The Tacit Victory and theUnfinished Agenda

EDITOR'S NOTE: On April 11, 1991, at the Kent Sate University conference celebrating the Polanyi
centennial, there was a panel discussion which bore the title listed above. The panel included nine persons whose
interestin Polanyi’ sthought islong-standing; panelistswereasked to comment on therel evance of Polanyi’ sthought
toissuesanddiscussionscurrentintheir areasof interest. Five of these commentsareincluded below. Asimilar panel
discussion with different panelists will occur at the November 22, 1991 Polanyi centennial banquet held in
conjunctionwith The Polanyi Society meeting at theannual meeting of the American Academy of Religion (for details,
see the announcement on page 43). Additional comment summaries will be included in a future issue of TAD]

Feminist and Ecological |ssues
David W. Rutledge

| believethat the most profitable reading of Michael Polanyi doesnot consider him aphilosopher of science
or epistemol ogistinatraditional , technical sense, though hisplaceinthosedebatescan beapproximated, toareasonable
degree, by triangulating from his peers -- the Kuhns, Hempels, Feyerabends, and L akatoses.

| find it much more interesting to read him as avisionary who, despite not fitting neatly into the academic
disciplineof philosophy, neverthel ess presentsinsi ghtsabout basic problemsthat il luminatewideareasof intell ectual
life. We might say that hewas, unbeknownst to him, akind of seer or prophet, acultural critic whosefreshreflections
on his own area of natural science opened up new ways of thinking about a whole range of issues.

Inthisvein, | want to speak for amoment about how Polanyi’ swork relatesto one of the popular topics of
theday, thatis, the post-modernist critiqueof traditional westernvaluesandintellectual standardsthat hasbeenwidely
discussed thispast year (v. The New York Times Magazine on Richard Rorty, December 2, 1990; the Atlantic Monthly
on“Illiberal Education” amongthepolitically correct, March 1991; John Searlein TheNew York Review of Books, Oct.
1990). | think that thereareimportant waysin which Michael Polanyi can hel p usseeboth thevalue of thesecritiques,
and alsotheir limitations. Intellectual s-- someof them, anyway -- arefascinated today by theend of the“ modernage.”
| likethe anecdotetold by William Christian, remembering his predecessor at Y ale, Robert Calhoun:

Atonetimenearly forty yearsago he had beenin Chicago asavisiting professor. | asked himwhat
he thought of it. He said, with an air of surprise and puzzlement, “Those people don’t know the
Enlightenment isover” (Wm. Placher, Unapol ogetic Theol ogy).



The Enlightenment is over. This has been acknowledged with dismay by those who are worried about the
specter of relativism, whichawaysseemsto haunt periodsof social or intellectual unrest; it hasbeen greeted with shouts
of joy by otherswho have chafed under the rigid certainties and avid conclusions of the “age of Reason” (think of
therangefrom Alan Bloomto camp followersof Derrida). | do not presumeto makejudgments hereabout thisdebate
over theend of the Enlightenment, but want to suggest to you oneway inwhich thisdiscussion rel atesto our Polanyian
interests.

Feminist critiques of science are oneform of the much broader suggestion that scienceisasocial enterprise,
strongly shaped by the context -- personal, social, economic, political -- inwhichit occurs. (S. Harding, M. Hesse, B.
Barnes, historians of science, etc.) Thefeminist critic arguesthat the claimsthat truth must be objective, discarnate,
abstract, clear and distinct, and fully specifiabl e-- claimsthat the Enlightenment enshrined after theexampl e of science
-- arenot simply readings off of reality, but socia constructionsof aparticular experience of reality, one shot through
withbiasesof social class, of politics, and especially, of gender. Thesechargeshavebeen elaboratedinhistorical studies
which correlatetheriseof scienceinthe 17thand 18th centurieswiththepolitical roleof scientific academies, andwith
theeconomicinterestsof the mercantileclasswhich supported science (see Lindberg and Numbers, God and Nature).
Canwesay, itisasked, that theinsistence of science on“freeinquiry” was unrelated to theinsistence of these groups
that they be freed from the oppressive authority of church and crown? The answer to this question is perhaps not as
important asthe question itself, which opens up the possibility that thinking cannot beisolated from our social living
andactinginavariety of contexts. Thisisoftencalleda“Marxist” approach, of course, seeing social forcesat thebottom
of ideological convictions.

How do we deal with these troubling charges?

EvelynFox Keller notesthecomment of George Simmel, “ the equati on objective= masculineisavalid one,”
and then describes how the objectivity of science has agender biaswhich greatly weakensits authority, particularly
for women. Polanyi argued that “ science” doesnot equal “objectivity,” in Simmel’ s sense (what Polanyi would term
“objectivism”), and thereby providesaway of undercuttingthemasculinity of scientism, without diminishingthepower
of science itself. His chastening of science connects in a significant way with the feminist program. It connects
constructively because as apracticing scientist, Polanyi seemsto have been aware“in hisbones,” so to speak, of the
social nature of the enterprise. Heis never so abstracted from the actual doing of science, as many philosophers of
scienceoften seemto be, that he makesthe mistake of thinking of sciencesimply asasystem of ideas. In Science, Faith,
and Society hegivesaconvincing portrait of thissocia rootednessin disciplinesof scientific education, professional
conferences, refereed journals, team research, and the master-apprentice relationship. And yet he avoids suggesting
that scientific knowledgeisdetermined by itssocial character, that it can bereducedto political or economicformulae.

