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Preface

Bill Kelleher’ sessay “ Respect and Empathy inthe Social Science
Writingsof Michael Polanyi” isaninteresting reading of Polanyi’ sthought
intermsof what might betermed abi ol ogically-groundedethic. R. P. Doede's
“Polanyi in the Face of Transhumanism” applies Polanyi’s ideas to the
emerging body of thought termed “ transhumanism,” which appearsto bea
new dressfor Enlightenment utopianism. Bothessayswereoriginally papers
delivered at theJune2008 L oyolaUniversity conferenceat whichabout forty
participants celebrated the fiftieth anniversary of the publication of Per-
sonal Knowledge. There is also in this issue an exchange between John
Apczynski and Andrew Grosso focused around Grosso's recent book
Personal Being which explores uses of Polanyi asaresource for Christian
theology. Therearereviewsby Walter Gulick, Paul Lewisand David Nikkel.
The Nikkel’s review treats Tony Clark’s Divine Revelation and Human
Response. Thisis one of the two books to be discussed at sessions of the
Polanyi Society annual meeting on October 31 and November 1, 2008 in
Chicago (see page 5 for meeting details). The other session focuses on Phil
Rolnick’sPerson, Grace, and God. Y ouwill also find (pages 6 and 7) the
schedule and paper abstractsfor another Polanyi Society meetingtobeheld
in Philadelphia on December 28, 2008 in conjunction with the Eastern
Division meeting of the American Philosophical Association. Robert Innis,
Walter Gulick, Vincent Col apietro, RonHall,Michael Raposa, CharlesL owney
and Drew L eder aretheprincipal sinthesession. TheL oyolaconferenceand
themeetingsinconjunctionwiththe A AR and APA make2008 abanner year
for the Polanyi Society. Please noticetheinserted pagerequesting duesand
contributions to the Society. This is especially important since a few
unexpected expenses for the Loyola conference forced the Society to dip
deeply into our operating funds. Noticealsotheseveral itemsin“Newsand
Notes.” There is now available a specia Polanyi issue of The Palitical
Science Reviewer. Much of the material on which Meaning was based has
recently been published in Polanyiana. At the upcoming Chicago annual
meeting, theBoard of DirectorsisputtingforthaBy-L aw changethat should
make addressing the business affairs of the Society more efficient.

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

Y uZhenhua sessay “EmbodimentinPolanyi’ sTheory
of Tacit Knowing” wasrecently publishedin Philoso-
phyToday, Vol.52, No.2 (Summer 2008): 126-135).

Polanyi Symposium in the 2008 | ssue of
The Political Science Reviewer

The current annual - 2008 - issue of The Political
Science Reviewer, devotes some 240 pagesto asym-
posiumontheinsightsof Michael Polanyi. Six Polanyian
scholars - Dale Cannon, Tony Clark, Walter Gulick,
Paul Lewis, Mark Mitchell, and Diane Y eager - have
authored essaysfor thismajor journalistic symposium,
describing Polanyi’ s numerous contributions to epis-
temol ogy, theol ogy, and palitical economy. Phil Mullins
provides a comprehensive and in-depth review and
assessment of six major secondary sourceson Polanyi
asauseful guide to those approaching Polanyi for the
first time. Walter Mead writes an introduction to this
collection.

For those who do not subscribe to this journal, indi-
vidual copies of this 312 page issue (Vol. 37) can be
obtained for $10 plus $2 postage (slightly more for
mailingoutsidetheU.S.) by phoning (800)526-7022, or
faxing (302)652-1760, or postal mailingtheir requestto
TheManaging Editor, ThePalitical ScienceReviewer,
3901 CentervilleRoad, P.O. Box 4431, Wilmington, DE
19807.

Poteat Archive

Wally Mead ispresently makinginquiriesto createan
archiveforlettersand papersrelatingtothelateWilliam
Poteat, former Duke professor and mentor of many in
the Polanyi Society. If you have any letters, papers,
and/or class notes from your relationship with Bill
Poteat that would be of archival value, pleaseinform
Wally whether you are willing to contribute these, or
copies of these, to the collection and, if so, approxi-

mately how many of these. (It is necessary to advise
prospectivearchivist librarians of theamount of space
thetotal collectionwould likely require.) Also, if you
know of others Wally should contact for such materi-
als, pleaseinformhim. Finaly,if youarewillingtoassist
in the collecting and organizing of these materials,
pleaseinformhimat <wbmead@ilstu.edu>. Materials
should be mailed to Walter Mead, 4 Kenyon

Court, Bloomington, IL 61701.

Recent Issue of Polanyiana

Volume 15, Numbers1 & 2 (2006) of Polanyianaisan
Englishissuewhosepublicationwasnot notedin TAD
whenitcameout. Thefollowingfour articlesareinthe
issue: Struan Jacabs, “Polanyi’ s Pressagement of the
Incommensurability Concept” (5-20); R. T. Allen,“The
Cognitive Functions of Emotion” (21-40); Tihamér
Margutay, “ IndeterminaciesBy Polanyi” (41-55); and
Peter Coleman, “A Note On Michael Polanyi and the
Congressof Cultural Freedom” (56-64).

Additionally, thisissueof Polanyianaincludes“Mean-
ing, Lost and Gained,” which wasthe April and May
1969 six part serminar seriesgiven at he University of
Chicago and | ater repeated at the University of Texas,
Austin. The series concluded with several public lec-
turesknownunder thetitle“ Meaning, A Project.” This
materia wascombinedwith other Polanyi writinginthe
book Meaning by Harry Prosch and Polanyi.

Polanyi Society Travel Funds

For students and others requiring assistance
to attend the Society’ s meetings held in conjunction
withtheAAR andthe APA, Eastern Division, limited
funding may beavailable. Pleasedo apply althoughthe
travel fund resources were substantially reduced in
providing grants for the June 13-15, 2008 “Personal
KnowledgeAt Fifty” Conferenceat LoyolaUniversity,
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Chicago. Society membersareurgedtoinformworthy
candidates that this assistance is availabile. Those
interested in applying for thisfunding, aswell asthose
ableto assist in making thisfunding available, should
contact Walter M ead (wbmead@comcast.net) and see
theinformation on the Polanyi Society web site (http:/
/www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/). Anyone
interestedin contributingtothetravel fund should also
contact Walter Mead.

WWW Polanyi Resources

The Polanyi Society hasaWorld Wide Web
siteat http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi .
Inadditiontoinformation about Polanyi Society mem-
bership and meetings, thesite containsthefollowing:
(2) digital archives containing al issues of Tradition
and Discoverysince1991; (2) acomprehensivelisting
of Tradition and Discovery authors, reviews and re-
viewers; (3) the history of Polanyi Society publica
tions, and information on locating early publications
not in the archive; (4) information on Appraisal and
Polanyiana, two sister journal swith special interestin
Polanyi's thought; (5) the “Guide to the Papers of
Michael Polanyi,” which provides an orientation to
archival material housed inthe Department of Special
Collections of the University of Chicago Library; (6)
photographsof Polanyi; (7) linkstoanumber of essays
by Polanyi as well as audio files for the McEnerney
L ectures(1962) and Polanyi’ sconversation with Carl
Rogers(1966).

Polanyi Society By-L aw Change

At the Saturday morning Business Mesting
of the Polanyi Society in Chicago November 2 (seep.
5), proposed changesin the Society By-Lawswill be
voted upon. The major changeis shifting the majority
of officia decisionmaking fromtheBusinessMesting
held in conjunction with the AAR to Board meetings
wherever they are held. The Business Meeting has
beenmainly attended by Board members, sothecurrent
arrangementisrather redundant and (becauseweoften
extend thediscussion timefor papers) hasinsufficient
durationfor thedeliberation needed. Other changesare
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relatively minor andinclude making the Editor of Tra-
ditionand Discovery anex-officiomember of theBoard
(rather than avoting Board member, at hisrequest) and
adjusting the definition of quorum. The proposed
changes will be posted for review on the Polanyi
Society websiteinearly October. Any Polanyi Society
member who has questions or comments about the
proposed changes, should contact Board President
Wally M ead (wbmead@comcast.net) or past President

Walt Gulick (WGulick@msubillings.edu).

Submissionsfor Publication

Articles, meeting notices and noteslikely to
be of interest to persons interested in the thought of
Michael Polanyi are welcomed. Review suggestions
and book reviews should be sent to Walter Gulick (see
addresses listed below). Manuscripts, notices and
notes should be sent to Phil Mullins. Manuscripts
should be double-spaced type with notes at the end,;
writers are encouraged to employ simple citations
within the text when possible. MLA or APA styleis
preferred. Because the journal serves English writers
across the world, we do not require anybody’ s “ stan-
dard English.” Abbreviatefrequently cited book titl es,
particularly books by Polanyi (e.g., Personal Knowl-
edge becomes PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are
preferred, although longer manuscripts (20-24 pages)
will be considered. Consistency and clear writing are
expected. Manuscripts normally will be sent out for
blind review. Authors are expected to provide an
electronic copy asan e-mail attachment.

Phil Mullins

MWSU

St. Joseph, MO 64507

Phone: (816) 271-4386

Fax (816) 271-5680
mullins@missouriwestern.edu

Walter Gulick

MSU, Billings

Billings, MT 59101

Phone: (406) 657-2904

Fax (406) 657-2187
WGulick@msubillings.edu



2008 Polanyi Society M eetings

Annual M eetingWith Two Sessionsat theAmerican Academy of Religion

ThePolanyi Society will holditsannual meetinginconjunctionwiththeAAR, November 1-3, 2008 rather
thanin theweek before Thanksgiving, the period for the meeting for many years. To attend the Polanyi Society
annual meeting, itisnot necessary to register for the AAR meeting. For additional information about theAAR
meeting, goto http://www.aarweb.org/meetings/Annual_Meseting/Current_Meeting/Regl.pdf . Thehotelsand
roomsin which the annual meeting will beheld are included below and will be posted on the Polanyi Society
web site(http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/). Pleasecheck theAAR Program-At-A-Glancebookl et
available at the AAR Registration to assure that the rooms have not been changed. The response papers should
be available for downloading from the Polanyi Society web site around October 20, 2008. Asin past annual
meetings, formal response papers will be summarized rather than read in order to conserve time for general
discussion.

Friday, October 31, 9:00p.m.t011:00p.m.
ChicagoHilton Towers,PDR 3
A Symposium on Tony Clark’s Divine Revelation and Human Response (Session M31-419)
Reviews. ChrisKettler, FriendsUniversity
Walter Mead, Illinois State University
Response:  Tony Clark, Friends University
Open discussion
Saturday, November 1, 9:00a.m.to11:30a.m.
Palmer House,Har vard Room

A Symposium on Phil Rolnick’ s Person, Grace, and God (Session M1-115)

Reviews. Paul Lewis, Mercer University
Paul Gavrilyuk, University of St. Thomas

Response: Phil Rolnick, University of St. Thomas
Open Discussion

Business Meeting-Open to Polanyi Society members and others interested



American Philosophical Association
Abstracts of Polanyi Society Sessions

ThePolanyi Society i ssponsoring two sessi onsin conjunctionwith themeeting of theEastern Division
of the APA. Both Polanyi Society sessionswill beheld on December 28at theMarriott Downtownin Philadel phia,
1201 Market Street. Each of the paperswill be posted onthe Polanyi Soci ety website by early December. Room
assignments will be indicated on the website as well. Following are the abstracts and details of each session.

Session|: 9:00-11:00a.m.: Polanyi and L anger on Meaning

Robert Innis, University of Massachusetts, Lowell
Between Articulation and Symbolization: Framing Polanyi and Langer

Thispaper will examinetwo specific pointsof entry into, andtherel ationsbetween, thework of Michagl
Polanyi and SusanneLanger. Itwill showthat ‘ articulation’ and* symbolization’ arenot tobetakenintheexclusive
senseasexplicit and methodologically controlled processes of sense-giving but rather are operative at boththe
‘lower’ andthe* higher’ threshol ds of meaning-making. Such away of looking at therel ation between thesetwo
philosophical projects allows us to bring them into close relation with key figures in the classic American
pragmatist tradition, on the one hand, and with broad based attemptsto devel op anuanced science of mind, on
the other hand, that respects the results of empirical research.

Walter Gulick, MontanaState University Billings
Langer and Polanyi: Existential Meaning

A person experiences existential meaning when that person’s significant interests or concerns are
thought about or acted upon so that their aims or validating contexts (perhaps a purpose, value, community, or
sense of the sacred) are engaged in away that isfelt to matter. Polanyi and Langer understood that experiences
of existential meaningareembodied phenomenagroundedin evol utionary and psychol ogi cal processes, but that
they are also enculturated, symbolized experiences, having anormative dimension. In refusing to be put off by
charges of psychologism or lack of logical rigor, Polanyi and Langer have helped philosophy retain its
engagement with what is significant to people. This paper builds upon Langer’ s articul ation of the primacy of
felt action and Polanyi’s (and Prosch’s) taxonomy of meaning construction to explore the ways persons
experiencemeaninginlife.

