientists of Continental origin, many of whom had experienced the dire effects of the fascist dictators at
first hand. With afew notable exceptions, the British Establishment, especially the Civil Servants, regarded
foreigners, no matter who or whence, with strong suspicion. A detailed treatment of thisthemeisanother story,
but asfar asM. P. wasconcerned, thisgenerated adisillusionment that was not widely known outsidethecircle
of hisfriendsbecauseM. P. never becamebitter. Heresigned himsel f tothefact that neither hisformidabl eintellect
nor hisgreat experiencein physicochemical researchwould beusedin attemptsto solvesomeof thereally serious
major scientific-technical problemsthat arose during the war; that was a contributory reason for the waning of
hisscientificinterestsand hisincreasi ng preoccupati onwith soci o-economic problems, which culminatedinhis
leaving chemistry and turning, via economics and sociology, to philosophy.

TheProblem

However, because of M. P.’ sexperience with variousforms of catalysisand reaction kinetics, heand
hislaboratory were assigned a problem that had been baffling chemists at Imperial Chemical Industries (1Cl).
It wasthe polymerization of isobutene (IB)* to poly-isobutene. Thisreactionisclosely related to theformation
of Butyl rubber, acopolymer* of IB and isoprene*, and which was one of the few synthetic rubbers known at
that time, and that was a very recent invention.” The probable reasons for ICl choosing M. P.’s laboratory,
although he had no previous experience of polymer chemistry, was that he and Manchester University were
well known to the chemists concerned; it was conveniently near, and in any case one of the few facts known
about the polymerizations of this type was that they are completely different from the free-radical polymer-
izations being studied by Harry (later Sir Harry) Melville and a very few others. For example, in contrast to
theradical polymerizations, the catalystsinvolved were of the type used in the Friedel-Crafts reactions, which
are metal halides such as the chlorides of aluminum, tin, titanium and boron trifluoride. The polymerization
could yield products ranging from viscous oilsto very tough rubbers, depending on the length of the polymer
chains[molecular weight (MW)], andit could bevery fast, almost expl osive. The polymerizationswereusually
donein a solvent such as hexane or ethyl chloride at temperatures below ambient, but although the reaction
had been known for several years, there were few publications, Iarggly because of its great rate and because
the MW of the polymer and its yield were extremely irreproducible.” However, afew features seemed to be
consistent and general. The lower the temperature at which the reaction was done, the faster it would go and
the higher the MW and the yield of the product, and very often the polymerization would stop when there was
still some unreacted monomer* and catalyst present together in solution in the reactor. These features are so
unusual that they presented a serious challenge to chemists.

Directly in charge of the research students doing this work were A. G. Evans, alecturer in physical
chemistry, who had done his first degree and his Ph.D. at Manchester University, and Fred Fairbrother, an
inorganic chemist, also Manchester-trained and a specialist in the chemistry of the Friedel-Crafts metal

*isobutene: an easily polymerizable four-carbon hydrocarbon.

*copolymer: polymer formed from more than one monomer.

*isoprene: an easily polymerizable five-carbon hydrocarbon.

*monomer: substance which forms polymers.

halides. Under his guidance one of the research students had done a (rather rough and ready, quick and dirty)
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comparative study of arange of metal halides with IB, from which it emerged that titanium tetrachl oride was
probably the most suitable one to use for a more detailed study (see M. P.’s letter).

In an attempt to circumvent an intractable problem, M. P. had also called upon his experience with
other catalyzed reactionsand expected to gain useful information by astudy of an anal ogousreaction, themuch
slower formation of amixture of oligomers* (dimmersto tetramers) from diisobutene (DIB), amixture of the
two isomeric dimers of IB, with the same catalysts, and severa of the Ph.D. students were working on that
reaction.

By roughly the first quarter of 1944, M. P. decided that the lack of progress on controlling or
understanding Friedel-Crafts-catalyzed oligomerizations and polymerizations indicated the need for a
different approach. As he explained it to me afew years after | had joined his research group, he judged that
what was needed were scientists with a totally different background and training because all those engaged
upon that project had been Manchester-trained and entirely academic. So he assigned me, from Cambridge
and with four years of war-timeindustrial research experience, to work under the direct supervision of ayoung
lecturer who had obtained hisfirst and second degrees at Oxford, oneH. A. Skinner (H. A. S.), known asHank.
He had recently left war-related work on fluorine chemistry at 1Cl and was persuaded by M. P. tojoinin what
was then M. P.’s major enterprise and center of interest, chemical energetics. Essentially, thisis based on
thermochemistry, and that wasthefieldinwhich H. A. S. subsequently made hisvery considerabl e reputation.

To understand the significance of M. P.’ saction, it isnecessary to realize that in the 1940sthere were
distinctly different paradigmsin many areas of chemistry that reflected the views of the influential “grand old
men”, some of them the authors of the textbooks regarded as “ authoritative’; there was adiversity of theories
and points of view, such as the controversy between the followers of, the collision theory and the transition
state theory of chemical reactions and the equally irreconcilable views of Irving Langmuir and M. P. on
adsorption. It took someone of the philosophical insight of M. P. to realize that this diversity of theories as
well as other differences of scientific training in different centers would influence the approach to problem
solving of the scientists coming from various traditions. It became clear before long that M. P.’sinsight led
to the desired progress.