A key to hishelpfulness hereis his awareness, as a scientist, that reality cannot be restricted to my thinking
about it, however powerful that thinking may bein shaping our understanding. A typical formulation:

...ascientifictruth, whenit conformstoreality, getshold of atruth thatisfar deeper thanitsauthor’s

understanding of it (PK,43).

Reality surprisesus, it confounds our complacent assumptions, both by refuting our certaintiesand by confirming our
hesitant intuitionsin unpredictable ways. The passi gg of the Enlightenment and the prospect of a post-modern world



hold no terrors for Polanyian thought, for his vision of science and knowledge has already moved to post-critical
grounds. | seenoreasonthat hiswork cannot beilluminating and correctivein many areasof the post-modernist debate
today, though Polanyi would certainly beill at easewith much of itspublicdiscourse. Tomethework of William Poteat,
Walter Ong and Wendell Berry illustrates much of the potential here.

The social context of science, represented by feminist criticism, links up appropriately with arelated realm
withinwhichtheimplicationsof Polanyi’ swork arefar reaching, that is, the current revision of scientific orthodoxies
asaresult of theecological crisis. | submit that he may help us greatly in correcting our attitudesto nature, attitudes
which havecontributedtowhat Bill M cKibben predictsisthe® End of Nature.” Historiansand philosophershavebegun
touncover theimagesthat haveguided our rel ationswiththephysi cal world -- ananthr opocentrismthat reducesnature
toamerestagefor humans; mechanismthat depictsnatural processinfully explicit, manipulableimagesof aquiescent
machine; pragmatismthat arguesour only moral imperativeistousenaturewisely for theprogressof thehuman species.
Thevery notionsof objectified nature-- mechanical inform, passiveinitsessence-- which Polanyi arguesagainst have
undergirded the destruction of nature in the contemporary period.

Here is arepresentative quotation of Polanyi’s alternative vision of nature, from PK:

| have suggested before that in ageneralized sense commitment may be acknowledged even at the
vegetativelevel . . . . Inthis sense our knowledge of the normal growth, functioning and being of
the organismisan appraisal of its primordial commitments. . . . The aphorism that biology islife
reflecting onitself now acquiresafuller meaning (363).

Herethefocusison theliving, organismic character of nature, and on its actively interconnecting, through
itsfunctional commitments, withawiderangeof other phenomena. Itisafar moredynamic, holisticview of naturethan
we are accustomed to see.

If we areto re-vision our relation to nature, we surely must discard the picture of science as a technique of
control, and movetoward an understanding of the connectedness of the human world and the natural . Ecol ogists now
oftentackletheenvironmental dilemmawithtechnol ogy -- which preservestheattitudeswhich got usintothe problem
-- or give up western science for superficial postures drawn from eastern religions [the “ Deep Ecology” movement,
various parts of the Earth Firstt movement, etc.]. Polanyi’s purging of scientism from science has ecological
implications, whichinvite our tracing out.

Refor med Epistemology
Walter B. Gulick

Accordingto CharlesTaylor, “ Epistemol ogy, oncethe pride of modern phil osophy, seemsinabad way these
days. Fifty yearsago, duringtheheyday of logical empiricism, whichwasnot only apowerful movement inphilosophy
but also immensely influential in social science, it seemed as though the very center of philosophy wasits theory of
knowledge. It seemed evident that that had to be philosophy’ smain contributionto ascientific culture” (* Overcoming
Epistemology,” in Baynes, et. al., After Philosophy, p. 464). The power of philosophy resided in its claim to be the
adjudicator between knowledge claimswhich werevalid and thosewhich wereinvalid or otherwise could not support
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the advance of science. Philosophers claimed objective validity for their determinations.

Today there are not many who even think of themselves as epistemologists, for many of the traditional
philosophical boundaries have been blurred. There are fewer still who believe in a priori knowledge, deducible
transcendental foundationsfor knowledge, or self-evident givensagai nst which philosophical claimsmay bejudged.
Now even standards of rationality are often judged to be embedded in cultural and historical contextswhich affect the
course of inquiry. Most philosophers acknowledge the falibility of their thought and the finite limits of any
philosophical system. What hashappened to epistemol ogy over thispast half century, the period during which Polanyi
published the results of his philosophical labors, to bring it so far from its earlier objectivistic predilections?