Session Respondent: Vincent Colapietro, Penn State University

Sessionl1: 5:15-7:15 p.m.: Polanyi on Normative Thought and Action

Ronald L. Hall, Stetson University
Natural Normativity: Polanyi and/or Searle

Inthispaper | arguethat Michael Polanyi offersan ontology of normativity in nature that can be read
asneither areturnto Aristotelian teleology simpliciter, nor adenial of theintrinsic ontological status of natural
normativity. Infact, | arguethat Polanyi hasaview of natural normativity that isindeed ontologically intrinsic.
Toshowthisl comparePolanyi’ sview withthat of John Searle. | claimthat someinsightful distinctionsthat Searle
drawscanenlargeandclarify Polanyi’ sposition; at thesametimel claimthat theapplication of thesesameinsights
ultimately servesto sharpen abasic difference bgtween Polanyi and Searle regarding their respective views of



natural normativity. | conclude with some brief remarks on some of the implications of Polanyi’s ontology of
natural normativity for somecontemporary debatesbetweenreligionandscience. | claimthat Polanyi’ sontology
of intrinsic natural normativity i sindependent of any commitment totheism. | donot, however, claimthat Polanyi’'s
view isincompatiblewith theism. Inthisregard, the ontology of intrinsic natural normativity that | derivefrom
Polanyi offersaway between thetwo sidesof thecurrentimpasseontheissueof evolutionandintel ligent design.
Paper Respondent: Michael Raposa, Lehigh University

Charles Lowney, Washington and Lee University
From Science to Spirituality: A Polanyian Perspective on Moral Law and Virtue For Itself

Polanyi’ sanalysisof knowing asaskill dependent ontacit knowledge, hisappreciation of theheuristic
natureof thequestion and theemergenceof ananswer, and hisunderstanding of theintentional from-tostructure
of experienceapply tomoral knowledgeaswel | asscientificknowledge. Inthispaper, | usePolanyi’ sphilosophy
to addresstwo riddlesin moral philosophy: first, the very anti-K antian tension between the spirit and the l etter
of the law; second, the very Kantian ideathat virtue isto be donefor its own sake and not for the benefits that
it may produce. Showing how Polanyi’s philosophy addresses these paradoxes reveals that the good person
achieves away of being that answers questions inherent in the human condition. Furthermore, the Polanyian
framework hasthebenefit of unifying aspectsof Aristotelian, Kantian, Utilitarianandreligiousethicsinavibrant,
forward-focused synthesis.

Paper Respondent: Drew L eder, LoyolaCollegein Maryland

Notes on Contributors

JohnV.Apczynski (APCZY NSK @sbu.edu), Professor of Theol ogy at St. BonaventureUniversity, worksinthe
areaof contemporary religiousthought and isalong-time student of Polanyi’ sthought. Hisessay, “What Does
Paris Have To Do with Assisi?’ (in Finding Francis [Palgrave/Macmillan, forthcoming]), is a defense of
Bonaventure' stheological portrait of Francis.

Robert Doede (bobd@twu.ca) isan Associate Professor of Philosophy at Trinity Western University, Langley,
British Columbia, Canada. Hisessay " OnMind and Meaning“ appearedin TAD 20:2 (1993-94): 28-42.

Andrew Grosso (rector@trinityks.org) earned aPh. D. at Marquette University and currently Rector at Trinity
Episcopal Churchin Atchinson, KS.

William J. Kelleher (wjkellpro@aol.com) earned hisPh.D. inpalitical scienceat theUniversity of Cdifornia, Santa
Barbara(1984). Hisfieldsof specialty includepalitical theory, Americanpolitics, and publiclaw. Hisdissertation
was on Karl Marx’s axiology, or non-economic theory of value. He has worked as a free lance writer, legal
researcher, lecturerinpolitical science, and citizenshipteacherin LosAngeles. Hisfirst book, TheNew Election
Game (1987), isan examination of presidential election reforms, including Internet voting. His second book,
ProgressivelLogic(2005), examinestheprinciplesof val uethat American progressiveshavefoll owed throughout
their history.



Respect and Empathy in the Social Science Writings of
Michael Polanyi

William Kelleher

ABSTRACT Key Words: appraisal, anthropogenesis, calling, the determinist fallacy, evolutionary biology,
fallacies, fourfold classificationof deliberatechoice, historicism, method, moral judgments, morphogeneticfield,
morphological rightness, Napoleon, natural respect, personhood, the rational person standard, the rationalist
falacy, rationality, responsibility, vitalism.

Thisessay first explains Polanyi’ stheory of the evol utionary genesis of humanity’ sdistinctive callingto strive
to berational. It shows how Polanyi envisioned human rationality as necessarily entailing a natural respect
for other people. Finally, the essay shows how Polanyi shapes a method for a critical social science, which
is consistent with his understanding of human rationality.

I ntroduction

Michael Polanyi’ swritingson human natureentail atheory of respect asanatural human passion. That
is, human beings have both an innate sense of respect for one another, and an innate need to feel respected by
other people. | defendthisthesisinthisessay. Polanyi’ stheory of respect, of course, hasimplicationsfor what
istraditionally knownas" normativesocial theory,” or theoriesasto how societiesought to organi zethemsel ves.
| show that Polanyi’s opinion on this matter is consistent with his theory of natural respect.

However, Polanyi’ stheory of respect also plays another central rolein histhought on social science,
which some readers may find surprising. While social scientists writing on methodol ogy have often stressed
“value-neutrality,” Polanyi’s approach to social scienceis shaped to its core by the principle of respect.

Much of Polanyi’ swritingisin opposition to what he called the“ positivistic conception of science.”*
Polanyi understood this approach to knowing to assume, among other things, a mechanistic theory of nature,
and the possibility of “objective,” value-free knowledge, which can be obtained and verified by a set of
methodological rulesthat any scientist could apply in aroutine and mechanical fashion.

Polanyi rejected thisidea of knowledge and of science asa* massive modern absurdity” (PK, 9). For
him, thenotionthat scientific knowledgeisdifferent than, or superior to, theknowledgeof valuesisway of f base.
Indeed, the positivistic “ premises of science” arethemselvesasystem of values (PK, 160f). Acrossthefields
of knowledge, including natural and social science, andthehumanities, “theact of knowingincludesanappraisal”
(PK,17). Thisappraisal isnever “objective,” butisalwaysamatter of personal skill and judgment. Othersmay
disagree withit, and it could be mistaken.

Polanyi understood this misguided positivistic theory of scienceto shapethe premises of both natural
and social science. He warns that positivism’s “universal mechanistic conception of things may threaten
completely to denature our image of man” (PK, 160). Thus, inPolanyi’ sview, thereisnot asharp separationin
the approach to the study of man, one “factual” and the other “valuational.” He wrote, “our powers of

understanding control equally both these domains.”?
8 Tradition & Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, 35:1



| define“ social science” asthe systematic effort to understand and explain human behavior. Thisaim
is shared by the various fields of social science. Each field focuses on a distinct aspect of human behavior.
Traditionally, thesefieldsinclude anthropol ogy, economics, geography, history, political science, psychology,
and sociology. Thereisby no means complete uniformity of agreement asto the methods by which the social
sciences are to carry out their task. Indeed, some have argued that thereis no uniformity at all.?

Nevertheless, Polanyi assumedthat, at thetimeof hiswriting, astandard theory of methodol ogy existed
for thesocia sciences. Thisapproachwasexemplified for him by what hecalled“ behaviorism.”* By thisterm
he meant to include al those approaches to the study of human, and animal, behavior that relied upon the
“positivistic conception of science.” Polanyi rejected behaviorism especially because it imposesa*“ crippling
mutilation” onits sentient, intelligent, and resourceful subject matter (PK, 381). He was not shy about stating
the magnitude of his project for reshaping humanity’ s understanding of knowledge and of science. He hoped
that hiswritings would help “to establish a stable alternative to the objectivist position” (PK, 315).

I will arguethat Polanyi hasgonealongway towardfulfilling hisproject, at least for thesocial sciences.
The materials needed to formulate a general approach for socia science already exist in Polanyi’s writings.
However, itisa“method” inavery qualified sense. For Polanyi, amethod consists of aset of “rulesof art,” or
“maxims.” “Maximsarerules, the correct application of which ispart of the art which they govern” (PK, 31).
Polanyi asserts that the interpretation and application of methodological “rules’ is aways a personal act,
depending on the education, skill, and other personal qualities of the person (PK, 123).

Thus, he does not preclude the possibility of acommon approach for social science, but only warns
hisreadersnot to expect amechanical application of that approach’ smaxims. What then would the maxims, or
rules of art, be for aPolanyian socia science?

Onemaximisthat “indwelling, or empathy, isthe proper meansof knowing manandthehumanities.”®
Indwelling entail sthe* pouring of oneself” into the subj ect matter one seeksto understand (PK, 60f). | examine
Polanyi’ smainbook ontheconduct of social science, TheSudy of Man. Thisshort work model show hisapproach
iscarriedoutinpractice. Amongother things, heshowswhat it meanstohaveasocial sciencebased onappraisal.
The standard for thisappraisal ishumanity’ s calling, including humanity’ s natural respect for the members of
its species.

My discussion will shed some light on what Polanyi meant when he wrote to Raymond Aron:

Let me confess, first of all, to the perhaps childish pleasure of being taken so seriously by
aman of your distinction. But thereisagood deal more than that in my reaction to your
essay on Personal Knowledge in relation to Weber’ swork. Y ou will better appreciate the
service which you have done to my thought by developing it in thisdirection if | tell you
that the whole enterprise of Personal Knowledge was undertaken with a view to recon-
sider the social sciences.®

To make my case for how Polanyi has “reconsidered the social sciences,” | will haveto start at the beginning
—that is, the emergence of lifefrominanimate matter.



I: Man’sMorphogenicField
A) Anthropogenesis

Among the most outstanding features of Polanyi’s theory of evolution are his humanizing of the
process, and hisgreat enthusiasm for it. Polanyi portraysevolution not asadry, mechanical process of chance
mutation and natural selection, but asagrand drama, full of noblestriving, success, andfailure. Lifedidnotarise
from inanimate matter as an accidental confluence of causal factors, but as a “rebellion against meaningless
inanimate being” (PK, 389). From its inception, life has emerged “to challenge the surrounding deserts of
deathlessinanimate matter” (PK, 389). Hence, although tinged with tragedy, due to theinevitability of death,
life has a heroic purpose.

For Polanyi, “the first rise of living individuals overcame the meaninglessness of the universe by
establishinginit centers of subjectiveinterests’” (PK, 389). By such “centers,” he means organismswhich can
feel their needs and which have the agency and resourcefulness necessary to pursue the satisfaction of those
needs. Self-interested pursuitsgavethem somethingtolivefor. However, this“first revolutionwasincomplete,
for aself-centered life ending in death haslittlemeaning” (PK, 389).

The emergence of humanity constitutes “the second major rebellion against meaningless inanimate
being” (PK, 389). Polanyi distinguishes humansfrom other forms of life chiefly by our superior capacity for
abstract and creativethought, the responsibility that givesus, and the enduring cultural workswe have created.
Human culture can be understood as an emergent property of human interaction. Indeed, the“calling” of man
isto participate in the life of human culture. “When man participatesin thislife hisbody ceasesto be merely
aninstrument of self-indulgenceandbecomesacondition of hiscalling” (PK, 389). Whileanimal sfind meaning
as" centers of subjective interests, the rise of human thought in itsturn overcame these subjective interests by
itsuniversal intent” (PK, 389). Thus, human cultureconsistslargely of understandingsand practicesthat strive
to transcend individua life.

What arethe key elementsof Polanyi’ snotionsof “calling,” “universal intent,” and “ responsibility” ?
Because our human calling isto strive for knowledge and beliefs that we can hold with universal intent, this
“second revolution[i.e., man’ semergence] aspiresto eternal meaning” (PK, 389). Of course, human mortality
and “thefinitude of man’scondition” render hisaspirationshazardous. “Y et the precariousfoothol d gained by
man in therealm of ideas|ends sufficient meaning to hisbrief existence” (PK, 389).

Polanyi’ stheory of evolution asthe“rebellion” of meaning against the meaningless entail savision of
theorganicmaterial of lifeasfar richer insignificancethanthedominant “ objectivistic” theory of organic matter
asbeing no morethan physio-chemical stuff. Hisisatheory of “living matter,” asopposed to thelifelessmatter
contemplated by the positivistic sciences (PK, 343 f). For Polanyi, the very materia of which a multitude of
individuals are made istheliving base for the emergent property of embodied meaning. In other words, there
ispurposein living matter.