The events following my entry into the field that became known as cationic polymerization can be
summarized rapidly. | started my experimental work on the polymerization of | B with thetechnique devel oped
by my predecessors... Itisunnecessary to describe here the then prevailing technique and how | introduced
various palliative modifications by more than 50 experiments over nearly ayear, but | could not devise any
satisfactory improvement ... It was urgent to devise some method by which the monomer (1B or DIB) could
be introduced into the solvent, the mixture cooled to the required temperature, and a solution of the catalyst
then added to it, all in a closed system. It thus became clear that a really adequate solution of the technical
problem required a fundamentally new device, and so | invented one: a pseudo-Dewar vessel.

When | described my invention to M. P. to get his approval for our glass blower to make me such a
device, he was most skeptical that a sufficiently good vacuum could be obtained to provide the required

*oligomers: polymerized molecules
adiabatic* conditions. Because of his very extensive experience with high-vacuum apparatus in his own
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laboratory and asaconsultant toindustry, hisdoubtshad great weight. Nonethel ess, heagreedto havethevessel
made, and within avery few days| had it rigged up and working, and it worked well.

As happens so often, a new technique revealed new phenomena. The first few experiments showed
that with hexane as the solvent, IB as the monomer, and titanium tetrachloride as the catalyst, the
polymerizations starting at about -80 degrees Celsius generally did not go to completion, but when the reactor
was opened, the remaining monomer polymerized. The polymerizations could also be restarted by blowing
moist air, but not well-dried air, through the reaction mixture. Two things then happened. We remembered
that one of A. G. Evans (A. G. E.’s) students, working with DIB, had found avery similar behavior, which
was known as the “ Allen effect” among us research students after him to whom it had happened; it was far
from clear why A. G. E. had not followed it up nor M. P. urged him to do so (see M. P.’sletter), and it became
an obvious next job to find out which constituent of the atmosphere was responsible for restarting a reaction
that had stopped. It took me almost amonth to establish firmly that it waswater, that is, atmospheric moisture.

A discovery of thetype described requires several consequential developments. First, | took theview
that anew phenomenon requires anew name. Astheterm “promoter” was being used extensively, especially
in the United States, by industrial chemists to denote a substance that accelerates a catalyzed reaction that
would go (more slowly) without it, | devised the term cocatalyst by analogy with coenzyme to denote a
substance that is necessary to make the reaction go at al®. To fit the new finding into the corpus of existing
chemistry, we needed to devise an explanatory theory. Thiswas not too difficult...and it became the essence
of what | subsequently called the Manchester theory because | considered it the result of acollaborative effort
there, but its origins go back to the hydrocarbon chemistry of the 1930s. It gave the discovery of cocatalysis
the statusof asignificant discovery becauseit linked the cationi ¢ polymerizationsto the chemistry of positively
charged species and provided aphysicochemical dimension by linking it to the (then very young) field of non-
aqueous el ectrochemistry.

The extent to which M. P. was involved in what was for him anew field at the end of his chemical
career seems to have been largely forgotten, and it is not even mentioned in his Royal Society Obituary®.
However, M. P. showed his interest very clearly by convening on September 15, 1945 what was the first
discussion meeting on Friedel-Crafts polymerizations'®, and by theway in which hewroteabout it in hisletters
to me; see, for example, the beginning of the second paragraph of the letter under discussion here.

Toward the end of the 1950s, the surge of interest leading to an increasing volume of publications
on cationic polymerizations indicated a need for gathering together authoritative and critical reviews of the
different parts of the subject. | undertook the production of such awork with the help of 18 contributors, and
in 1963 presented a copy of the resulting 700-page volumeto M. P.1! |t was this gift that moved him to write
the letter of thanks of December 17, 1963 that is the central subject of this article.

*adiabatic: occurring without an exchange of heat with the surroundings.



Thel etter

22UPLAND PARK ROAD
Oxford
17" December 1963

My dear Peter,

| havel ookedthroughyour book inahurry and want to congratul ateyou onthisachievement. Theworkislucidly
organized and carried out with meticulous care.

The collective enquiry from which much of this material has taken its origin is one of my most precious
experiences. May | tell you something about the mistakeswhich have delayed the discovery of the co-catalyst.
The main stumbling block was a fault of mine which has made me miss a number of discoveries. It was
excessive ambition. | knew that the theory of energy transmission made it difficult to understand rapid
exchanges of vibrational energy between molecules. | hoped to discover evidence of this in the curious
behaviour of isobutene polymerization. When A.G. Evansfirst reported that a di-isobutene sample failed to
react when BF, was bubbled through it, I jumped to the conclusion that we had hit on an obstruction of the
transmission of vibrational energy necessary for the reaction. | tried not to think of water and hence never
succeeded in reproducing theinert di-isobutene. (Actually, A.G. poured water into theinert sampleand caused
it to react, but thistold us nothing, sinceit was normal for isobutene to react anyway.) | should have then and
there asked for drying experiments to be made with metallic sodium, but this idea was discouraged in me by
excessive ambition.