By and large, the sorts of changes which have occurred are consistent with the reforms of epistemology
advocated by Michael Polanyi. In saying that epistemology isin abad way now, Taylor isreally celebrating theloss
of itsarroganceand pretentiousness. Sodo|. Epistemol ogy’ sclaimsto obj ectivevalidity wereill founded and blocked
philosophical progress, as Taylor himself haswell shown. It would be niceto claim that Polanyi’ s thought has been
widely influential in breaking the hegemony of objectivist forms of epistemology. Unfortunately, thereis no strong
evidenceto support this claim. Rather, the evidence of citationsin the literature suggestsamore diffuse and indirect
sort of influence. One seesfairly frequent referenceto the significance of such of Polanyi’ sinsightsastheimportance
of tacit knowing and the personal factor in knowledge, especially scientific knowledge. But typically the references
areof ageneral andvaguesort. Itisquiterareto find extended engagementswith Polanyi’ sthought on the part of those
who do not consider themsel ves Polanyians. One such appreciativeanalysisisDrew L eder’ srecently published study
of embodiment, The Absent Body. Polanyi’ s Personal Knowledge seems generally respected asawork of substantial
insight, yet itsimposing bulk, its position outsi de the mainstream philosophical conversation, anditschallenging and
even formidabl e style of exposition have seemingly relegated it for many to that fateful pile of books. “workswhich
| mean to read when | get thetime.”

Clearly Polanyi’s work has not had the broad and popular impact that Thomas Kuhn's The Sructure of
Scientific Revolutionshasenjoyed, eventhoughthelatter book isinmany respectsaderivativework. But thenarrower
focus of Kuhn' swork and the greater accessibility of hiswriting have made histhought the paradigmatic touchstone
for those examining the cultural and historical componentsinvolved in scientific change and development. Certainly
Polanyi’ sthought no longer evokesthe sort of outrage or rejection it earlier suffered at the hands of some within the
Anglo-American philosophical establishment. Paul Feyerabend hasfor some time assumed the mantle of the enfant
terrible among historians and philosophers of science. Hisdenial that there is any fundamental distinction between
scientificinquiry and voodoo isreminiscent of Polanyi’ s earlier examination of the coherence of Azande witchcraft,
yet Feyerabend ends up with nihilistic conclusions which Polanyi successfully avoids. By now Polanyi seemsto be
treated as one of the respected el ders among contemporary philosophers of science and epistemol ogists --respected,
but not as well known or asfully understood as those of usin The Polanyi Society believe he should be. In order to
seehow well important themesfrom Polanyi’ sthought arefaringtoday, | will conduct anall toobrief andimpressionistic
survey. Let us examine what has happened to four dimensions of his thought which derive from or bear upon his
epistemology: embodiment, thetacit dimension, thepracticesof acommunity of explorers, and thetheory of emergence.

First, theories of embodiment haveincreasingly assumed acentral significancein contemporary philosophy
(one is amost tempted to ask: is a new explanatory mechanism, embodiment, emerging out of previously tacit
particulars through the cooperative work of acommunity of explorers?). The body was implicated within Polanyi’s
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thought through his analysis of tacit knowing. In our engagement with the world we rely upon subsidiary skillsand
processeswhich areembodied. Moreover, our very engagement with theworld entail sthat weincorporateits objects
and ideas in line with a literal understanding of “incorporation,” implying an assimilation in the body (corps). So
embodiment isessential to Polanyi’ sthought, even though hedoesnot elaborate greatly on thedetail s of embodi ment.
Developmentsintheoriesof embodi ment havebeen most pronouncedinfeminist thought and among phenomenol ogists
influenced by Merleau-Ponty. Elaine Scarry’ s The Body in Pain and Nel Noddings' Caring are examplesof feminist
workswhich utilize notionsof the body inimportant, although rather different, ways. Richard Zaner’ s The Context of
Salf, David Michadl Levin's The Body' s Recollection of Being and Quentin Smith' s The Felt Meanings of the World
areexamplesof threeworksin the phenomenol ogical tradition which advance our understanding of embodiment. But
of courseitisWilliam Poteat’ s Polanyian Meditationswhich inits exposition of mindbodily being most thoroughly
worksout someof theimplicationsof Polanyi’ snotionof embodiment . Twoworksonembodimentwhich| think connect
toandextend Polanyi’ sthoughtinexcitingwaysareMark Johnson’ sTheBodyintheMindand Drew L eder’ sTheAbsent
Body.

Second, | would wager that inthelong runitisPolanyi’ ssubsidiary-focal distinctionand all hiswork onthe
tacit dimensionwhichwill berecognized ashismost creativeand enduring |l egacy to subsequent generations. Onefinds
intheliterature many indications of appreciation for Polanyi’ swork on thistopic. John Searleisonewho worksfrom
within theanalytic tradition toward a conception of atacit dimensionin hisbook, Intentionality, now eight yearsold.
He postulates that humans apply a Network of intentional states to symbols and seek thereby meaningful mental
satisfaction. The conditions of satisfaction are specified by the Network of intentions and understood in relation to
what he terms the relevant Background of tacit practices, capacities, and skills which define the context of meaning
seeking. Theonetime Searl erefersinIntentionality to Polanyi, heshowsthat hedoesnot quite understand what Polanyi
means by “subsidiary,” which he treats as if it were synonymous with “unconscious’ (see p. 150). Because of his
misunderstanding of the subsidiary/focal distinction, he engagesin an unnecessarily convoluted way of explaining
how we learn the skill of skiing. “ Asthe skier gets better he does not internalize the rules better, but rather the rules
become progressively irrelevant. The rules do not become ‘wired in’ as unconscious Intentional contents, but the
repeated experiences create physical capacities, presumably realized as neural pathways, that make the rulessimply
irrelevant. ‘ Practice makes perfect’ not because practice results in a perfect memorization of the rules, but because
repeated practice enablesthe body to take over and the rules to recede into the Background” (p. 150). Searleisright
inhisintuitionthatwedwell inaskill differently thanwefocusonexplicit rules, but hisdistinction between | ntentionality
and the Background does not have the eleganceor clarity of Polanyi’ ssubsidiary/focal distinction. Ontheother hand,
Searl€’ swork withintentionality hassomeadvantagesover Polanyi’ ssomewhat unsystematic referencesto purposes,
functions, and heuristic powers. For Polanyi, intentionality is implicit within the very conceptuality of the from-to
direction of consciousness, but he does not elaborate on how that vectorial aspect is aimed or changed.