Atitsmost basiclevel, thegrowth, devel opment, and maturati on of individual organismsentail astriving
for“morphological rightness.” Thisstrivingisanaspect of theorganism’ smeaning. Clearly, living organic matter
isnot amorphous. Individualsalwayscomeindistinct forms, and follow ageneral patternfor their species. The
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growth of individuals within a species, then, can be understood as “operating under the direction of a
morphogeneticfield” (PK, 389).

This “field” is contained within the “germ plasm,” or gene pool, of its species. Theindividual’s
development follows“aline of forcein such afield” (PK, 389). Eachindividual existsasaparticular stage of
realizationd ongthelinesof “thegradient of apotentiality” (PK, 389). Eachindividua’ sformismadeof theorganic
material of whichitisconstituted. Thisform, then, is“abiotic achievement” (PK, 402f). Thatis, thisshapeis
the current result of the material’ s continuous striving to become what it naturally intends to become. Inthe
individual, this is the process of maturation. Polanyi also suggests that the same principle of striving for
morphological rightnesscan explainawidediversity of biological events, such asthe growth of an embryo, the
repair of aninjury, or recuperation after anillness.

InPolanyi’s“field concept,” the* morphogeneticfield ... isthen defined asthe agency,” which evokes
and guidesgrowth, etc. using“ morphol ogical rightnessasitsstandard of achievement” (PK, 389). Polanyi seems
to envision the impetus of fields as a base from which self-reflective consciousness (i.e., the capacity to feel
needs), and deliberate efforts at need satisfaction, have emerged. “Thoughthese[fieldinduced] strivings[such
asgrowth, recuperation after anillness, etc.] are continuouswith the consciousstrivingsof higher animals, they
are, of course, ingeneral, neither consciousnor deliberate” (PK, 404). Therefore, “ All theoperationsof the' tacit
component’ ... will be subsumed under thisfield conception” (PK, 389).

Theaimsof actingindividuals, then, can beunderstood asoperating withinanest of mutually supportive
gradations of emergent levels of purpose. The higher level of aims includes such self-conscious deliberate
activity asthat of ananimal hunting. Polanyi notesthat “ at theupper levels... centersarecalled upontoexercise
responsiblechoices’ (PK,402f). Butthelower level of purpose, aswehaveseen,ismoreinthenatureof organic
matter itself. Startingfromtheir consciousaims, livingindividual s, then, areanimated by “ ever further descending
levels of sentient effort” (PK, 397). Or, to reverse the sequence, organic aims merge upwards into conscious
purposes. In general, these aims share alife-affirming tendency in the organism.

Polanyi isfully aware that his account of the emergence of life as a“rebellion against meaningless
inanimate being” (PK, 389), and of organic matter asaiming at “morphological rightness’ attributesaform of
intentionality, or purpose, to these processes. Such intentionality is strictly prohibited within positivistic
biology, and generally dismissed as “vitalism.” But Polanyi is not apologetic about his stance. Indeed, heis
asdefiant of wrongheaded convention aslifeisdefiant of meaninglessdeath. “If thisbevitalism,” hedeclares,
“then vitalismismere common sense, which can beignored only by atruculently bigoted mechanistic outlook”
(PK,390).

Positivistic biology isunableto explain thisawesome dramaof intentional growth, regeneration, and
action. So, Polanyi callsattentiontothisfailureto account for theobviousmental dimension of living organisms,
and sketches in some of the aspects of hisnew focus for biology. This new approach to evolutionary biology
focuses on what Polanyi calls“the emergence of sentience and personhood” (PK, 402). Polanyi’sconception
of “personhood’ combines, likethe Taoist Yinand Y ang, themental and physical dimensionsof anastonishingly
widearray of organisms.

In hisexamination of evolution, Polanyi is primarily concerned with “the contempl ation of anthropo-
genesis’ (PK, 393). That is, with the “rise of man,” as the self-conscious creator of human culture. Polanyi
11



acknowledgesthat scientists” do not know at what stage of evol ution consciousnessawakened” (PK, 388). But
at somepoint it must haveemerged. “ Already some400 millionyearsago, at astagerepresented by worms, our
ancestors had formed amajor ganglion in the forward tip of their elongated body,” which could, among other
things, “ direct locomotion” (PK, 388). Gradually, asthissection* acquired acontrolling position,” a“ gradient”
was established “ between the higher and lower functions within the organism” (PK, 388). In the process, a
supportive“ nervoussystemisformedto carry out ever moreextensiveand el aborate operations of self control”
(PK, 388). Anactivecenter emerged, “which usesthe other partsof the body for its sustenance and asitstools.
Within this active center, the animal’ s personhood isintensified in relation to a subservient body” (PK, 388).

Clearly, this process of evolutionary emergence was not al physical. Indeed, the emerging nervous
system became the base from which mental operationsemerged. Polanyi observesthat over thelong course of
evolution there has been “acumulative trend of changestending towards higher level s of organization, among
which the deepening of sentience and the rise of thought are the most conspicuous’ (PK, 384).

Sentience is the fegling, or experience, which an organism has of itself. Therefore, when Polanyi
mentions"thedeepening of sentience,” heisreferringtothegradual enrichment of theself-reflectiveexperience
of itself withinindividual organisms. Asl indicated above, Polanyi admitstonot knowingjust when, inthecourse
of evolution, an organism began to distinguish itself from its environs. Nonetheless, this capacity for self-
reflection would eventually rise from the mere awareness of such simple needs as hunger, to the human
contemplation of itsown origins.

In “personhood,” then, there emerged an increasing capacity for means-end reasoning, and problem
solving, based on the organism’ sfelt needsand knowledge of itsenvironment. Asexamplesof what theearlier
stages in the evolution of personhood may have been like, he notes that contemporary protozoa“engagein a
variety of deliberate purposive activities.” And, citing experts, “the amoebahuntsfor food” (PK, 387). Such
deliberative action presupposes, at |east, abody with the capacitiesto feel its needs, and to learn how to act so
asto satisfy thoseneeds. Such action also entailsanotion of agency, or self-guidance, whichincludestheability
to make choices based upon a combination of perceptions, learned knowledge, and personal judgment. As
personhood evol ved, more sophisticated animal sbecame capabl e of fedingintellectual joy and frustration (PK,,
388,367).

Polanyi seesin the process of evolution, not mere clues, but “direct evidence” of the “rise of human
consciousness’ (PK, 386). Thiscreativerealization of life’ spotential for self-reflective personhood hasthusfar
resultedin“thecrania dominancewhich givesrisetothecharacteristic position of themindinthe body of man”
(PK, 388). Thus, from* aseed of submicroscopicliving particles—andfrominanimate beginningslying beyond
these —we see emerging arace of sentient, responsible and creative beings’ (PK, 387).

“Personhood,” for Polanyi, then, refersto the mental/physical complex system, whichisthe hallmark,
theYinand Yang, of every sentient creature. Itsessential el ement isembodied mental capacities. Itisageneral
conceptioninwhich humanity participates, not asthefinal realization, but only asthe current stage of evolution.
Because evolution is a process entailing alarge measure of creativity, what the future will bring must remain
uncertain.

A central theme in the story of evolution, then, is about the “growth and hardening of personhood”
(PK, 388). If the evolution of personhood is understood to entail ever intensifying mental capacitiesin an
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increasingly complex organism, then“man’ ssudden risefrom mute beasthood” (PK, 388) can be appreciated as
an astonishing creative leap in evolution. Humanity’s capacity for symbolic representation, as seen in our
thought and language, for example, have resulted inthe creation of “alasting articulate framework of thought”
(PK, 388); in other words, human culture. It isthis new capacity for language and thought, which are only
developed in human society, that resultsin individual s with the ability to rise above “the self-centeredness of
animal personhood” (PK, 388), to the unprecedented level of “theresponsible personhood of thoughtful man”
(PK,395).

When herefersto humanity’ s “responsible personhood” he meansthat, in hisview, the human mind
hasaninnate, or natural, orientation towards other members of its speciesthat isquite unlike any other form of
personhood. Thus, “at the highest level of personhood we meet man’s moral sense” (TD, 51). This capacity
marksaunique stagein the evolution of personhood. Intherest of thisessay wewill explore some of themain
implications of this difference in human personhood.

B) Man’sCallingand Responsibility

In Polanyi’ sview, humanity’ s mental capacities set for themadistinctive human “ calling.” Henotes
that “wearenot responsible[for] our calling” (PK, 379, cf. 65f). Itisapart of our geneticinheritance. Inother
words, our callingis“determined ... by our innatefaculties’ (PK, 379). Chief amongtheseareour capacitiesfor
abstract and creative thought, and for language.

Hisnotion of calling refersto theindividual’ s experience of “morphological rightness.” That is, our
calling isan innate aim towards which we humans strive, at |east when we are acting distinctively as humans.
Humans act distinctively, or rightly, ashumanswhen they engagein the pursuit of knowledge or beliefswhich
they can authentically hold with “universal intent.” Thisaimisin our organic form.

Thiscallingemergedin evolution asapart of, asmentioned above, “ the second major rebel lion against
meaninglessinanimatebeing.” | havea soquoted Polanyi’ sstatement that whileanimal sfindmeaningas* centers
of subjectiveinterests, therise of human thought initsturn overcamethese subjectiveinterestsby itsuniversal
intent” (PK, 389). Thought is most distinctively human when it is “an active mental process, aiming at
universality” (PK, 318). Thus, man differsfrom animalslargely because healone* aspiresto eternal meaning”
(PK,389).

Man’ scallingismost fully answered when heisdwellinginbeliefsheholdswithuniversal intent. This
satisfiesthe “ morphol ogical rightness’ for humans. Of course, no one can do thisevery moment. To beinthe
distinctively human stateisan achievement, which cannot be constantly sustained. Thealternativetothat state
seemstobeconditionswesharewithanimals. Severd activities, suchassex, eating, drinking, eliminating, playing,
and sleeping areobviousexampl esof aspectsof livingthat humanssharewithanimals. Theseeventsaredifferent
fromdwellinginbeliefsheldwith universal intent. However, theseaspectsof lifearenot necessarily degrading
becausethey are shared with animal's; indeed, somearequitenoble. Animalsand peopleexperienceacommon
pleasureat problem solving (PK, 122). Acrossspecies, asol ution can be* somethinginherently satisfying” (PK,
127). Because of our superior capacity for abstract problem solving, we humans can, after making an effort,
experiencethe"joy of graspingmathematics’ (PK, 321). Thatisanelevatedformof thepleasureinproblemsolving
that we sharewith animals.
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Thus, peoplehavewhat might becalledtheir “animal side.” WhilePolanyi doesnot usethat exact term,
he does makethedistinction: “Inaconflict between our appetitive and our intelligent person we may sidewith
oneor the other” (PK, 320). Thus, humans can chooseto bein their distinctively human state, and this above
all distingui sheshumansfromtheanimals. For, animal sappear to beincapabl eof holding themsel vesto abstract
moral principles, or of dwellinginan articul ated belief with universal intent.

Peoplemay experiencethecalling of their morphogeneticfieldinvariousways, andtovariousdegrees,
dependingontheindividual’ snatural, and especially neurological, constitution. Aspart of their “ morphol ogical
rightness,” some people may feel, as Polanyi strongly did, “an innate affinity for making contact with reality”
(PK, 403). Other persons may experiencethis*affinity.” They may feel what Polanyi callsa® natural urgefor
achieving coherence” (PK, 301). Othersmay experiencetheir calling lessasan urgeor an affinity, and moreas
a“senseof responsibility” (PK, 323, 324f). Thus, the" senseof apre-existent task makesthe shaping of knowledge
aresponsibleact” (SM, 36). Inany case, theindividual, whoisactingin hisor her distinctive capacity ashuman,
will striveto experiencehimself or herself asmorphologically right. Thisstrivingisall wehumansarecalledby
our nature to do.

Polanyi al so di stinguishesbetween animal sand humansby their respectiveresponsibilitiesinlife. The
membersof all specieswiththecapacity toact areresponsiblefor sustainingtheir lives. Onedecisiontodisregard
amovement inthegrassand to keep on grazing may cost agazelle, for example, itslife. Humanscan makesuch
migjudgments, too. But humansarealso responsiblefor finding and articul ating their beliefsasto what may be
true and right.

“Humanresponsibility,” aswithanimals, involvestheliability “tofailure. For noresponsibility istaken
where no hazardisto be met, and ahazard isaliability tofailure” (SM, 67). Thedistinctively human hazardis
that one’ seffortsto fulfill one’ scalling may fail. One may strive, yet find nothing to believein with universal
intent. Or, one’ sbeliefs, held with universal intent, may turn out to bewrong. Knowing therisks, onecan have
beliefsheld with universal intent, and “admit they could be mistaken” (PK, 145).