Another thing which | seem to remember —but you must correct me, if | anwrong —isthat you had just started
mixing your TiCl, with di-isobutene (?) and called me in darm at its failure to react. Then, asit ison such
occasions(my memory isblurred), it suddenly seemed to havebecomeobvioustoall that you had just succeeded
in your purpose of clearing up the mechanism (page 2) of the reaction by conducting it under carefully
controlled conditions. Theresult was, of course, to some extent strategic, sinceit wasthe systematic variation
of the reagent which made usfinally hit on onewhich needed so large aconcentration of water that even rather
primitive drying conditions revealed the necessity of this component.

(You know that Richard Ong, who committed suicide about two years ago, had ruined himself professionally
by always aiming at a greater discovery than that which the problem in hand could offer and thus missing its
solution. Hedid abeautiful piece of work whenlimiting himself, for once, to something assimple asthe mono-
molecular dissociation of N,O..

Students should be told about this pitfall.)
| wonder whether your memory bears out my recollection.

Yours ever,

Michael (hand-signed)



* * %

Detailed Commentson M.P.’s L etter of December 17, 1963

After the foregoing necessary scene-setting, | can now make some detailed comments on that | etter,
whichisthe principal theme of thisarticle.

The significance of the first sentence of the second paragraph has been mentioned, and the same
messageisexpressed by M. P.insevera other |ettersto me. Hesaysclearly that hisventureinto polymerization
chemistry and kinetics* had been for him a valued experience, and | am sure that this is more than a polite
turn of phrasefrom an exceptionally kind man. Therest of this paragraph has many implicationsand manifold
connections. Its central themeisthetheory of energy chains asthe propagators of apolymerization. From my
recollections, it emerges that the energy chain theory of chain reactions that was occupying M. P. seemed to
us research students too vague and therefore difficult to visualize, and it seemed unsuitable for testable
calculations.* The form in which it found its way into the Manchester publications on Friedel-Crafts
polymerizationsinvolved the excessvibrational energy resulting from theinitiation step being renewed at each
propagation step by the enthalpy* of polymerization. It was unclear to the critics how such an accumulation
of vibrational energy could be renewed and preserved to produce a chain reaction. Even without cal culations,
chemical common sense seemed to indicate to most of usthat any excess of energy would be dissipated at the
next collision; | at least was content to leave that matter un-understood for the time being. However, | am
confident that M. P. would have discussed it thoroughly with his close friend and frequent collaborator M. G.
Evans (M.G.E.)®=.

| had largely forgotten about thistheory until 1999, when | prepared for publication inthe Notesand
Records of the Royal Society the proceedings of the symposium on Friedel -Crafts polymerizations, which M.
P. had convened at Manchester in September 1945. | there came acrossthelecture by M.G. E. on energy chains
and wondered why that had been included. Then, when in 2002 | discovered the letter under discussion here
and thereupon reread our earliest publications on the Friedel-Crafts polymerizations in which energy chains
are mentioned, the pieces of the puzzle began to fall into place, and | understood why M. P. had asked M. G.
E. to give that talk about energy chains at the 1945 Symposium. Further, | began to see what had been the
excessive ambition that formsthe central theme of M. P.’sletter; actually, M. P. himself sayssofairly clearly.
Hehad hoped to find in the | B polymerization an unequivocal instance of an energy chain, and that would have
been amajor innovation in reaction theory. The implication isthat he considered that finding an explanation
of the bizarre behavior of the IB polymerizationsin terms of known reaction mechanisms would not be such
abigdeal. Hecould not know just how difficult that quest would be and just how many theoretical and technical
innovationswoul d be needed to build up the carbenium ion theory* , which wasrapidly accepted asmost likely
to explain the Friedel-Crafts polymerizations.

The passage beginning “| hoped to discover...” shows more than just the consequences of obsession
with one pet theory. There is also here a demonstration “in optima forma” of how even a very experienced
researcher can cometo grief, thatis, missan obviousclueto the solution of aproblem, by deliberately ignoring

*Kinetics. theory of the rates at which chemical reactions occur.
*enthalpy: heat content of a substance, a thermodynamic property defined by internal energy, pressure, and

volume.
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*carbenium ion theory: atheory based on positive carbon ions as reactive intermediates.
an aternativetheory, that is, bypassing apossibility of falsifying hispet theory. Asitis, M. P."sphrase“| tried
not to think about water...” opens up another nexus of facts, opportunities, and mysteries to be explored.