Third, an interest in communal practices and the transmission of social lore has been manifest in ways
reminiscent of Polanyi in much recent philosophical thought both inside and outside the domain of epistemology. At
oneextreme, thereisthenihilistic thought of Michel Foucault, who seesmany communal standardsasbut theexercise
of political control. Even the language of truth is seen as merely a rhetorical exercise in establishing power and
maintaining it. Much closer to Polanyi in spirit, although not apparently dependent upon his thought, is Alasdair
Maclntyre. In Whose Justice? Which Rationality? and especially After Virtue, Maclntyre setsforth an ethical vision
which demonstrates the importance of practices, narratives, and common goods to the establishment of moral
communities, communities which do not lay the whole burden of moral decision making upon the overburdened
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individual will. Maclntyreisfighting Nietzschean moral solipsism, thebureaucraticindividualismsof procedural justice,
and liberal autonomy. He borrows from Aristotlein returning to alanguage of virtues and practices. Maclntyreisas
wary as Polanyi is of Marxist ways of imposing rules upon individuals, but perhaps because his primary concernis
with refurbishing ethicsrather than safeguarding scientificinquiry, helacksthe passion for anindividualisticlogic of
liberty which Polanyi displays. Nevertheless, agood Polanyian will discover that much of Maclntyre' slanguage has
pleasant resonances. Listen to Maclntyre’ s discourse on apractice, for instance: “A practice involves standards of
excellenceand obediencetorulesaswell astheachievement of goods. To enter into apracticeisto accept theauthority
of those standards. . . . Practices of course, as| have just noticed, have ahistory: games, sciencesand artsall have
histories. Thus the standards are not themsel ves immune from criticism, but nonetheless we cannot beinitiated into
a practice without accepting the authority of the best standards realized so far” (After Virtue, 2nd ed., p. 190).

Finally, it seemsto methat the subject of emergence has entered quite extensively into contemporary philosophical
discussion, athough rarely do | seeit discussed in full awareness of Polanyi’s analysis of the role of free boundary
conditionsin the development of new levels. If they understood Polanyi’sanalysis, | don’t think Charles Birch and
John CobbinTheLiberationof Lifeor Heinz Pagel sin The Dreams of Reason would be so quick to discount emergence
theories. Rather than utilizing the language of emergence, many discussions contrast “top down” with “bottom up”
types of analysis. This presupposes some type of hierarchical view which may well be compatible with Polanyi’s
approach. Actually, | think thereis still agreat deal of work to be done in teasing out Polanyi’ s distinction between
conceptual and ontological levels; | seethisasanintriguing areafor extending Polanyian studies. In hislatest writings,
Polanyi ceased to refer to the ontological dimension of from-to consciousness, and | think he had good reason to be
wary of over-commitment to astratified universeparalleling our stratified knowing.

Insum, if hewerewriting today Polanyi would not need to attack an obj ectivist epistemol ogy. That battlehas

largely been won; indeed, histhought contributed to the victory. However, the complete vision of Polanyi hasyet to
befully explored or assimilated. The Polanyi Society continuesto have asignificant role today.
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Richard Rorty and Michael Polanyi: IsThereTruth After Foundationalism?
John V. Apczynski

Michael Polanyi’ sanalysisof theillsof our ageismoreradical than heis often given credit for. It not only
challengestheideal of impersonal objectivity inknowledgeby uncoveringitslogical incoherenceanditsimpossibility
of being achieved in practice. Even more importantly, in my estimation, hisinsights provide away of escaping the
seductivespell of thisimpersonal ideal by meansof aprogram of acknowledging our commitmentsasthefragilegrounds
for upholding responsibly our limited but adequate approach to transcendent val ues, including the quest for truth. As
astudent of Polanyi’ sthought, | find it gratifying that culturally dominant intellectual fashions of today may rightly
be said to have finally accepted the sorts of critique Polanyi was advocating somefifty years ago. Unfortunately, it
cannot always be said that they have proved radical enough to have escaped the consequences of the ideal of
impersonal abjectivity. | believe one of theabiding strengths of Polanyi’ sthought isthat it fostersamong hisstudents
the ability to make such important discriminations, particularly insofar asthese have profound cultural implications.