Polanyi realizesthat finding the universal truth may appear “ on reflectionimpossible of achievement”
(PK,324). Paradoxically, our strivingtoknow with universal intent can only beundertakenwithinthelimitations
of our historical conditions. Our acculturation, or “our early upbringingwithinour culture” (PK, 379, cf. 322-324,
346), determinestoalargeextent what intellectual instrumentswewill havefor thepursuit of our calling. Of course,
wearealso “limited by our innate capabilities’ (PK, 322). Despitetheselimitations, theindividual retainshis
autonomy, and can pursuehiscallinginhisownway withina“ milieuwhich conditionsbut never fully determines
[his] actions” (PK, 397).

Speakingfor himself, asheoften does, Polanyi shareshisself-understanding that “ in spiteof thehazards
involved, | am called upon ... to pursue knowledge and to declare it responsibly, within my own limited
possibilities’ (PK, 315, 373). Further:

| started as a person intellectually fashioned by a particular idiom acquired through my
affiliationtoacivilizationthat prevailedinplaceswherel hadgrownup, at thisparticul ar period
of history. Thishasbeenthe matrix of all my intellectual efforts. Withinit | wasto find my
problem and seek thetermsfor its solution (PK, 252).
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Thus, for therest of us, asfor himself, the* historical setting in which we have grown up” can be accepted “as
the assignment of our particular problem” (PK, 324).

Man'’ s calling does not require the achievement of “objective universal truth.” Instead, asincere commitment
isof itself “legitimategroundsfor theaffirmation of personal convictionswithuniversal intent” (PK, 324). Inother
words, our personhood does not require afinal achievement, but only that we aspire responsibly to understand
what is true and right with universal intent. “Our personhood is assured by our simultaneous contact with
universal aspirations which place usin atranscendent perspective” (PK, 324).

C) Respect asan Aspect of Univer sal I ntent

One of the theses of this essay is that, for Polanyi, human respect is an essential element of human
personhood. That is, to act in one’ s distinctively human capacity isto have respect for others, and to expect
respect fromthem. Thisisnot an“exchangetheory.” For Polanyi, respect isnot given, likeacommaodity, with
an equal value expected as of right inreturn. Onthe contrary, for Polanyi, respectisnaturally giveninthevery
act of holding beliefswith universal intent. Respect for others, and thedesirefor respect fromthem, isanatural
orientation of thehuman mindwhenitisoperating asquintessentially human. Indeed, respect for al other human
mindsisatacit component of universal intent.

Thisrespect can be seen implicated by the communicative element in Polanyi’ s theory of “universal
intent.” Universal intent, for Polanyi, isoneway by which individual humansrelateto one another. That is, it
isaway by which a person addresses other rational minds. The person engaged in thought is participating in
human culture. Thiscultureislargely the product of intelligent minds, sometimesgreat minds, acting to thebest
of their ability to, among other things, establish the idioms within which other persons may participate and
contributeto, cultural meanings. Great minds have also set the standards by which knowledgeisto be attained
and validated. Humanity and human culture, or our “noosphere,” are of a dynamic piece; that is, the two
interdependent dimensions of human personhood. “ Our race asawhole achieved such personhood by creating
itsown noosphere: the only noosphereintheworld” (PK, 389). Because of this participatory creative activity,
human cultureisagreat communicative enterprise.

When understood empathically, Polanyi’s conception of “universal intent” is not just a logical
category, forit entail sawiderangeof humanemoations. For Polanyi, thecommunicativemotiveinuniversal intent
includes areaching out to othersfor their fellowship, or companionship. Such companionship need not be of
animmediate physical presence, but can beonly anintellectual agreement. The*“ conviviality” of thismotiveis
atacit component of humanity’ snatural “intellectual passions,” asPolanyi understandsthem. For example, one
of the primary intellectual passionsin Polanyi’ sunderstanding of the human mindisthe* persuasive passion.”
Hecallsit “themainspring of all fundamental controversy” (PK, 159).

For instance, once a discovery in science has been made, “the ardor of discovery istransformed into
acraving to convince” (PK, 171). That is, when abelief is held with universal intent, the holder becomes an
advocatefor itstruth. Thispassionisapart of “aprocessof verificationinwhichtheact of making sureof one's
own claimsis coupled with the efforts of getting them accepted by others’ (PK, 171). A scientific researcher,
then, who makesand declaresadiscovery, “endows... theresultsof such actswithaclaimto universal validity.
For when you believe that your discovery reveals a hidden reality, you will expect it to be recognized equally
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by others’ (SM, 36). Thefruitsof our “intellectual passions... demandrecognition” (PK, 195). People, it seems,
appreciate recognition for having fulfilled their calling to contribute to human culture. Thus, the discoverer of
anew truth may feel like“ converting everybody to hisway of seeing things’ (PK, 150).

The“persuasive passion” facesa“logical gap.” Thediscoverer with anew insight is separated from
thosewhodonot havethatinsight. Hisnew knowledgedistanceshim or her fromthefellowship of others. Thus,
his* persuasive passion spurs him now to cross this gap by converting everybody to hisway of seeing things’
(PK, 150). So, knowledgeor beliefsheld with universal intent are held with aconcern for the compani onship of
others. Thisintention to bring othersinto the purview of one' struthsisakey element of “the participation of
the speaker inany sincere statement of fact” (PK, 254). Thevery assertion of afact asa“fact,” containswithin
ita“persuasivefeeling” asatacit coefficient of theassertion. Without that feeling, such an assertion“isamere
form of words saying nothing” (PK, 254).

Toassert that “pistrue’ can be understood as adeclaration to all other rational minds“that | identify
myself withthecontent of thefactual sentencep” (PK, 254). Thus, speakingfor discovererswhosefindingshave
been rebuffed, Polanyi writes, “we suffer when avision of reality to which we have committed ourselvesis
contemptuously ignored by others” (PK, 150). Thefrustrated desirefor recognition and respect can be painful.

Thepersuasivepassion can“vary over al possibleintensities’ (PK, 305). Initsmostintenseform, one
feelsthat one's “vision must conquer or die” (PK, 150). The term “conquer,” as used here, may seem more
Nietzschean than Polanyi means. Rather than an expression of the “will to power,” Polanyi’ suse of “ conquer”
leans more towards the sense of a suitor conquering the one whose heart is sought. It is companionship that
one seeks, not prisoners of war.

Another important intellectual passion for Polanyi isthe heuristic passion. Thisisthepassionto solve
problems, and to discover new insights. Like the passion to persuade, dueto its universal aspirations, it, too,
is oriented towards others, and not simply a self-indulgence, or for one’ s private self-satisfaction. In science,
“the discoverer seeksasolution to aproblem that is satisfying and compelling both for himself and everybody
else” (PK, 301). Unlikethe persuasive passion, the heuristic passion “ sets out not to conquer, but to enrich the
world... itasksthatitsgifttohumanity beaccepted by all” (PK, 150). Clearly, boththepersuasiveandtheheuristic
passionsentail anindividual actinginaspecial kind of relationtoother rational minds, arelationwhichbothgives
and expects respect.

Thereisanother communal € ementinvolvedinassertingascientificfact, which Polanyi findsin himself,
and observesin others. “1 cannot speak of ascientificfact, ... of what isjust or unjust, [etc.] without implying
areferencetoaconsensus’ (PK, 209). Inall such matters, “I expresswhat | believe the consensus ought to be
inrespect to whatever | speak of” (PK, 209). Thephrase“referencetoaconsensus’ suggeststhat, in Polanyi’s
understanding, whentheindividual scientist, or any other person, assertsabelief astrueor right, heor shealways
acts with other peoplein mind, as areference group.

Asinromance, the passion to persuade othersof one’ struthsmay resultinsocial conflict. InPolanyi’'s
view, “ All our cultural valuesarethedeposit of asuccession of past upheavals’ (PK, 201). Theacceptedprinciples
of sciencetoday are, therefore, largely the result of “great controversies and upheavals’ in the past (PK, 170,
181). One consequence of these competitions to persuade is that our scientific outlook has been molded by
“generationsof great men, who overwhelmed thewhol e of modern humanity by the power of their convictions”
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(PK, 171). Our society’ scurrent understanding of “ science” consistsof “avast system of beliefs, deeply rooted
inour history [which are] cultivated today by aspecially organized part of our society” (PK, 171). Theseelites
of science often act as arbiters in controversies, and determine how recognition is to be distributed.

Respect playsacrucial tacit role in Polanyi’ stheory of the transmission of culture. Much of culture
istransmitted by the example of adultsto youth. Y oung peopleabsorb their cultural formsand loreby “ pouring
their mindsintoitsfabric” (PK, 173). Thisrequiresasubmissiontoauthority. “ Tolearn by exampleisto submit
to authority” (PK, 53). The art of speaking, which is alarge part of culture, is tacitly transmitted “from an
authoritative person to a trusting pupil” (PK, 206). Such trusting submission constitutes the “fiduciary”
relationship the young have with those teachers, masters, or other authorities (PK, 207 f).

Artsand crafts, including scientific research, arebest learned through “ personal contact” (PK, 53). As
an apprenticetoany kind of cultural achievement, youfollow the master because* youtrust hismanner of doing
things’ (PK, 53). Clearly, authority without respect would lack legitimacy, and without respect trust could not
beextended. Therefore, cultural teachers, astransmittersof a“fiduciary framework,” are“listenedtoasavoice
which commandsrespect” (PK, 174).

Thisdiscussion of intellectual passionssuggeststhat universal intent may bean operation of cognitive
facultieswhich havetheir rootsin basic human social emotions. Thereareseveral threadstying universal intent
and socia emotionstogether in Polanyi’ swritings. Polanyi acknowledged the peak of social emotionswhenhe
wrote that “we know man to be the most precious fruit of creation” (PK, 385). He wrote more generally of
“conviviality” asbeingrootedin*theprimitivesentimentsof fellowshipthat exist previoustoarticul ationamong
all groupsof menand evenamonganimals’ (PK, 209). Insofar asuniversal intent tacitly assumesanindividual
predisposed to experience care, concern, or positive regard for the thoughts and understandings of other
members of hisor her species, it may be an extension of social emotionsinto cognition.

Therearemany bookson the neuro-bases of the human moral predisposition. AmongtheseisRichard
Leakey’s The People of the Lake.” Leakey suggeststhat following the divergence from the common ancestor
of hominidsand primatesroughly six million years ago, primates and hominids, while both highly social, took
different pathsin their modes of survival. Primatesfollowed the path of individualsforagingin groupsastheir
primary modeof survival. Today, asFranz DeWaal shows, primatesdovery littlesharing of food among adults.
They are till individual foragers, in effect separating economicsfrom palitics.?

But hominidshaveblazed adifferenttrail. Just associal asprimates, if not more so, hominidsuniquely
developed adivision of labor for food collection, and food sharing among adults within their primary group.
Individuals may have tended to breed selectively for characteristics for sharing, thusintensifying the natural
carefor others. Someselfishand uncooperativeindividua smay have been banished fromthegroup, or shunned
as less desirable breeding partners. In this way, sharing and cooperation could have become species
characteristics bred into the hominid brain, just as species characteristics have been bred into the typical brain
of any species. Ashumansemerged with their distinctively massive cortex, they inherited the social emotions
typical of hominids. The capacity for abstract thought would, then, have emerged within a caring intentional
structure as an extension of our innate social emotions.

Inother words, Polanyi seemsto complement such viewsasthoseof L eakey and DeWaal by envisioning
respect for others as an integral process of human cognition, which naturally occurs as one person recognizes
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theother asahumanindividual. Theknower’ srecognitionof another humanashumanisacognitiveachievement,
whilethe other’ sontological statusasan individual human isabiological achievement. Natural respect isnot
afreely givenrewardfor anachievement, but aninnatecognitivefunction. (Thisnotionof natural respect differs
from prescriptive “natural law” theoriesin that it does not say how persons ought to regard one another, but
how they do so, at least in the absence of a desensitizing socialization —which will be discussed further below,
inPartll,B.)

D) Indwellingwith Respect

Polanyi’ saccount of anthropogenesisleadsinto hisunderstanding of man’ scallingandresponsibility.
He acknowledgesthat hisdepiction of life striving for theintensification of meaningimpliesatypeof vitalism.
Heknew painfully well that thisview isanathemato thedominant paradigminbiology. Y et, he had thecourage
to declare that his “vitalism is mere common sense,” and that the dominant school of biology has a“bigoted
mechanistic outlook.” In making these assertions, he seems quite sure of himself. He then goes on to instruct
the dominant biologiststhat “ biology would gain greatly in scope and depth by addressing itself more candidly
tothefundamental featuresof life” (PK, 399). Theprincipal feature he hasin mind is personhood, the complex
mental/physical unity that we humans share in various degrees with other living organisms.