Inthe proceedingsof the September 1945 Symposium, areportisincluded by onel.. B. Morgan of ICI,
Billingham, dated August 1944, but which was not actually presented at the meeting in which it is recognized
that with BF, asthecatal yst, water playsanimportant partinthepolymerization. Morgan’ sresearch group seems
to have made use of theresultsin aManchester thesisby E. T. Butler, which indicated that water isimportant.
It would have been normal practicefor theresultsof Morgan’ sapparently quite extensive experimental work to
havebeen madeavailabletoM. P. becausethe M anchester project wassponsored by | Cl, but although | remember
Morgan and other researchersfrom | Cl taking part in our departmental discussions, | do not recall being offered
sight of thel Cl results. | cannot say whether thiswasdueto industrial secrecy or because M. P. did not consider
themreally useful orimportant. Inaddition, therewasat that timeal ready plentiful evidenceintheliterature, which
was noted subsequently in our early papers, of therole played by water in several reactionsinvolving catalysis
by metal halides'. | wasfamiliar with that work, but | do not recall to what extent M. P. wasaware of it. With
regard to some eventsin hislaboratory, hismemory (asrecounted at the end of p 1 of theletter) isnot accurate.
| never experimented with DI B, [di-isobutene] being particul arly careful notto encroach ontheterritory of A. G.
E. who was rather touchy about such matters, and who never got over thefact that the discovery of cocatalysis
had slipped through his fingers.

On checking the record in my Laboratory Notebooks, | found that, contrary to my recollection,
progress after my invention of the pseudo-Dewar vessel was not fast, mainly because of technical difficulties.
It took amonth and 12 experiments after my invention went into service before | wrote on November 12. 1945
under “Preliminary Conclusions’, “ Some constituent of the atmosphere is required before the reaction will
proceed”. It took almost another month before we were reasonably sure that it wasthe moisturein the air that
was the active substance, as we called it at first.

On December 5, 1945 by Experiment 78, | tested a theory that it might be merely the addition of a
hot liquid (i.e., one at room temperature) to the cold reaction mix (from -60 to -100 degrees C) that started the
polymerization; it did not. Evidently this theory stemmed from M. P.’s ideas about energy chains. These
vanished after 1945, preserved perhaps in the Museum of Extinct Chemical Species.

There is, however, another phantasm that needs to be recorded in this context, as it sheds light on
M. P.’s chemical thinking at that time. | remember very clearly that before the discovery of cocatalysis, M .
P. discussed frequently the possibility that the Friedel-Crafts polymerizations might belong to the category of
random phenomena, such asthe fracturing of solids, the exact course of which isnot predictable, that is, those
of which one can only say that they will happen under certain experimental circumstances, but for which one
cannot predict when or exactly how they will occur. Thisintuitive analogy must have originated fromM. P.'s
experiences with the study and testing of crystalline materials®. It is clear, however, that the recognition of
a phenomenon as of indeterminate origin may tell uslittle or nothing useful about its nature and mechanism,
and so that idea did not take us any further. However, in an attempt to find arational basis for an apparently
random phenomenon, the erratic course of the IB polymerizations, M. P. suggested that | make enquiries at
the Cosmic Ray Research unitinthe Manchester Physics Department under P. M. S. Blackett. M. P. specul ated
that we may find exceptionally strong cosmic ray showers coinciding with unusually fast polymerizations-or
the reverse. | do not recall what | found there, but it cannot have been very startling, as that line of enquiry

46



was abandoned quite soon. What isimportant about this episode isthat because cosmic rayswere a subject of
activeresearch and therefore of discussion in the Staff House coffeeroom, M. P. wasvery much aware of them
and could think of them as a possible origin of an apparently random phenomenon?® %7,

Because of M. P.’sfascination with irregular natural phenomena®, it seems appropriate to mention
that, as far as | know, M. P. did not draw explicitly a well-defined distinction between repeatability and
reproducibility. However. in 1999, till imbued with hisideas, | gave a definition of the distinction that-as
happens so often now seems obvious. Repeatability isaterm that appliesto phenomena, such asthe occurrence
of corrosion, whereas the concept of reproducibility appliesto numbers, the numerical magnitude of physical
guantities, such astherate constant of achemical reaction®. M . P. evidently recogni zed the difference between
thetwo concepts. Asan experienced experimentalist, he admitted not being much bothered by irreproducibility
because he knew that probably its origin would be found soon. However—Ilike most serious scientists—any
well-established but unaccountable unrepeatability troubled him because it marks out an areawhere thereis
alack of understanding, and that brings us back to the status of cationic polymerizationsin the 1940s. As he
wrote later in the letter we are considering here, he thought that my discovery of cocatalysis had “solved the
problem”. What he could not know was that there turned out to be several different mechanisms of initiation
of these polymerizations, nor that | would be essentially involved in their elucidation by several laborious
investigations over the next half-century®.

Onefurther point that emerges from thisletter (last lineon p 1) isthat M. P. considered me to bethe
discoverer of cocatalysis, despite the numerous observations of the same, or of clearly related, phenomenaby
others; | always thought of myself as a codiscoverer, and this seems to be an implication of the multiple
authorship of the first publication on the subject??.

