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

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

. Overview

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

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

[1.Synopsis

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

[11. Going Beyond Sanders Account

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

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

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

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

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

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