Polanyi not only rejectsthelifelessmechanistic “lawsof nature” that positivistic biology reliesupon,
but he boldly proposes “new laws of nature, which would allow for the rise of consciousness in material
processes’ (PK, 397). Included among these “ new laws of nature” must be “the assumption that living beings
have peculiar faculties for achieving biotic success’ (PK, 399). These “peculiar faculties’ sustain the natural
striving of an organism for “morphological rightness.” Accepting this dimension of al organisms asfact is
essential for explaining growth, regeneration, etc.

After considering the magnitude of such statements, one may wonder how he can know so much more
than the securely entrenched, well rewarded, highly esteemed dominant school of biology. How isit that his
“common sense” illuminatesnew vistason life about which the positivistic biol ogistsare apparently in denial ?

Theold saying, “what you see depends upon whereyou stand,” helpsto explain why Polanyi hassuch
confidencein hisnew “suggested explanatory framework” (PK, 400). Polanyi takesavery different approach
to knowing than the positivists. Herefersto hisapproach as“indwelling.” “All understanding isbased on our
dwelling in the particulars of that which we comprehend. ... Indwelling is also the instrument by which
comprehensive entities are known throughout the world.”®

Thisisavery empathic approach. The observer makesan effort to dwell within the particulars of that
which heisobserving. Heallowsthese particularsto becomeapart of himself in hiseffort to make sense of the
subjectasawhole(PK, 59f). A skilful, personal integration of particularsiscentral tothisprocessof observation.

In contrast, the positivist strivesfor detachment, asan alien observer who insiststhat theobject is* out
there,” tobedescribed and only known objectively. All heseesisthephysical surface —whether thingsinmotion,
or living organisms. The extremistsdo not even allow themselvesto imagine any sort of mental component in
theobjectsthey observe, not eventhehigher animalsor other humans! For themthevery thought of empathically
dwelling in the mental component, or intentionality, of a subject is strictly prohibited by the rules of their
interpretive framework. They only acknowledge the physical half of human personhood. But Polanyian
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integrativeindwelling permits awareness of mental componentsasnatural partsof thewholeof aliving subject
(PK,372f).

One essential element of Polanyi’ s empathic approach ismutuality. That is, he does not addressthe
living subject as an alien object with no human connections. To the contrary, he addresses other forms of life
asmanifestationsof natural principlesof whichhetooisamanifestation. “Biology islifereflecting uponitsel f”
(PK, 347, 363). From this point of view, an embodied mental component, containing such factors as self-
awareness, intentionality, resourceful ness, and agency, however rudimentary in scale, tiesthe human observer
toall thelifeformsheencounters. Ashewrites, “ Suchindwelling isaparticipation of oursin the existence of
that whichwecomprehend” (PK, x). A recognition and acknowledgement of somedegreeof mutuality between
observer and subject, then, is an element of this participation. As | will show, Polanyi also uses the word
“companionship” to refer to thisintimate relationship between scientist and subject matter.

Histheory of evolutionasaprocessof “emergence,” then, isnot knownto himin somealien, detached
way; instead, this“kind of emergenceisknowntousfromtheinside” (PK, 395). InthePolanyian“method,” the
human observer identifies himself or herself with the embodied mental components of the subject. This
indwelling enables the observer to comprehend the “sentient effort,” or strivings, of other living organisms.

Asan accomplished scientific researcher, Polanyi conveys his understanding of the intentionality of
organic matter by referenceto hispersonal experience. Anyonewho hasstriven to solve aproblem can usehis
or her personal experienceto empathizewithindividual growthandtheintentionality of “ organicevolution” (PK,
X). Thus, to understand these events“fromtheinside,” Polanyi invitesusto consider “the process of scientific
discovery.”

Inthat process, the creativediscoverer “isguided by hisintimationsof ahidden knowledge. Hesenses
theproximity of something unknownand strivespassionately towardsit” (PK, 396). Wherethisdeliberateeffort
resultsindiscovery, “itisachieved by asupremeintensification of uniquely personal intimations’ (PK, 396). Such
personal intimations, effort, skill, and creativity cannot be accounted for mechanistically, for, machines are
insentient. (Cf. PK, 389 passim.)

Aswe have seen, the growth of individual organismsentails akind of striving to fulfill the“morpho-
logical rightness’ of their species. Empathic biologists can understand the experience of such a developing
individual as analogous to “mental unease that seeks appeasement of itself” (PK, 398). In other words, the
“sentient effort” of amaturing organismislikeour own* senseof approaching theunknown sol utionof aproblem,
and the urge to pursueit” (PK, 398). Polanyi also suggests that one consider one’'s own experience of “the
approach of arecollection” (PK, 400). One may experiencethese approachesasif on aline of gradations, like
asought word or namejust onthetip of one’ stongue. Often, “wecan experiencesuch gradientsinternally” (PK,
400).

Thus, Polanyi’ sway of knowing startsfrom different premisesthan those of the positivistic biologists.

Such premises asthe mutuality of personhood and embodied mental processes, makeindwelling possible, and

thisindwelling leadsto all sorts of new understandings. “It isfrom thelogic of indwelling that | have derived

... theconception of astratified universeand theevol utionary panorama, leading totheriseof man...” (PK, xi).

In “the logic of indwelling,” Polanyi, as a living being, employs an empathic interpretive framework for

understanding other living beings. His notion of “common sense” includes an appreciation for the mutuality
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inthe constitution of al living beings. Of course, thisisahierarchal mutuality; that is, out of lower organisms
ahierarchy of increasingly more complex and sophisticated organismshasemerged. Here, then, isthereason
why he can know so much more about the nature of organic matter than the members of the dominant school
of biology. Heiscommitted to adifferent point of view. What you see depends upon where you stand.X®

| haveillustrated Polanyi’ sapproach to understanding living organismsinmy discussionsof histheory
of evolution and personhood. This approach can also be applied to the study of animals and humans.

Applying that approach entails bringing the particulars of a subject into one’ s own personhood, and
absorbing and integrating the subject into oneself. Again, this processis highly empathic and personal inits
application. Becausethe conduct of sciencerelieson the personal judgment and personal characteristicsof the
particular scientit, it is “impossible to formulate any precise rule” of method, which can be carried out
mechanistically and in the same manner by anyone (PK, 153). The methods of ascience can only be stated as
maxims, “the application of whichitself formsapart of theart of knowing” (PK, 153).

InPersonal Knowledge, Polanyi reinterpretsbehavioral studiesof animal learning and problemsolving
fromhisown point of view. Thisprovidesnumerousinstancesof how heapplieshismethod of indwelling. First,
he“disregards’ their mechanistic model of explanation. Then heinterpretstheanimal learning reportedintheir
studies as “the process of discovery resulting from intelligent effort” (PK, 121).

One of Pavlov’'s experiments with dogs is an apt example. Pavlov deliberately frustrated dogs by
presenting them with problems they thought would lead to food rewardsif solved. But he made the problems
toodifficulttosolve. Theanimalsstrained their ability to solvethe problemsto such adegreethat it drove some
of them into states of neurosis.

Without commenting on theethi cal implicationsof theexperiments, Polanyi interpretsthe behavior of
thedogswith empathy. By extendingamutuality of personhood to them, heseestheir behavior asshowing “the
depth to which theanimal’ spersonisinvolved” in such problem solving efforts. Through thisindwelling “we
realize... that theintelligence of theanimal and our appreciation of itwasconvivial: it formedalink between his
person and ours’ (PK, 367-368). Such “conviviality” entailsan empathic integrating of the subject into one’s
human personhood, so asto understand, asPolanyi says, its* person.” Theapplication of thisindwelling method
“isthusaccompanied by anexpansion of our fellow feelingwhich makesusawareof theanimal’ ssentience” (SM,
76). This“fellow feeling” isadirect result of assuming aproportional, or appropriate, mutuality of personhood.
Polanyi saysof hisindwelling method that the* feelingsby whichweappreci atetheachi evementsof beingslower
than ourselves, involve an extension of ourselves by which we participate in their achievements® (PK, 378).

Polanyi acknowledges that indwelling from within the framework of human personhood entails
“anthropomorphicimputations.” Theseimputationsarerequiredinhismethod of interpreting animal behavior.
Hestatesthat they are* deliberate,” and can“ bejustified ... against behaviorist objections’ (PK, 72). Heprovides
some of thesejustificationsin hisdiscussion of evolution and personhood. Wehumansemerged from the same
stock asour animal cohorts. Another justificationisthat theknowl edgeof animal behavior isfar richer, andmore
commonsensical, from the Polanyian perspective than it ever could be from the alienated behaviorist view.

Polanyi’s common sense leads him to his own notion of what it meansto be a*“ person.” Positivistic
scienceattemptsto study peoplewiththemethodol ogical premisesof physicsand chemistry. But Polanyi rejects
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thisapproach asonly appropriatefor lifelessmatter. For him, a“ science dealing with living persons appears
now logically different from a science dealing with inanimate things’ (PK, 344). A person hasthe capacities,
among other things, “for understandingameaning, for believing afactual statement ... for reflecting onproblems
andexercisingoriginality insolvingthem” (PK, 263). These, and other mental acts, all involve" anact of personal
judgment” (PK, 263). Polanyi rejectspositivistic effortsto reducethefunctionsof the human mindtothosewith
the uniformity of amachine, like*arobot.” No such machine“ canbesaidtothink, feel, imagine, desire, mean,
believe or judge something” (PK, 263, 389f.). Polanyi insists upon arespectful model of man, and rejectsany
dehumanizing model of humanity, on the grounds of both factual truth and respect.

Polanyi’ smethod of indwelling beginswith extending mutuality fromtheknower totheknown. Already
one can see in this extension of mutuality a strong suggestion of respect. Respect seemsimplicated because
indwelling entail sboth an extending of oneself into the subject, and an allowing of the subject to become apart
of oneself. Such intimacy creates an empathic relation, which Polanyi calls* companionship.”

For exampl e, biol ogi stscan apprai sethenormal or abnormal characteristicsof aspecimen, itshealthor
disease, with relative detachment; but when they consider the “sentience” of a creature, this “elevates our
knowledge of theliving beingintoacritical meetingof it” (PK, 363, 366). Thena"“ measure of companionship”
existshetween observer and subject (PK, 346). WhilePolanyi doesnot makethepoint explicitly, tomeit seems
that such companionship could not likely exist without some measure of respect for the subject.

Therole of respect in indwelling becomes most apparent as the biological study of animals passesto
thesocial scientificstudy of humans. For, “interpersonal relationsbecomeampl er aswedeal withhigher animals,
andevenmoreaswereachtheinter-humanlevel” (PK, 346). Inthistransitionfromtheanimal tothehuman subject,
there is an “ascending from the I-It to the I-Thou and beyond it to the study of human greatness.”** This
congtitutesaqualitative changein the scientist’ s“ relation to his subject matter” (PK, 348). Now, the scientist
encountersafellow participantinman’ scallingtoknow with universal intent throughtheidiom of hisparticular
culture (PK, 348). “Mutuality prevailsto such an extent herethat thelogical category of an observer facing an
object ... becomes altogether inapplicable. The I-It situation has been gradually transformed into an I-Thou
relation” (PK, 346).

Respect, then, appearsto beimplicit, or atacit coefficient, inthenormal operationsof our mindswhen
encountering another human beingwith mutuality. Inthisperson-to-personrelationship, that is, whenwestudy
another person, “our knowledge of him has definitely lost the character of an observation and has become an
encounter instead” (SM, 95, cf. PK, 346). Here, Polanyi uses* observation” toimply anartificial disregarding of
the mutuality between observer and subject matter; not unlike, perhaps, asnub. He uses“encounter” toimply
amorerespectful and engaging relationship. Hemakesthe same point when he notesthat an empathic biol ogist
engagesina“ critical meeting” of sentient organisms(PK, 363). A psychiatrist, for example, takesan“I1-It” superior
positioninrelationto hisdisturbed patient so asto“ observethe pathol ogical mechanisminquestion” (PK, 263).
“By contrast, to acknowledge someone as a sane person isto establish areciprocal relationto him” (PK, 145).
Likewise, “thecharacteristicencounter of an historianwithan historical personageiscontinuouswiththerelation
between the biologist and hisliving object” (SM, 93); i.e., steeped in the recognition of mutuality.
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[1: Normative Social Science
A) RespectinHuman Rationality

Asl have suggested, Polanyi’ sideaof what is morphologically right for humans entailsthe notion of
individual s seeking knowledge or beliefs about what istrue and right, which they can hold responsibly; that is,
withuniversal intent. | havealsoindicated that onetacit coefficient of universal intentistheexpression of respect
for other rational minds, and the desirefor their respect. Inhismainwork, Personal Knowledge, Polanyi dwelt
mostly onarticulating theimplicationsof knowingwhat i strue. Heonly addressed the problem of knowingwhat
isright asincidental to hisprimary concern. After the publication of Personal Knowledge, hestarted publishing
essays, based on | ectures about the problem of knowing what is“right.” Here, he displayed the same boldness
of thought that he showed in histhinking on science, evolution, and human nature. Inthesewritings, Polanyi’'s
conception of respect emerges into a central position.