In this connection it seems useful to recognize two kinds of discovery: mere discoveries and
significant discoveries. Implicitly, M. P. isignoring the several mere discoveries (without consequences) of
the effect of water on Friedel-Crafts polymerizations and similar reactions, and evidently recognizing that it
was my work that led to the significant discovery of the phenomenon. That was because we could now place
the Friedel-Crafts polymerizations into the general category of acid-catalyzed reactions involving a proton
transfer and the formation of carbenium ions, as has been indicated previously. In my view, a significant
discovery isonethat can be placed, not necessarily by theactual discoverer, into an appropriate context because
it has happened at the right time; in fact, timeliness manifested by public recognition is an important facet of
asignificant discovery, such as was that of co-catalysis.
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II. Michael Polanyi and the Paranormal

My academic career started when in October 1944 at the age of 26 | accepted aResearch Assistantship
intheresearch group of Michael Polanyi, professor of. of Physical Chemistry at the University of Manchester
(England). That happened because my father, Janos Plesch, a fellow Hungarian, and M.P. had known each
other in Berlin and had made contact again in England after my family’s emigration in 1933; and M.P. had
asked himwhether hischemist son might beinterested in joining him, which he, I, did. Because of thiscommon
multi-lingual, multi-cultural background, there devel oped aclose affinity between M.P. and me, and | regarded
him in many respects as a second father. | had an enormous respect for hisintellectual abilities, knowing that
he had changed very successfully from medicine to physical chemistry, although | had not read many of his
writings except those connected with Transition State Theory, which was a hot topic at the time amongst
chemists. Polanyi’s theory of unimolecular gas-phase reactions had by then been discredited, and his ideas
about the function of energy chains in chemical reactions seemed to lack plausibility, but that did not affect
the very high regard in which he was held al so by the other research students working alongside me, the other
academics, and the industrialists from |.C.1. and the Manchester Oil Refineries who attended our seminars.
| doubt that anyone of us would have admitted readily that our Master might have had at least afew “toes of

clay.

This is the background of the encounter which is the substance of my story. It stems from my early
interest in what is now encompassed in the term “paranormal.” During the early 1940s | had met afellow-
chemistwhowasamember of the (L ondon) Soci ety for Psychical Research, theoldest society of itskind, which
| then joined. | thus gained access to and became part of that area of intellectual activity, met some other
research studentsinterested in these matters, and went to afew seances. | also found abook, L by amechanical
engineer, in which the author gives descriptions of seances. The numerous measurements of sizes and
distances and weights of the participants and objects during levitations and other manifestations are exactly
what one would have expected from an engineer. It seemed a methodical, quantitative investigation such as
| intended to do “once | got around” to actually doing research into the paranormal. Meanwhile (ca.1945) |
was much too preoccupied with my Ph.D. researches into the mysteries of cationic polymerizationsto stray
into the realm of the paranormal. However, | was sufficiently intrigued by that book to want to discussit with
Michael Polanyi who, | felt confident, would have something useful and interesting to say onthe subject. This
the more s0, sincein histhen recently published Riddell Lectures? he had concerned himself with several very
different natural phenomena for which no explanations could be found. So | asked his secretary for an
appointment, if possible open-ended. | outlined to M.P. some of the results and especially the measurements
recorded in that book.

I do not remember much of what was said, except the phrase which effectively ended our talk: “1 cannot
really concern myself with such irreproducible phenomena.” He may, with his usual kindness, have prefaced
or followed this with some mitigating words, but that was what he meant, and for me that was that, as far as
hewas concerned; but it did not put me off my interest in the paranormal, nor did it diminish my determination
that, eventually, | would give it serious attention. “Eventualy” for me meant when | had established myself as
aserious scientist in aconventional area, and “ Eventually’’ also turned out to be a span of almost fifty years.

Since | am aslow thinker, and my thinking has been occupied with many and various matters, it took
me severa decadesto readisethat M.P.’s parting, summarising remark bordered on the absurd; but | have also
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heardthesamefrom other natural scientists, anditisaquitecommonreaction. | havecdledM.P.’ scomment“amost
absurd” because it seems so incompatible with his own direct experience of natural phenomena and with his
writings, and | cameto regard it asan excuse for not wanting to becomeinvolved with something so different,
so difficult, and potentially so vast.

In his Riddell Lectures, M.P. cites examples of un-understood phenomena. One is a case of
irreproducibility of a number, the rate-constant of a chemical reaction. Usually, such irreproducibilities of
numbers leave scientists not seriously bothered because they are confident that sooner or later the reason for
the discrepancy will be identified.

Another example involves the appearance of certain patterns on the surface of crystals of tin when
they were stretched. These lines had been found in M.P.’s own and one other |aboratory, but since then could
not be made to appear anywhere else Thiswas an example of an unrepeatable phenomenon, something much
moreworrying to anatural scientist. 3 And, most pertinent of all, thevery reason for my presencein hisresearch
group wasthat hewanted my helpintryingtofind the cause of theirreproducibility of acertain polymerisation,
a problem which had been assigned to M.P. as part of the wartime Synthetic Rubber Program of the Allies.
Inthiscasetherewashbothirreproducibility - of therateof thereaction and of the molecular weight of itsproduct,
- and also an unrepeatability, in that the reactlon instead of proceeding until al the monomer had been
consumed, sometimes unaccountably just szopped

So the notorious irreproducibility of paranormal phenomena seemed a strange reason. But the
incident is an illustration of a situation which was occupying M.P. in the context of his views on how
opinions are formed.