Asan example of the continuing power of Polanyi’ s position for enlightening our own reflections, | would
like to consider the view of our current cultural situation advocated for the past decade or so by Richard Rorty. To
beginwith | can do nothing but heap unqualified praisefor his magnificent exposure of thefailure of the enterprise of
epistemol ogi cal foundationalismin PhilosophyandtheMirror of Nature(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979).
In this respect he devel ops the case against the recent philosophical tradition of the West as a member of the guild,
i.e., with the technical mastery that an outsider like Polanyi could not match. The conclusion that Western thought
had failed to establish an impersonal, objective vantage point with an uninterpreted access to reality was brilliantly
argued in afresh and philosophically erudite way, even if as students of Polanyi we already would have appreciated
this from another vantage point.

Inspiteof thismy suspicionsabout Rorty’ sproject aroseal mostimmediately when heseemedtofindtheonly
alternativeto therol e of the philosopher asthe cultural overseer to bethe " informed dilettante” (317). Similarly | was
puzzled by the severely limited view of “edification,” consisting in nothing more momentousthan finding new ways
of speaking, which he advocated in its place (360). Were such proposals genuinely radically new alternativesto the
ideal of classical epistemol ogy? Or werethey simply itsdying gasp? In Rorty’ smorerecent clarificationsof theseinitial
probings | believe that it can be shown, from a Polanyian perspective, that the latter isthe case.

InContingency, Irony, and Solidarity (New Y ork: CambridgeUniversity Press, 1989), Rorty defineshimsel f
asalibera ironist. By “liberal” he means someone opposed to human cruelty and suffering. By “ironist” he means
someone who recognizesthe contingency of all fundamental (or what he callsfinal) beliefs, including one’ sown, so
that the only worthwhile human endeavor is self-creation. No criterion of assessment of any sort ispossible, whether
for action or for our understanding of nature or for society. Moreover these private and public concerns have nothing
to do with each other: the demands of irony and liberalism are both equally valid, but can contribute nothing to each
other so must remain “forever incommensurable.”

For Rorty, thepoint of human existenceisto* seek consol ation, at themoment of death, ... .inbeingthat peculiar
sort of dying animal who, by describing himself in his own terms, had created himself” (27). Notice, Rorty does not
say who had created himself well, but simply who had the resources to be creative in no more profound sense than
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being novel (29). If thisadequately describes personal goal's, we might suspect that we know why Rorty wantsto
privatizethis: someattemptsat creativenovelty may bemorally perverse. Butthisisnot, infactit cannot be, Rorty’s
reasonfor privatizing. Ifitwere, hewould havetoadmit, hefeels, somethinglikeatranscendent moral normaccessible
independently of any community of discourse. Precisely thissort of claimwoul d beperversefor Rorty. Consequently
the only social goal hewill countenanceisthat of avoiding cruelty (65). He acceptsthe implication that there can
be no understanding of “progress’ in palitical life in the sense of asociety’ s becoming more “rational” (48).

InessenceRorty holdsthat human lifeispointless, if thisistakenin sometranscendent sense, just associal
progressisachimeraif it taken bebased on someobjectiveconception of justiceor thelike. Sincethereisnoneutral,
uninterpreted stance for anything like a“pure reason” to have adirect accessto redlity, then all that isleft to usis
towork out our life’ sprojectswithinthelimited space offered by our historical contingencies. Thebest wecanhope
for, in short, isto create ourselves without causing others too much pain.

Now whilethis portrait of Rorty’ srecent effortsto edify uslackshisrichly detailed and highly persuasive
descriptions, nonethelessinitsgeneral thrust this does capturewhat he proposes. Hereiswherel believe Polanyi’s
theory of personal knowledgebecomesextraordinarily valuableasadiscriminatingtool. Forinlight of Polanyi, Rorty
appears, paradoxically enough, still to betrappedintheideal of critical reason. By this| meanthat he seemsto hold
that either we have aneutral, direct, uninterpreted accessto reality in order to make any claims about the world or,
by implication, that wesimply giveup entirely any claimsto know reality becausetheway defined by critical reason
istheonlyway toknow it. Thoseof uswho understand Polanyi realizethat thereisamoreradical alternativetothis:
precisely within our contingent assumptionsto which we are committed we have apartial but adequate knowledge
of theworld.

There is an additional import to this value of Polanyi’stheory: because of its wide acceptance, Rorty’s
positionisculturaly significant. Itislikely that many Westernintellectualswill follow hislead in recognizing the
exhaustion of theideal sof critical rationality, but sincehisedifying discoursediscernsnoaternativethey will likewise
follow hislead in retreating into the realm of creative subjectivity and limited expectationsin the social sphere.