For example, in The Tacit Dimension, he observes, “man’s moral decisions form but a particular
instance” of the general principle of “responsible human action” (TD, 52). Thispropositionisfundamental to
Polanyi’ smoral thought. Inthiscontext, hemeansthat “ responsiblehuman action” isaimed at answeringman’s
calling to know what isright, in the sense of civic morality, aswell aswhat istrue, with universal intent. And
ineither case, onemust operatewithin one’ spersonal limitations, and with theidiom of on€e’ sculture. Asl noted
earlier, Polanyi hasobservedthat “ at thehighest level of personhood wemeet man’ smoral sense” (TD, 51). Thus,
man’ smoral senseisone of the factorswhich distingui sh human personhood from animal personhood. While
“self-preservation” has been the rule among animals, the human “moral sense” opens up the “ potentiality for
obedienceto higher demands’ (TD, 52).

Polanyi never propoundsspecific* moral demands.” Sinceheisclearly awarethat morality, likescientific
knowledge, must bearticulated withinthelimitationsof one’ scultural idiom, hewritesthat “ man’ smoral sense”
is“guided by thefirmament of hisstandards’ (TD, 51). This“firmament” includestheindividual pursuing his
or her calling within his culture, and with his personal skills, limitations, etc. Asin science, great minds can
contribute insights that lesser minds would have never known without them. Thus, as people act within their
distinctively human calling to know what isright with universal intent, their natural respect for other rational
mindswill rise, or intensify, to include “the capacity to feel reverencefor men greater than oneself” (TD, 52).

As| have suggested, Polanyi’s notion of universal intent contains within itself a natural respect for
othersasatacit coefficient. In hiscommentson morality, Polanyi elevatesthat tacit component to thelevel of
an articulated principle. People actingintheir distinctive human capacity display their natural respect for one
another. Of course, Polanyi was aware, as are we, of the all too numerous instances of humans failing to
demonstrate their capacity to respect one another. Nevertheless, “Even when this appears absent, its mere
possibility issufficient to demand our respect” (TD, 51). In other words, for Polanyi, the mere status of human
personhood is sufficient grounds for a person to be worthy of the respect of others. For, “however greatly we
may lovean animal, thereisan emotion which no animal can evokeand whichiscommonly directed toward our
fellow men” (TD, 51). That emotionisrespect. | will expand upon thisthesisin the remainder of this section.

“Respect” isaform of positiveregard. Of course, positiveregard cantake many forms. For example,
to have an interest in something isto show some positive regard for it. Simply by focusing one’ s attention on
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one subject out of the multitude, one gives preferencetoit. But, respect isadifferent kind of positive regard.
Polanyi distinguishes*respect” from other formsof positivefeelings. Polanyi soughtinseveral different forms
of expression to distinguish his notion of respect for humansfrom the positive regard one may feel towards an
animal, or athing, or anidea. Hedistinguished“animal love” from human respect asecond timewhen hewrote,
“Animals may be lovable, but man alone can command respect, and in this sense we humans are the top of
creation” (SM, 59). Later, inthe same essay, he emphasized the point by commenting, “| have said before that
man isthe only creature to whom we owe respect” (SM, 86).

EveninPersonal Knowledge, where hewasnot directly concerned with exploring man’ smoral sense,
Polanyi wrotethat unlikewith animals, “we owerespect to our fellow men. Henceweknow manto bethemost
preciousfruit of creation” (PK, 385). This quotation also showsthat his conception of human respect had long
been a part of histhought.

Polanyi tied to make clear that human respect was special. After hewrote, “manistheonly creature
intheworld to whom we owerespect” (SM, 86), he added that this“ respect” isadifferent “ appreciation” from
“that accorded totheharmoniesof theinanimateworldor totheexcellenceof lower formsof life’ (SM, 86). Again,
Polanyi distinguishesbetween respect for thetruth and respect for the personwhen hewrites, amanwill “ demand
respect for himself on the grounds of his own respect for thetruth” (SM, 62). Thus, Polanyi clearly intendsto
focusonaspecia kind of positiveregard, different thanthat wefeel for animal sor ideas, andwhich humans* owe”
only to one another.

As | have noted, Polanyi does not regard respect as a kind of commodity that people exchange, or
withhold, from oneanother. Y et, hisuse of such phrasesas* man a one can command respect,” or can“demand
respect,” or that “we owe respect” to other people, may seem to put his notion of respect for persons on a
deontological basis. But Polanyi doesnot regard respect merely asaduty. So, onemay ask, what doeshe mean
by “owe’?

First, let us be clear about what his conception of owing respect isnot. His use of theword “owe” is
not, likeadebt, anobligationonevoluntarily incurs, asby making apromise. Noristhis*“owing” of respect smply
his own humanistic, yet arbitrary, personal commitment. He does not base this “owing” on any articulated
religiousbelief, although hedoesobservethat for some Europeans” Christian aspirationsspilledoverintoman’s
secular thoughts” (TD, 57). Nor isit apragmatic principle based on the assumption that social and economic
order would not be possible without mutual respect. Histheory that respect is*owed” between personsis not
grounded on asocial contract theory; although hisspecial theory of the*republic of science” perhapshassocial
contractimplications. Respectisnot givenasakind of rewardfor good behavior. Instead, aswehaveseen, respect
isanatural part of man’s"moral sense” asa“ higher demand” thanthebiological strategy of “ self-preservation”
(TD,52).

What, specifically, then, isthebasisfor Polanyi’ suse of theword “ owing” ? Hisuse of theword*“ owe”
isunliketheusesof that wordinmany other moral theories. |ncommon practice, that word doeshave other uses.
For example, one might say “owing to theweather we did not go hiking.” Inthissense, “owe’ means*because
of.” Polanyi, then, can be understood as meaning “ because of” aperson’ s humanity, respect isdue him or her;
thus, “we owe respect” to man because heis*“the most preciousfruit of creation” (PK, 385).
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Inthisusage, “owe’ canaso bereadtoimply “merit,” or that whichis“fitting,” or “appropriate;” and,
| suggest, “natural.” Inother words, as| discussed earlier, thefeeling that respect is apropos of another person
emerges unconditionally, when one rational mind recognizes the human rationality, or “sanity,” in another.
Indeed, “ Weacknowledgethe sanity of another man’ smind by paying respect tohim. By thisact of appreciation
weenter into afell owship with him and acknowl edge that we share with him the samefirmament of obligations.
Thisishow we cometo understand it and accept it that heisaperson capable of responsible choices’ (SM, 66).

Thus, respect naturally flowsbetween those peopl ewho acknowl edge oneanother’ shumanrationality.
Such an acknowledgement requires empathically extending one'sown rationality to the other, and this places
onepersoninanl-Thourelationwiththeother. For, toknow another personasrational, onemust dwell intimately
in the particulars of that person, and, as we have seen, such indwelling implies respect.

Human rationality, for Polanyi, is both the aim of man’s calling, and the means by which people can
answer their calling. Hence, “Man’ sresponsibility to standardsof truth and rightnessestablishhimasarational
person” (SM, 90). Butthisisnottherational ity impliedin Aristotl€’ saphorism“manistherational animal.” That
“rationality” contemplated an Aristotelian conception of detached, logical thought, such as“A isnot non-A,”
the law of consistency in syllogistic reasoning, etc. Later, inthe early days of science, “rationality” becamea
program of systematic doubt.

For Polanyi, humans can and do use logic, but within the context of avast “tacit dimension.” This
dimension containsindeterminate aspects, such aspersonal judgment, personal skills, intellectual passions, and
hunchesand intuitions, which onecannot fully articulate. Within Polanyi’ sbroader conception of “rationality,”
peopl e pursue knowledge that they need not doubt, but which they can believe in with universal intent. And,
as we have seen, striving for such beliefs necessarily entails respect for others.

Such respect aso distinguishes human rationality from the problem solving, practical, means-ends
rationality, whichisprefiguredinanimals. Human practical reasoningisnot differentinkindfromthatinanimals,
except thatit may beusedinabstract thinking, and may betempered by man’ smoral sense. Therefore, distinctively
human rationality necessarily involves human respect, and to be “arational person” isto make decisions, and
undertake actions, which manifest such respect.

Theforegoing discussion has shown that Polanyi ties the human moral senseto human rationality in
many ways. Indeed, for Polanyi, to berational isto bemoral, just asto bemoral isto berational. Thisiswhat
is morphologically right for humans. It isthe ultimate answer to “man’scalling.” In other words, Polanyi is
suggesting anon-supernatural, biologically evolved, basisin human nature for the future articulation of moral
systemswithin theidiom of particular timesand places. Ashesays, “modern man’scritical incisiveness must
be reconciled with his unlimited moral demands, first of all, on secular grounds.”*?

Thus, questionsastowhatismoral canbeansweredrationally. Bothmorality andrationality, likematters
of fact, are subjectsof appraisal. Andthisisthelink tonormativesocial science. For, if, asPolanyi says,“Man’'s
responsibility to standards of truth and rightness establish him as arational person,” then the term “rational
person” can serve as a standard of appraisal for all human behavior.
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B) TheDesensitization of Respect

If aPolanyian social scienceisto claim that respect isanatural predisposition for humans, then it
must also explain why there are so many instances of human behavior that seem to show little or no respect
between people. Nazis certainly showed no respect for the Jews and others whom they executed.

But evidence of malice need not be interpreted as refuting the claim of natural respect between
people. It only shows that the natural respect can be easily overridden by cultural factors. Campaigns of
hatred, scapegoating, and persecution are commonplace throughout history. Desensitization to one's
natural fellow feeling for others can be taught and learned — for both good and ill. On the good side, medical
students must learn to become desensitized to what Polanyi calls the “ physical sympathy” naturally
occurring at the sight of another person’sterrible suffering.  Surgeons and their nurses must become
desensitized to the sight of surgical operations. Trained as aphysician, Polanyi knew that even “experi-
enced doctors may faint or get sick at the sight of adeep incision in the eye of apatient” (PK, 205). Such
“physical sympathy” seemsto be an expression of a natural compassion, caring, and respect for others, to
which one must become desensitized if one isto successfully function in certain social roles. Professional
detachment can also be seen in the psychiatrist or physiologist who regards his or her patient as a mecha-
nism so as to help the patient.

Similar training may berequiredfor otherwiseordinary peopl eto becapabl eof engaginginevil actions.
Polanyi commentsthat “the most determined criminalsare liable to be effected by physical compassion” (PK,
205). TheNazi, Heinrich Himmler, wasthe son of apious, Roman Catholi c school master who had once been tutor
totheBavarian CrownPrince. BeforeWorldWar |1, Himmler wasan ordinary fellow who studied agricultureand
raised chickens. After becomingthe head of Hitler’' sGestapo, hedecided to test the process of killing Jews. So
heorderedthat 100 Jewsbekilledin hispresence. Citing historical records, Polanyi relatesthat Himmler “came
near to fainting at the sight” (PK, 205). Polanyi goes on to explain that one of the reasonsfor adopting the gas
chamber method of executionswasto reducethe bad feelings of the executioners(PK, 206). Ironically, natural
compassion seems to have been so ubiquitous among the Germans that the engineers of the death camps felt
compassionfor theexecutioners, evenastheexecuti onerswereunabl etofully suppresstheir natural compassion
fortheirvictims!

The very necessity of using cultural methods to thus desensitize people, strongly suggests that the
personssotrained originally had anatural compassi onthat comeswith having anatural respect for other members
of thehumanrace. Of course, learning can beatwo-edgesword. That is, while desensitization of compassion,
or physical sympathy, can belearned for good or for ill, asfor example from a pathol ogical teacher, so can the
refinement of respect be learned.

Polanyi often acknowledged thecapacity of humansfor learning. Hewrote, for instance, that “ Although
our fundamental propensities are innate, they are vastly modified and enlarged by our upbringing” (PK, 267).
Humans can educate their natural desires and emotions, such as“when we control and refashion our appetites
inconformity tosocial custom” (PK, 320). Thestudy of art and music showsthepossibility for “theimprovement
of sensuousdiscrimination by training” (PK, 319, n. 2).

We read Polanyi’ s comments on sensitivity refinement, then, as setting the agendafor his normative
social science. Indeed, he was quite explicit about this educational function in The Sudy of Man, where he
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model ed the method that anormative social sciencemust follow, if itistoberational. Let us, then, examinethat
moded!.