In his writings there are many passages in which he deals with various aspects of the reactions of
observersto unexpected natural events, and how their attitudes are affected by cultural matters, such astheir
beliefs about the world. He emphasises how all this affects the observer - scientist’s all-important decisions
about what to accept or reject, and the effects of these decisions on discovery, that isthe very expansion of the
range of the Natural Sciences into new domai ns.2 Furthermore, irreproducibility is aways and necessarily
involved in pioneering work. As M.P. knew well, successful experimentation, which means the achievement
of reproducibility, requires knowledge and control of the factors that govern the phenomenon under
investigation. But, by definition, to achieve that in a new field must always involve a slow, hard struggle.
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REVIEWS

Stefania R. Jha, ed. “Hungarian Studies on Imre
Lakatos.” Perspectives on Science, 14:3 (Fall 2006):
257-353. The MIT Press. E-ISSN: 1530-9274. Print
ISSN: 1063-6145.

Thisrecent issueof Perspectiveson Science,
edited by Stefania R. Jha, concerns Imre Lakatos
(1922-1974), a protégé and long-time associate of
Karl Popper. Five major articles discuss Lakatos
Hungarian background, his approach to the history
and philosophy of mathematics, his subsequent work
independent of Popper, and his literary remains. In
her own contribution, Jha suggests that Lakatos re-
belled against Popper and, toward the end of hislife,
in fact was moving toward Michael Polanyi’s ap-
proach. Both thisand thewider historical and cultural
connections presented herewill be of great interest to
many readers of this journal.

First let me summarize the contents of the
issue. An editor’ sintroduction providesacontext and
a summary of the articles as well as an overview of
other recent work on Lakatos. Jha suggests that a
central thread of Lakatos' intellectual development
was his knowledge of heuristic and mathematics in
the style of George Polya, author of theclassic Howto
Solve It. There are three articles by other authors,
tracing various aspects of Lakatos work in Hungary
(here, dropping the Hungarian diacriticals): his con-
nections with Laszlo Kalmar and Sandor Karacsony
at Debrecen concerning their interest in the empirical
character of mathematics; his friendship and shared
ideas with Arpad Szabo, a historian of dialectic and
Greek mathematics; and adiscussion of the centrality
of heuristic in both Lakatos' early and later work.
Jha's own contribution is titled, “The Bid to Tran-
scend Popper, and the L akatos-Polanyi Connection.”
It carriesthe discussion beyond the Hungarian period
toLakatos work with Popper at the L ondon School of
Economics, his readlization that Popper’s approach
wasinadeguate to an analysis of methods of thinking,

and his subsequent work after Popper’s retirement.
Jha asserts in her abstract that, “ Archival material
shows that [Lakatos'] ‘new method’ struggled to
overcomewhat he saw as the Popperian handicap, by
using Polanyi” (p. 318). There is a final article
discussing the contents of the Lakatos archive at
L.SE.

The issue is available in electronic form
through Muse and other means. Unfortunately, the
text is somewhat spoiled by many typos and incom-
plete application of thejournal’ sown manual of style.
In general, though, the articles provide arich history
of connections and context. They help to consider
Lakatos' work and career, removing him from the
shadow of Karl Popper. Evaluating Lakatos' work
raisesimportant questions about the account we give
of scientific and mathematical discovery. Looking at
his career, as an academic intellectual first in the
political climate of Hungary 1944-1956 and then
under Popper at L.S.E. 1960-1969, raises questions
about the nature of the man and his circumstances.

Dueto spacelimitations, let mejust ask five
guestionsthat arise when considering thisinteresting
material from the perspective of personal knowledge.

First: How was the thinking of middle-
Europeanintellectual saffected by living under Soviet
domination? Lakatos was obviously talented at dia-
lectic and polemic. He was interested in the philoso-
phy of mathematics, seemingly asafe subject. Hewas
alsopolitically engaged withinthe Party, which seems
tohaveproduced rewardsfor hiscareer. But healways
spokefor liberty and practiced histalent for dialectic.
Thiswas not so safe, and L akatos wasimprisoned for
‘incorrect’ views between 1950 and 1953. Lakatos
emigrated during the 1956 revol ution when he could
get out. His personal history provides a fascinating
contrast to Polanyi’s career in scientific research,

starting about thirty years earlier and thus avoiding
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thetotalitarian regimesof Lakatos' day. |deasandthe
expression of ideas had entirely different kinds of
conseguences.

Second: What were the difficulties of work-
ing within the sphere of Karl Popper? Popper was hot
amodest man. Judging by the tone of hiswritings, he
was convinced that his many differences with prede-
Cessors, contemporaries, and successors were solely
dueto the great superiority and originality of hisown
ideas. Lakatos, exercising histalent for polemic, said
that one of Popper's major contributions was “his
literary masterpiece ‘ The Open Society by one of its
enemies. ..” (Motterlini, 89-90). Inevitably Lakatos
again got into trouble with the authorities, though this
timehedid not gotojail. He was“ excommunicated”
by Popper but harmlessly, sinceL akatosstill ended up
succeeding Popper as chair of the program at L.S.E.