Twenty-five yearsago Polanyi pointed to the dangersfor culture that an inadequate theory of knowledge
couldhavein“TheM essageof theHungarian Revolution” (Knowing and Being, 24-39). Attheend of thetwentieth
century heisbeing vindicated again by eventsin Eastern Europe. Just asin the middle of this century, Western
intellectuals had difficulty in understanding theimport of aspirationsfor freedom in Eastern Europe, so today they
needtobereminded again. Consider, for example, Vaclav Havel’ srecent declarationthat our personal self isgrounded
intradition and “in that pre-reflective meaningfulness from which cultureisborn.” He goes on to explain:

Inthisworld, categories like justice, honor, treason, friendship, infidelity, courage, or empathy
haveawholly tangiblecontent, rel ating to actual personsandimportant for actual life. Atthebasis
of thisworld arevalueswhich aresimply there, perennially, beforewe ever speak of them, before
we reflect upon them and inquire about them. It owesitsinternal coherenceto something likea
“pre-speculative” assumptionthat theworldfunctionsandisgenerally possibleat all only because
there is something beyond its horizon, something beyond or above it that might escape our
understanding and our grasp but, for just that reason, firmly grounds this world, bestows upon
it its order and measure, and is the hidden source of al the rules, customs, commandments,
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prohibitions, and normsthat holdwithinit. Thenatural world, invirtueof itsvery being, bearswithin
it thepresupposition of theabsol utewhich grounds, delimits, animates, and directsit, without which
it would be unthinkable, absurd, and superfluous, and which we can only quietly respect (Vaclav
Havel or Livingin Truth. Ed. Jan Vladisav. London: Faber and Faber, 1987: 137).

Here we see full blown an alternative to the collapse of classical epistemological foundationalism, an
alternative that Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy can help us appreciate, understand, and defend, even if we disagree with the
parti cular metaphysi cal and theol ogical underpinningsof Havel’ sclaims. Being abletoidentify thedifferencesbetween
stances such as Rorty’ s and Havel’ s is one of the continuing contributions that Polanyi’ s theory makes; supporting
those, like Havel’ s, who uphold the sort of commitment to the transcendent val ue of truth which can shape history is
something that till needs to be done.

Personal Knowledge In Arts
DougAdams

My first report asfinearts' coordinator for The Polanyi Society (“Implicationsof Polanyi’s Thought Within
theArts: A Bibliographic Essay,” ThePolanyi Society Newsl etter (Spring 1975), pp. 3-5) contained referencestoafew
of Polanyi’ sbrief commentsontheartsand afew passagesin thesecondary literature. Asthe poet of Michael Polanyi,
Elizabeth Sewell had produced The Orphic Voice (1960) which expressed (through the poemsat the back and thetext
throughout) a Polanyian perspective; and she extended her inquiriesthrough a Polanyian perspectivein The Human
Metaphor (1964).

In subsequent reports in the Polanyi Society Newsletter | could point to whole dissertations and theses
exploring implicationsof Polanyi’ sepistemology for aesthetics or hermeneutics: most notably Carl PhillipsMullins
“Hermeneutical and Aesthetic Applications of the Thought of Michael Polanyi” (Ph.d. dissertation, Graduate
Theological Union, Berkeley, 1976) and John S. Nuveen’ sM.A. thesis(Pacific School of Religion) whichiswrittenin
poetry:

A Para-propositional Approach to My Belief
(Offeredfor Y our Perusal and Enjoyment, My Relief)

Michael Polanyi, Poet, in Two Books of His
Providesfor Me, I’ ve Found, the Best Resource Therels.

Barbara Bennett Baumgarten continues such significant inquiriesin her current dissertation work entitled
“Visual Art as Theology: the Development of a Post-Critical Aesthetic for Theology Based on the Epistemology of
Michael Polanyi” (Ph.d. dissertation in progress, Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley).
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Someof theseinquiriesareaided by Polanyi’ sownwritingsabout art (e.g., “ A Theory of Poetry” fromal etter
dated 19 May 1953, Gelwick Microfilm Collection of theNon-Scientific Writing of Michael Polanyi, Pacific School of
Religion; “What isaPainting?’ American Scholar 39, Autumn, 1970, 665-669; or Meaning, Chicago: University of
Chicago, 1975) which they then use in exploring the arts and developing an aesthetics: e.g., Adams and Mullins,
“MeaningwiththeArts: Thelmplicationsof Polanyi’ sEpistemology for theArts,” SudiaMystica, I, 2, Summer 1978,
28-48. What is amore recent development is the use of Polanyian epistemology by artists and art historiansin their
doing of art or art history. Herethefocal attention isnot on Polanyi’ sthought but rather asubsidiary relianceonitin
attending to the making or exploring of art. Artist Robert Irwin (introduced to Polanyi’ sthought by psychotherapist
Edward Wortz) has created art revealing Polanian insights much as Elizabeth Sewell’ spoetry has done. Irwin quotes
Polanyi often asin hisbook Being and Circumstance (New Y ork; Lapis Press, 1985).

My ownart historical andart criti cal work employsPolanyian epistemol ogy to see Polanyian parallelsinworks
of mgjor artistssuch asJasper Johns: cf. Doug Adams, TranscendencewiththeHuman BodyinArt: Segal, DeStaebler,
Johns, and Christo (New York: Crossroad, 1991). William H. Poteat in Polanyian Meditations: in Search of
Post-Critical Logic (Durham: Duke University Press, 1985) provides significant grounding for those discerning
Polanyian developments in the arts. Both postmodern visual art and postmodern art history show significant
developmentswhich Polanyi anticipated. Therewasatime (during thereign of modernisminartandart criticism) when
it wasinappropriateto observethe person of the artist aswell asthe person of the viewer (much lessthe communities
inwhich they stood) in doing or discussing art. But now the human body and explicit historical subject matter (often
explicitly religious subject matter) hasreturnedin abundancein visual art, and art history hasbecomemorehistorical.
Such developmentsreveal our tacit dimensionsasartist and viewer in thetriadic community structure of knowing and
doing which Polanyi reveal ed.