C) RespectinDramaticHistory

For Polanyi, “the study of man must start with an appreciation of manin the act of making responsible
decisions’ (SM, 71). Headdsthat the" most striking exampl esof human decisionsarerecorded by history” (SM,
71). Heisespecialy concerned with those “political actions profoundly affecting the framework of existing
power” (SM, 72). Great persons often spearhead these moments. Polanyi refersto the study of their careers
as“dramatic history.” Hence, “itisdramatic history that representsthe most intimate approach to [understand-
ing] theresponsibledecisionsof man” (SM, 78). Polanyi’ sdiscussion of “dramatic history,” then, ishisvehicle
for illustrating how anormative social science can proceed.

One “digtinctive task” for the historian “is to understand the responsible decisions of historic
personages’ (SM, 91). Thisfirst requiresthat adecisionbeappraised as“responsible.” Whenanhistoricfigure
does act responsibly, the main explanation for this action is that he or she has acted naturally as a “rational
person;” hence, their actionswill have had reasons, which other rational persons can agreewererational. The
hi stori c person can beunderstood ashaving answered hisor her particul ar callingtofulfill theelementsof human
morphological rightness.

When adecision is appraised as not being rational, the historian may then leave to others the task of
explaining the causes of this aberration from the norm for man. Understanding and explaining the causes of
“pathological behavior ... liesoutside the historian’ sdistinctivetask” (SM, 91). A neurologist or psychiatrist
isbetter suited to explain the “ pathol ogical behavior of aTiberiusor aHitler” (SM, 91). Thus, when behavior
“cannot be understood at al in terms of reasons,” the skills of another profession may be necessary to find the
aberrant behavior's causes.

A quotation given aboveisworth repeating asanimportant maxim of aPolanyian social science. That
is, “Man’ sresponsibility to standards of truth and rightness establish him asarational person” (SM, 90). The
historian, then, first looks for the rationality in the behavior of the actor under study. In effect, humans are
presumed rational, until proven otherwise. Inthevery act of identifying behavior as“rational,” the historianis
appraising that behavior. Historians must ask several probing questionsin the course of their inquiry. These
will include asking whether the behavior on record isthe sort of behavior that “arational person” would have
engaged in under these circumstances. |If that behavior risestothelevel of “rational,” the historian may further
ask whether it doessoonly minimally, or brilliantly exceedsthe minimum of rationality, or fallsalongagradient
somewherein between.

What | call “therational person standard,” then, isuniversal inthesensethat human natureisuniversal.
Butitisnot an ethica commandment. It isadescriptive category, in the same sense as abiol ogist determining
whenatadpolehasbecomeafrog. Theapplicationof thisrational person standard requiresthe personal judgment
of the historian. That judgment will have been educated by the historian’ s apprenticeship to the traditions of
thefield. Andthefieldwill havebeen enriched by thegreat mindsthat have contributedtoit. Althoughopinions
may vary, it isthe general agreement of the connoisseurs, or experts, in the field that determines whether the
historic person has acted rationally.
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Allfieldsof inquiry createtheir ownstandards. For example, asPolanyi pointsout, animal psychol ogists
have developed standardsfor the appraisal of an animal’ shehavior as“feeding.” Thisaction can be described
as correct or mistaken. “Good feeding,” then, would be the act of eating nutritious food. But eating some
substance with no nutritional value would not be considered a proper act of “feeding,” especialy if it was
poisonous! Sometimesonly anexpert cantell thedifference. For example, anexpert might recognizethatananimal
eating soil isactually ingesting mineralsit does not obtain from plants. But an untrained observer might think
that theanimal had lostitsmind (PK, 361 f). Hence, thesetting of standardsisnot an arbitrary process, but based
upon experience and reason. Inthe sameway, historianscan develop an eyefor gradientsof rational behavior.

Normative social science, then, must develop standards by which to appraise the rationality of the
historic person’ shehavior. Polanyi hasmodel ed how thisistobedone. In The Sudy of Man, he setsout maxims
to guide the historian’ s judgment asto whether, and to what degree, a decision can qualify asthat of arational
person. Thisishis“fourfold classification of deliberatechoice” (SM, 77). | will illustratethese principleswith
exampl esthat are not Polanyi’ sto highlight some of the difficultiesinvolvedin the application of theprinciples
to actual events.

Thefirst category, as| mentioned above, isfor those decisions that have been identified asrational.
TowintheAmerican Revolution, for exampl e, George Washington sometimespai d sol diersout of hisown pocket.
Thiswasaself-sacrificeheenduredfor alarger cause. Itwasrational ina“means-end” sense, becauseheneeded
Colonial soldierstofight theBritish. But hewasnot requiredto pay them himself. Hecould haveordered them,
at bayonet point, tofight. Instead, therespect for othersthat istacit in normal human reasoning led himto make
that personal sacrifice. Rather than callously command, he considerately facilitated the participation of his
soldiers.

The next three categories constitute “fallacies’ the historian might find in the decisions of historical
actors, when the historian is “evaluating historical actions’ (SM, 87). Thefirst of these isfor decisions that
constitute “an error based on an otherwise correct interpretation of experience” (SM, 77, 87).

WhilePolanyi doesnot givethisexample, | will useacurrenteventtoillustratehispoint. Thatis, political
leadersin the United States knew from past experiencethat Iraq’ s Saddam Hussein was a dangerous di ctator.
He used weapons of mass destruction on his own people. A man who isadanger to hisown people may bea
danger to the United States; especially sincethe USrecently drove hismilitary out of Kuwait. When purported
clues appeared suggesting that Saddam was stockpiling more weapons of mass destruction to use against the
US, oritsalliesintheregion, the US military wasordered to engagein apreemptivewar. Later, thereasonsfor
thewar were found to bein error.

Of course, thismatteriscontroversia. Wasthe2003invasion of Iragarationa decision? Somehistorians
have suggested that if the responsible decision makers had had more respect for the lives of Iragis, they would
have shown more caution in reaching their conclusions about the reality of the danger facing the US. Other
historians do not fault USleadership for itslack of rationality. Just as Churchill said of Neville Chamberlain,
timidity at atimelikethat could cost Americanlives. Inthisview, theUSgovernmentindeed acted quiterationally
to protect American lives, given the availableinformation at thetime. Noticethat respect for human lifeisan
element for both pro and conargumentsasto therationality of theinvasion. Thismatter iscurrently unresolved.
However, as | have suggested, science often proceeds by controversy and history no less so.
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Thenext fallacy of historical actorsinvolvesthe* rational applicationsof an unacceptableframework”
(SM, 87). For example, Aztecsoncethought that their godsrequired human sacrificesin exchangefor good crops
and good fortunegenerally. Whilethisiswidely regarded nowadays asan unacceptableframework, historians
might attempt to argueplausibly that the Aztecsrationally applied that framework by offering their godshuman
sacrifices. But thisraisesthe question asto when, if ever, killing other peopleis“rational.” A good faith and
reasonable belief that killing someone was necessary for self-defense may be justifiable, and considered
“rational.” But to the extent that “rationality” entails respect for other people, one may question whether any
killing of another is“rational.” The case of the Aztecs appearsto |eave the question unresolved asto whether
they actedalongthelinesof a“ gradient” of rationality, asthemanwhokillsin self-defense; or, did they, likeHitler,
act pathologically?

Thelastfalacyisfor*pathologica actions’ (SM, 77,87). For example, Hitler’ sclaimthat the Jewswere
responsiblefor all the economic woesof Germany at thetimeisan unacceptabl e framework, based on thefacts
alone. Numeroushad decisionsby German|eadership, not theleast of whichwerethechoicesresultinginWorld
War |, werethe causes of Germany’ seconomic decline. But evenif therewere Jewish bankerswho engagedin
unfair lending practices, Hitler’ s“final solution” wassofar frombeing arational application of an unacceptable
framework that it was entirely pathol ogical —acompl ete breakdown of rationality.

Of course, historical actorsarenot the only oneswho may commit fallacies. Historians, too, canthink
falaciously. As we have said, for Polanyi, one “distinctive task” for the historian “is to understand the
responsibledecisionsof historic personages’ (SM, 91). This“task ... tounderstand,” of itself,impliesstandards
for rational professional conduct. Polanyi outlinesthree ways by which these standards may be breached. He
callsthem the“three typesof historical fallacies’ (SM, 87).

Oneisthe“rationalistfalacy” (SM, 88). “History may bewritten by applying our ownstandards, without
allowingfor thedifferencesinthehistorical settingof theacting persons’ (SM, 88). Thisispoor “ history” because
it avoidsthe special task of the historianwhich isto try to understand the rationality in the actions of historical
actors, whoactedinthecontext of their owntime. Thisisafallacy becauseitlacksany effort at empathicindwelling.
Inshort, suchlazy “ Monday morning quarter-backing,” withthebenefit of “ 20/20 hindsight,” doesnot makegood
history writing.

“Historicism” isasecondfallacy. Polanyi callsthis“anextreme... relativism.” Itsimply judges*” past
action by the standards of their own time” (SM, 88). This is unacceptable because one of the historian's
responsibilitiesisto appraise the “rationality” of the actor’sdecisions. To uncritically accept al decisionsas
rational amounts to an abdication of the professional responsibility to try to understand the rationality in the
actions of historical actors. While Polanyi does not use the term, historicism seems to be another type of
intellectual laziness. AsPolanyi observes, al normal people, including historical actorsand historians, havesome
mental ability for formulating their own opinionsastowhat istrueand right, and their calling isto exercisethat
natural capacity. Also, responsible action may sometimes haveto rise above convention in order to qualify as
rational. One of the historian’ stasksis to recognize such moments.

Thirdis“thedeterminist fallacy” (SM, 88). Here, all moral responsibility iseffaced, and “all actions
appear determined by impulses of power and profit” (SM, 88). Thisisacomplete abdication of the historian’s
task totry to understand therationality of human behavior. Human behavior ismerely clockwork. Thus, human
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agency andrationality aremutilated inthe process of making mechanistic explanationsof historical actions, and
otherwise sane people are made to appear insane by their one-dimensionality.

Each of thesethreefallaciesfail stoapply Polanyi’ smethod of empathicindwelling. However, Polanyi
advises historiansthat a“ balanced respect for man avoidsall threefallacies’ (SM, 89). Therationalist fallacy
can beavoided “ by admitting theindispensable biological and cultural rootednessof all freeactions’ (SM, 89).
Every rational person must act through the medium of hisor her body, andtimes. A peoplecanactinarational
manner, even though their actions might not conform to theideal s of amuch later culture. While Polanyi does
not use this example, consider the“ democracy” of the Ancient Athenians. It was dependent upon slave labor
togivethecitizenstimeto participate. Clearly, thispolitical systemlackedafull measureof respect for mankind.
However, the Greekssurely acted along somesubstantial “ gradient” of rationality inshapingtheir system of self-
government. For modern folks to deny that the Greek system qualified as “rational,” because it rested upon
davery, would beto commit the“rationalist fallacy.”

Therelativist fallacy isavoided “ by acknowledging that each man has some measure of direct access
to the standards of truth and rightness’ (SM, 89). In other words, every sane person has the capacity, based
onhisor her natural respect for others, tojudgewhether current policiesor practicesrisetothelevel of rationality.
Making such judgmentsis man’scalling. Inthissense, arational person can reasonably be held to a standard
that transcendshisowntime. Todeny thishuman callingand capacity, and simply judgeactionsby thestandards
of their timeistocommitthe“relativistfallacy.” And, of course, the* determinist fallacy” isavoided simply by
acknowledging the agency, resourcefulness, and responsibility of the human mind.

Polanyi only offerssomelimited exampl esof theapplication of hishistorical method. Hecommentsthat
a“correct judicial decisionisan action that can be explained by itsreasons’ (SM, 91). Itiswell knowninthe
practice of law that reasonable minds can disagree. In such cases, each side can acknowledge the rationality
of theother. Butif ajudgehassomeneurol ogical disorder, or perhapsevenindigestion, thegradient of rationality
in hisdecision may bediminished. Andwherethereisaclear miscarriage of justice, onecanlook for itscauses.
These may include a severe mental disorder, or a succumbing to a“ degrading temptation,” such as racism or
corruption.

Polanyi engagesin acritical application of therational person standard when heturns hisattention to
Napoleon. When historians study a great person’s career, they may do so with “reverence” (SM, 96) for the
actor’sgenius. “Historiansare,” however, “ concerned predominantly with the moral and political greatnessor
shortcomings of historic personages’ (SM, 87). Responsible historians, then, will not simply admire all that
Napoleon has done, but will ask whether Napoleon acted as a rational person would have acted under the
circumstances.