Third: How dowediscussthe special case of
personal knowing and discovery in mathematics and
mathematical logic?If therewereany scholarly activ-
ity that exists entirely within arealm of propositions
(i.e., within Popper's ‘Third World’) and separate
from the physical world and the world of subjective
experience, it would certainly be mathematics. As
Polyaremarks, “humanity learned thisideafrom one
man and one book: from Euclid and his Elements’
(Polya, 215). But rigorous proof and logi cal deduction
do not get you very far if thetopicisproblem solving,
discovery, changing research strategies, or evolving
standards of proof. For that you need induction,
empirical facts, the personal element, practical and
disciplinary considerations, apprenticeship and mas-
tery of subject, i.e., things that are empirical and
subjective. The'rules’ of discovery, suchasthey exist,
arefirst “have brains and good luck” and second “sit
tightandwait until you getabrightidea” (Polya, 172).
And the whole process depends upon a deep personal
engagement withtheproblem (Polya, 198-99). L akatos
knew al this, and realized the difficulties it made for
any theory of discovery in mathematics.

Fourth: What among Lakatos' unpublished
manuscri pts points specifically to hislate adoption of
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Polanyi’s ideas or to a Lakatos-Polanyi connection?
Asattractiveasthispossibility might be, Jhaprovides
little concrete evidence, nothing significant that is
unpublished. She does rehash at length Lakatos
public disagreements with Popper, many of which, it
is true, have some parallel in Polanyi’s work. till
Lakatos never wholeheartedly adopts Polanyi. The
specific evidence of aconnection boils down to little
more than:

1) Thefact that Lakatos respectfully invited
Polanyi to lecture at L.S.E. (probably 1969-70 — the
exact date is not given; the lecture was “Genius in
Science”). This was reparation for a previous dis-
inviting of Polanyi forced by Popper fiveyearsearlier.

2) A remark by Lakatosthat he wastaking a
‘quasi-Polanyiite’ view (actually ahumorously titled
subtopic in an article written 1970-71: “A quasi-
Polanyiite ‘falsification’ of Popper’'s demarcation
criterion,” Lakatos, 146-49). This is a fundamental
quarrel with Popper, and there is no direct use of
Polanyi’ s approach.

Clearly, though, Lakatos realized that the
L.S.E program on philosophy of science needed to
consider not just Popper (its founder), but Polanyi,
andothersof Lakatos generationaswell: Feyerabend,
Kuhn, and Toulmin. All of them were sources of
richer accounts of scientific discovery than Popper’s.
They, especially the younger three, were people with
whom one could argue and make progress. And there
is strong, published evidence that L akatos continued
his quarrels (e.g. with Toulmin). One suspects, in-
deed, that being adversaries was a dialectical sign of
trueintellectual fellowship, of taking the other scholar
serioudly. In sum, we only know that Lakatos was
continuing to work on hisresearch program of “ratio-
nal reconstruction” till hissudden death at 51. He did
this using his talents for dialectic and polemic as
before. But this does not mean that he was becoming
aPolanyian, or even a‘quasi-Polanyiite’ (except asa
joke).

Finally: Wastheconnection between Polanyi
and the respectful Lakatos really just their shared
admiration for George Polya' s work? Polanyi knew



Polya since his first days at university in 1908; he
knew, used, and acknowledged Polya swork on heu-
ristic. Lakatos translated Polya’'s book into Hungar-
ian in the early fifties and wrote his doctorate at
Cambridge under Polya's supervision. If consider-
ation of thismaterial about L akatosdoesnothing else,
| hopethat it might causeyoutolook (again, perhaps)
at Polya swonderful book on heuristic, How to Solve
It. You will get both profit and pleasure.
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Stanley Hauerwas and Romand Coles. Christianity,
Democracy, and the Radical Ordinary: Conversa-
tions between a Radical Democrat and a Christian.
Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2008. Pp. xi + 366.
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Stanley Hauerwas and Romand Coles both
teach at Duke University, Hauerwas in the Divinity
School and Colesin Political Science. Inadditionto
his duties a Duke, Coles is aso active in CAN
(Congregrations, Associations, and Neighborhoods)
in Durham, NC. This book grows out of a conversa-
tion that began among Hauerwas students who took
classes with Coles and then challenged each profes-
sors to learn from the other. The result was ateam-
taught course on Christianity and Radical Democracy
that inspired this book. It isabook that defies easy
summation. Onereasonisthat it isnot, onthewhole,
a co-authored work. Some portions, such as the
introduction are, but much of the book consists of
individual pieceshby theauthors(six by Hauerwasand
eight by Coles). In addition, the chapters reflect a

variety of genres. Some chapters are formal essays
while others are | etters by Colesto Hauerwas or vice
versa. The book concludes with a transcript of a
recorded dialogue between the authors.

What emerges from the work isasense of a
dialogue that is both playful and serious, fascinating
and frustrating, as any conversation about matters
that matter will be. Although he is not uncritical of
Hauerwas' work, Colesclearly learnsfrom Hauerwas
to appreciate how Christianity might matter for radi-
cal democracy. For his part, Hauerwas admits that
while he is “less clear that he has a stake in radica
democracy,” he “cannot and does not want to avoid
being drawn into the lives of radical democrats’ in
light of the sympathetic way Coles reads Christian
theology (11).