A summary of my own recent investigations drawn from my book noted above shows how far visual artists
aremoving in directionsindicated by Polanyi’ s achievement:

Human bodiesand biblical subject matter appear increasingly in contemporary American art. This
book explores perceptions of transcendence through the human body in the art and interviews of
four major contemporary artists. With George Segal’ s scul ptures, one moves beyond the sense of
lossstill evident in post-modern a/theol ogy and toward asenseof placeconnectedtobiblical subject
matter and acenter beyond oneself. In Stephen De Staebler’ sart, thereisarecovery of relationwith
religiousformsandtimesof graceful aging, dying, andrisingaswell asarecovery of thecommitment
to the dinner table conversation rather than the cocktail party chatter. Through Jasper Johns' art,
one perceives post-critical philosophies beyond subject/object and mind/body dichotomies. The
reaffirmationsof one’ sownbody inart, philosophy, and theol ogy extendto anappreciationof one's
relationships with wider communities and the earth as evidenced by Christo’s process art which
invites pilgrimageto seethe world as gift. Human bodies generate a sense of relation. Such art not
only exhibitswhole bodies (in contrast to modern art’ sfragmented parts) but al so generatesfamily
groupings reminding us of relations with others beyond self.

L et me briefly amplify this comment upon the new and Polanyian sense of the body which isevident inthe
recent work of these contemporary artists. Each of De Staebler’ s earlier postmodern works featured afragmented or
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emerging body communicating an affirmation of the incomplete individual and his or her relation with the earth. In
contrast, theworksof modernartistssuch asBaskin or Gol ub exhibited fragmented bodiessymbolic of thedisintegration
of personandworld. De Staebler’ srecent Pieta (1989) introducesrel ationship betweentwo figureswho mergeinways
establishingasenseof placeandtimemissinginmuchmodernthought. Each of many early Segal worksfeaturedisol ated
individualsin lonely surroundings; but his recent works including Abraham'’ s Farewell to Ishmael (1987) provide
perceptions of family relations which transcend brokenness and affirm the earth. Jasper Johns' art has similarly
developedfromearlier body fragmentsandisolatedindividual sintotheful |l humanfigureanditsprogeny asin hismost
recent drawings of Seasons(1989).

Such perceptions of transcendent relations move beyond the connections which Charles Jencks cited as
characteristicof early post-modernart: “ For theM odernist predicament, often epitomizedin Y eats' words--Thingsfall
apart; the center cannot hold--we have the dialectical answer--Things fall together and there is no center but
connections” (Post-Modernism: The New Classicismin Art and Architecture p. 350).

De Staebler, Segal, and Johnshel p usperceivenot only connectionsbut al so relationswhich lead usto center
beyond self and to sense our place and time.

Chaos Theory, William Poteat’s Polanyian Explorations
and Indwelling
J. Stines

| would liketo point to three areasin which it might be claimed in Polanyian fashion that Polanyi said more
than he knew and in connection with which his thinking might continue to bear fruit eminently worth harvesting.

Thefirst arearelates to the emergence of chaostheory. It seemsto me that the relatively new attention to
so-called chaotic phenomena or the non-systematic systems generated by non-linear determinism--richly present all
around us but until recently ignored and/or masked by abstraction--offers both confirmation and arich new field of
exploration in tandem with Polanyi’s thinking. That extremely simple initial conditions in nature can give rise
unpredictably to extreme complexity, to novel comprehensionsor organizationswhich arethemsel ves not closed but
fraught with, in effect, infinite possibility, isadiscovery, if it may be called that, of chaos science which should come
asnosurpriseat al to studentsof Polanyi. Hiswork had already disclosed or was prescient of much that isnow coming
to the attention of the theoreticians of chaos, but which was forced upon their attention on other grounds than those
which originally engendered Polanyi’ sreflections. Polanyi’s sense that, both ontologically and epistemol ogically,
particulars become comprehended in boundary conditions which are irreducible and inexplicable in terms of their
subsidiariesand thelawswhichgovernthemwasalready apleafor attentionto non-linearity, but onewhichthescientific
and philosophical community largely tended toignorejust asthey ignored turbul ence and non-linear equationsexcept
when occasionally forced to pay attention, but even then, only to attempt to reduce these phenomenato linearity, or,
in short, to ignore them at anew level. Soit is perhaps not so much new observation per se asit is new attention to
perennial phenomena, which we can no longer mask, which underliesarich new areaof investigation and reflection.
Chaossciencecan, | believe, providean extremely fruitful h?rSmeneutical sourcefor unpacking Polanyi. Inturn, chaos



theory desperately needs Polanyi since, in spite of the apparent compatibility of the objective pole of its observations
with Polanyi’ sontological claims, many of itspractitionersare still immured epistemol ogically, however subtly, with
the bewitchment of theintelligence by the subj ect-object dichotomy. Tacitly, mind, in Cartesian fashion, isleft out of
thenon-linear loopsthat makefor resonation between knowing and being and emergence. Theresultant mental cramps
beg for massage with Polanyian balm.

Another areaof agendafor thefuture: | believethat thework of W.H. Poteat strongly suggeststhat, far from
nearing the end of Polanyi, we have scarcely begun. Clearly, Poteat’ swork in the post-critical tradition hasalife of
itsown, standinginmorethan linear relationto Polanyi. SincehisPolanyian Meditations: Insearchof aPost Critical
Logic, Poteat has published Philosophical Daybook; and two more volumes of his essays are in the wings soon, |
believe, tobepublished. Themutually enlightening rel ati onshi p between hiswork and Polanyi’ sdeservesand, | expect,
will receive much attention in the future.

| take as one example an essay by Poteat entitled “ For Whom Isthe Existence of ValuesaProblem: Or, An
Attempt to Show that the Obvious|sPlausible.” Itisan essay which thrusts upon thereader’ sattention, inarichand
ingeniousmanner, thewaysby which valueeverywhereandinescapably clingsto usasthevery vectoring of our being,
sinewed and pre-tended in our mindbodily integrity which is the tacit coefficient of all of our sense for the
hanging-togetherness of things. For Poteat, by virtue of akind of recapitulation of the original sin (manifest in our
Gnostic hatred of our incarnate existence), we despise our own mindbodily tensedness and orientedness and regard
it asabondagefromwhichwemust befree so that we can pronouncefreedomitself, and meaning, andvalue, illusions.

In the correlated theatre of the imagination the thinker is a solitudinous, i.e., disconnected, spectator,
observing in the mode of adetached and invulnerable god. From thistheatre of solitude we do not even envision an
audienceto whom we are speaking; and we are obliviousto that power which enablesusto claim, insofar aswe make
claims, which power itself is descended from the primal, inalienable being-in-the-world which each of usin our
mindbodily existenceis. Poteat makesanovel and powerful casefor the affirmation that we live and know from our
whole nature which itself prefigures, and is not divorced from, the nature of world. Oneway Polanyi would put this
would beto say that the logic of commitment to standards that arise within us (i.e., which are “ self-set”) is such that
“action and submission are totally blended in aheuristic communion with reality” (PK, 386). Inthisessay onvaue
by Poteat, | receive anew experience of the meaning and force of that passagein Meaning (thoughit isnot mentioned
by Poteat) in which Polanyi and Prosch claim that “weare addressed by natureto the attainment of meaning, and what
genuinely seems to us to open doors to greater meaning iswhat we can only verbally refuse to believe” (p. 18).
| believethat, bothinthedirectionssuggested by Poteat’ swork andin other but cognatedirections, thereismuch more
to be donein thefield of Polanyi’simport for value theory, ethics and culture critique.

That |leads meto another but closely related point of departurefor future exploration. It seemsto methat one
concept quitecrucial to ethics, the concept of violence, ispeculiarly parasitic onthephenomenon of indwelling. If we
think of “soul” in an Augustinian way, as orientation, violence will seem to be a negative corollary of ensoulment.
Violence seemsto have no phenomenological toehold in relation to disensoul ed bodies or inanimate matter.

That is, the concept that violence is occurring is parasitic upon our sense that the violent phenomenaare a
violation of something which isbeing achievedin the victim of violence, something whichisirreducibletoradically
contingent material processes or, that is, to potential energy. Hence, particulars are violated, or are the objects of
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violence, only insofar aswetakethemtobean abodeor dwelling placeof areality or ameaningwhichthey areachieving
whichisirreducibletomaterial processeswhicharetakentobedisensoul ed. Our post-animisticreductionist mentality
has made the very notion, for example, of “violence to the earth” seem, both popularly and to the hard-nosed
materialist-technologist- industrialist, the crassest silly superstition. Polanyi’s concept of indwelling gives us an
important way beyond that mentality--away which is much more and other than amere return to Aristotle, however
much it seemsto echo him at certain points. To recall Heidegger and Holderlin it seems, both from Polanyi and chaos
theory, that it is not only man who “dwells poetically, upon the earth, beneath the sky” but all of the actual, whichis
tosay, thehumanworld. Theconcept of indwelling particularsin responseto our senseof their promisefor, or bearing
upon, thefuture can give new power and comprehensi on for sensibilitieswhich eco-catastrophe, especially, isforcing
into our awareness. Weneed to expl oit Polanyi’ sconcept of indwellinginthat direction. Further, asthiscomment has
already implied, | find Hei degger’ sway of thinking about dwelling inrelationto building and thinking highly resonant
asboth promisingandfulfillinginrelationto Polanyi’ snotion of indwelling. For Heidegger our timeof need, our sense
of homel essness, is descended from amemory of dwelling; and remembering would call usforward into our past and
if youwill,are-membering of dwelling. Inthisprimal contextwebuildfor thesakeof futuredwelling. Heidegger seems
tobesayingthat if wearegoingtodeal withthereal housing shortagewemust search anew for themeaning of dwelling.
Polanyi and Poteat greatly enrich our effortstofill-in the portent of Heidegger’ s poetry here.<F129M >q<F255D>
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