Perhaps the place to begin any summary is
with adescription of radical democracy. Theterm, as
Hauerwas and Coles use it, refers to those efforts to
engage many peoplein the complex task of negotiat-
ing common goods in a pluralistic world. Radical
democracy happens most clearly at local levels of
community organizing where participants learn the
skills needed to act democratically at higher levels
(see4, 20, 153, 277, and 341). Theoretically, radical
democracy draws from the work of Sheldon Wolin
and Ernst Bloch (see Chapters 6 and 12 respectively)
and is seen most concretely inthework of groupslike
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC)
and the Industrial Areas Foundation (1AF).

Onecanbegintoseewhy Hauerwasmight be
intrigued by radical demaocracy, for it emphasizesthe
community group the way he emphasizes the church.
Hauerwas also values the way radica democracy
understands that it takes time to do something sub-
stantive—"time to listen to one another and to re-
member the dead” (4). Both Coles and Hauerwas
celebrate the “radical ordinary,” i.e., attention to the
complexities of everyday life that call forth a“wild
patience” (4). Inaddition, both acknowledgetheways
in which democratic institutions often betray their
deepest convictions. Hauerwas' own contributionsto
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this volume tend toward reflections on Christian
figures and communitiesthat exemplify at least some
of the traits needed to sustain radica democracy,
especialy the patience and gentleness required to
welcome the poor on their own terms rather than as
objects of charity. He focuses most on Jean Vanier
and L’ Arches' work with disabled people (chapters 8
and 14), but also discusses Gregory of Nazianzus
writings on lepers (chapters10). Colesprovidestheo-
retical and concrete accounts of radical democracy
(chapters 3, 12, and 13), aswell as reflections on the
i ntersectionsbetween radi cal democracy and thework
of John Howard Y oder (chapter 2), Rowan Williams
(chapter 7), Vanier (chapter 9), Gregory (chapter 10)
and Hauerwas (chapter 11).

Neither Hauerwas nor Coles mentions
Michael Polanyi inthiswork, although Coles approv-
ingly discussesKarl Polanyi’ swork intwo places (84
and 255ff). Nevertheless, readers who are familiar
with Michagl Polanyi will find some affinities with
the outlook found here. First, and perhaps most
notable, isthe attempt to locate an analysis of politics
in the experiences of a particular community. For
Polanyi, it is life among the community of scientists
that givesrisetohisaccount of liberty and polycentricity
that he thinks should characterize society. For
Hauerwas and Coles, it islife among the community
of organizers and/or churchgoersthat giveriseto the
practicesthat sustain authentically democratic lifeon
alarger scale. Another affinity between Polanyi and
the authors of thisvolumeistheir shared sense of the
complexity of reaity. Although Hauerwasand Coles
do not talk about polycentricity or a reality that
promisestoreveal itself inever newways, they clearly
respect how the complexities of life mean that human
planning will never fully achieve Weberian rational-
ization (thisis most explicit in Coles' discussion in
Chapter 6).

Besidesconvergencesbetweentheseauthors
and Polanyi, one also finds perspectives here that
might stimulate contemporary appropriations of
Polanyi’s work. For example, Hauerwas and Coles
remind readers that democratic institutions often
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betray themselves—a prospect that Polanyi does not
seem to contemplate in any detail. Giventhetimein
which hewrites, thisisnot entirely surprising, and to
say thisisnot to say that therearenot cluesin hiswork
that might guide such areflection. To the extent that
Polanyi has an articulate socia philosophy, he seesa
well-ordered society as one that is polycentric, not
subject to the control of any single group, and which
maintains a commitment to transcendent values of
truth, justice, and community (e.g., LL, 35). Those
commitments can be used to criticize governments,
which he clearly doesin hisdenunciations of commu-
nist nations. Nevertheless, Polanyi does not take
critical aim at democracy, as practiced in England
and the United States. Onethereforewonderswhat a
Polanyian criticism of democracy “on the ground”
would look like and how it would compare to the
insights of this volume. A second topic upon which
Hauerwas and Coles' work might stimulate contem-
porary appropriations of Polanyi isthat of authority.
Although Hauerwas and Coles treat the topic only
briefly (302-307 and 322-329), both call for an au-
thority that doesnot becomeauthoritarian and thereby
“silence the ‘lesser people’” (328). In short, they
acknowledge an ambiguity to authority that can be
overlooked in Polanyi’s treatment of authority, at
least as exercised in the republic of science (that
Polanyi is anti-authoritarian is clear from his criti-
cism of communist societies). The perspectives of
Hauerwas and Coles offer Polanyians rich concepts
for articulating a fuller account of how authority
should function in a community..

Intheintroductionto Christianity and Radi-
cal Democracy, Hauerwasand Colesusethemetaphor
of “ecotone” to describetheir work (14). Drawnfrom
ecology, theterm refersto the vibrancy and creativity
of life that is often found at the edges where two
different environments such as a forest and meadow
meet. They hopethat thiswork likewiseexhibitssome
of that creativity, thistimeto be found at the edges of
theology and politics. They succeed.
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