One of the questions that Polanyi confronts Napoleon’s behavior with is, “how far Napoleon was
responsiblefor thewarswaged by Franceunder hisleadership” (SM, 78). Onemust alsoinquireastoNapoleon’s
reasons for his actions, and appraise their rationality. Also, “to appreciate Napoleon’s motives you must put
yourself inhispositionand re-live histhoughts” (SM, 79). Of course, “theresult of suchindwellingwill depend
to some extent on the person who enterson theindwelling” (SM, 79). Each historian hasto exercise hisor her
“own moral and political judgment in respect of these subjects’ (SM, 87). Studies of thewritingson Napoleon
show that historianswho write with feelings“ of national pride or anti-clericalism favor Napoleon, while anti-
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militarism and religiousfeelings speak against him” (SM, 79). Inthissense, unlikeinthenatural sciences, “the
writing of history isitself aprocessof history” (SM, 79).

Characteristically, Polanyi isnot shy about expressing hispersonal judgmentsabout Napoleonandthe
historianswho praise him. Polanyi is contemptuous of the“admiring historian” who “ studies Napoleon ashis
disciple” (SM, 205). Their errorisatypeof “historicism.” Rather thanthinkingfor himself, that kind of historian
“participates, infact, inacult” (SM, 95, cf. 98). These historiansirrationally raise“Napoleon’sfigure’ to that
of “anideal of ruthless greatness’ (SM, 95). This image has inspired numerous anti-heroes in “Continental
literature.” Nietzscheirrationally portrayed Napoleonas* theembodi ment of thenobl eideal of unitingthebrutish
with the more than human. From Nietzsche the cult passed on to our own days, right down to the frown of
Mussolini andtheforelock of Hitler” (SM, 96). Whilereverenceisan appropriatefeelingfor greatness, such“an
admirer may be mistaken in hischoiceof ahero” (SM, 96).

Polanyi doesnot offer asystematic eval uation of Napoleon’ scareer. Hisuseof suchtermsas*ruthless,”
“brutish,” and “cult,” and his mention of Mussolini and Hitler, clearly suggeststhat Polanyi sees Napoleon as
havingfailedtomeasureupasa“rational person.” However, Polanyi doesnot reachthefiner pointsof ng
whether Napol eon acted upon an error in the application of areasonable set of beliefs; or, acorrect application
of anunreasonabl eset of beliefs; or, wasmoved by apathol ogical personal ambition.® Suchanintricateanalysis,
however, was not his purpose in The Sudy of Man. Hismain point in that little book was to show the means
by which historians can lead the way in the formulation of reason-based moral standards. Andthishedidwell.

Conclusion

Asmentioned earlier in this essay, the study of human morphogenesisin evolution (i.e., “ anthropo-
genesis’) leads to the comprehension of man’s morphological rightness, as determined by our specie's
morphogeneticfield. Thisfield operatesinhuman consciousnessasman’ scalling. Sinceman’scallingistostrive
to berational, every actor’s behavior constitutes an achievement, which can be described along a gradient of
“rationality.” Therefore, how well manfulfillshisbiological formis, at least in principle, measurable.

Man’s calling — to use his powers of reason to find beliefs, which he can hold with universal intent
— governs all of man's intellectual endeavors, including science and morality. Polanyi states that in his
discussion of morality, he hasnot crossed “thefrontier which is said to separate sharply the knowledge of facts
fromtheappreciation of values’ (SM, 37). Scientificjudgmentsarebased ontheappraisal of factual claims, and
moral judgments are based on the appraisal of therationality of actions. Hence, “ our powers of understanding
control equally both these domains.” 12 In science, claimsto know, made with universal intent, imply respect
for other persons. The judgments of morality are based on the very same respect for others.

Polanyi humanistically envisions* man himself asthe seat of all knowledge; and ... man asthe source
of moral judgment and of all other cultural judgments’ (SM, x). But Polanyi is no moral relativist. Man's
personhood, which includes his calling, provides the premise of natural human respect to guide both the
formulation, and appraisal, of moral principles.

Althoughour callingisrootedinour biol ogical embodiment, Polanyi notesthat the* distinctivequalities
of manaredevel oped by education” (SM, 59-60). Hence, man’ smoral sensecanbeeducated. Onemeansof moral
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educationistofind heros, or great persons, toemulate. Thus, indramatic history, “thestudy of manisdefinitely
transformed into aprocess of self-education” (SM, 98). Polanyi emphasizes*how independent we are” in our
freedomto choosewhomto admireand emulate (SM, 97). But such freedom comeswith aheavy responsibility.
Polanyi warnsof “how hazardly self-reliant” we arein making our choices (SM, 98). By choosing the persons
whomwewill revereas*” great,” we apprentice ourselvesto their instruction. They become examplesfor us of
right action in the pursuit of our common calling to berational.

As noted above, for Polanyi an “admirer may be mistaken in his choice of ahero” (SM, 96). Asifto
underscorethelesson here, headds, “I have purposely chosen as my examplethe figure of Napoleon to remind
usthat this process of education may amount to acorruption” (SM, 97). Hispoint seemsto bethat if warlord-
like“ruthless’ and “brutish” personsareto betheideal wehold with universal intent, then the humanraceitsel f
isputindanger. Polanyi understoodthat weliveinaNuclear Age. Thismakesitall themoreurgent for humanity
torealizethat “ even to contempl ate actionswhich may |ead to the extinction of humanity ... issacrilege” (SM,
69). SuchisPolanyi’srespect for humanity.

Polanyi reminds hisreadersthat teachers, especialy in universities, “are today the chief transmitters
and interpreters of the heritage which defines the duties of men and sets up the standards that society must
respect” (SM, 99). Human self-respect, then, obligesuniversities“to teach young people, and among them our
future leaders, the basic truthsto the service of which afree society isdedicated” (SM, 99). Chief among these
truths is that political power must be sufficiently limited to enable individuals to seek the beliefs they can
responsibly hold with universal intent.

Endnotes

! Michael Polanyi. Personal Knowledge: TowardsA Post-Critical Philosophy. (Harper Torchbooks,
NY, 1964), 6, hereafter “PK.” This paper will focus on Polanyi’ s effortsto create his own vision of the social
sciencesasameansof making sense of thehuman social experience. A comparison of hisviewsto other writers
on social science, for reasons of economy, must be deferred.

2Michael Polanyi. The Study of Man. (The University of Chicago Press, 1959), 37, hereafter “SM.”

3 http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feyerabend/

4 Personal Knowledge, 72, 364, 369-373 passim. Polanyi’s characterizations of social science as
“positivistic” and “behaviorist” do not, of course, do justiceto thevast range of social scienceviewsinthefirst
half of the twintieth century, when hewaswriting. Polanyi waslikely awarethat other views of social science
existed, particularly variousMarxist writerswho had their own takesonnormativesocial science. SomeMarxists
wereovertly humanistic, whileotherscovertly indulgedinthe* moral inversion” that Polanyi criticized. However,
Polanyi seemsto regard his characterizationsasapt for the prevailing model of social scienceinBritain andthe
USat thetimeof hiswriting. Thismodel, most visiblein Skinner’ swritings, centered on amechanisticimageof
both human and animal mental processes, and pretended, in aself-deceiving way, to be* objective” and “value-
free.” Itisthismodel for which he seeksto establish an aternative. (Also, see hisdiscussion of historiography
at SM, 100-102.)

5Michael Polanyi. TheTacit Dimension. (Anchor Books, NY, 1967), page 16, hereinafter “TD.”

5Thisquotationcomesfrom Polanyi’ sletter to Raymond Aron, 28March 1961, Box 6, Folder 1, Polanyi
Papers, Department of Special Collection, University of ChicagoLibrary. ThankstoPhil Mullinsfor pointing out
thisletter.
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"AvonBooks,NY 1978.
81n Franz DeWaal, Good Natured (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1996).

® Personal Knowledge, Preface to the Torchbook Edition, page x.

10 Polanyi’ stheory of emergencein evolutionisunique, and quite controversial. After the emergence
of life, every existing organismwasthenaformof living matter; or, aninstance of material lifeembodyingamental
component. Bothindividual and speciescontainthepotential neededfor anovel formof lifetoemerge. Insexual
reproduction, twoindividual scanreproduceauniqueindividual , new totheworld. Onalarger scale, anew species
canemergefromitsprior species. The potential for anovel form can be spontaneously and creatively realized.
While the necessary material conditions must be present, the thrust behind the creative leap into the new form
isaresult of thevital character of living matter, and not amechanistic” cause.” Theintentional structureof material
life, itsvital thrust, for Polanyi, isto strivetowards an intensification of meaning. Humanity iscurrently at the
top of the hierarchy of life forms precisely because meaning is most intensein us.

Asl have suggested, Polanyi seemsto understand the natural predisposition of humansto respect one
another asan emergent and distinguishing property of human personhood, or nature. Prior toitsrealization, the
potential for this predisposition camefrom aseriesof incremental creativeleapsin evolution, whichresultedin
anew specieswith these novel characteristics. Inthisessay | have suggested that thefirst instance of thisnew
specieslikely emerged when hominidsand primatesbrokefromtheir commonancestor, several millionyearsago.
Socially shaped breeding practices probably intensified the development of this natural predisposition.

Polanyi regards his theory of emergence, resulting from a creative leap, as meriting the status of
“scientificknowledge.” Theunpredictability of such creativity isamajor partintheindeterminacy of scientific
knowledge, as Polanyi understands that knowledge. The indeterminacy of creativity in organic life, plusits
“vitalism,” distinguishesPolanyi’ stheory of evol utionary emergencefromthosetheorieswithamorepositivistic
bent. Theseuncertaintiesal sochallengethecapacity of knowersfor self-relianceupontheir judgment astowhat
istrue. Cf.PK, 265, 317f.

1PK, 348. While reminiscent of Buber, Polanyi does not cite himin Personal Knowledge.

2TD, 62. However, at thevery end of the sameessay heuncharacteristically hedged abit on that point:
“Perhapsthis problem cannot be resolved on secular groundsalone” (TD, 92). Here, heseemsto beleavingthe
door open for secularism to team up with religion in the effort to articulate morality.

13 1n hislast book, Meaning (University of Chicago Press, 1975), published posthumously, Polanyi
observesthat ambitionis“anonmoral principl€’that can be*harnessed for amoral end” " such asinthe process
of scientificdiscovery (196). Or, it canoperateasaprivateobsession, “ banishing themoral meaningsaltogether
fromone' svision” (209).

Electronic Discussion List
The Polanyi Society supports an electronic discussion group that exploresimplications 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 seethat you are added to the list.
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Polanyi in the Face of Transhumanism

R. P. Doede

ABSTRACT Key Words: Michadl Polanyi, Hans Moravec, Nick Bostrom, Ray Kurzweil, Transhumanism,
Marxism, technological singularity, posthuman, cyborg, nanotechnology, Laplacean mind, tacit dimension,
technol ogical determinism, mind-downloading, embodiment.

Thisessay givesabrief overview of Transhumanismand exploresafewof itscentral ideasinthelight of Polanyi’ s
views about embodiment, Marxism, and reality’ s hierarchal order, concluding that although Polanyi would
likely appreciate the possihilities of cyborgic augmentation that feature in the Transhumanist route to the
posthuman, he would utterly repudiate its metaphysics of disembodied intelligence and its underlying
technological determinism.

Transhumanism (hereafter TH, an abbreviation also used for transhumanist) is a rather grand and
ambitious enterprise, one arising from some common assumptions about the nature of the human mind and its
capacities, and from some not so common assumptions about the status and destiny of humanity. TH isavery
recent outlook whose arrival on the international scene came a decade after Polanyi’s death, although its
ideological rootsextend asfar back asrecorded history. TH hasattracted afollowing that every year isgrowing
significantly in numbersand in diversity.! Thus, on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of the publication
of Polanyi’ s Personal Knowledge (henceforth, PK), | thought it agood timeto ask “ Given theideas expressed
inPK, what would Polanyi havethought of thismovement?’ Thetask | set myself for thispaperistobring pertinent
ideas found in Polanyi’ swritings, and in particular his PK, to bear on the prospects of TH aspirations.

Although its popularity is growing spectacularly and some of the assumptions underwriting it are
culturally pervasive, | think themovement itself, | et al oneitsdefining commitments, arenot common knowledge.
Beforel explore Polanyi’ swritingsfor someorientationinand direction regardingthe TH vision, | will offer an
introduction to its most notable tenets, using a few of the more popular TH views as representative of the
fundamental claimsaroundwhichavariety of self-ascribed THsgather.2 Next | will set TH initscontemporary
context of contestation. When | turnto Polanyi, | will first addresstheissue of the TH vision’ sfeasibility from
aPolanyian perspective, and | will conclude by identifying where Polanyi would likely be highly apprehensive
of THideological commitments.

TH isan interdisciplinary movement arising from the prospects of some fairly recent technological
developmentsin various disciplinary sectors, e.g., nanotechnology, biogenetics, information technology, and
cognitive science that are converging in an ever accelerating relationship of mutual reinforcement towards
capacities of human modification. However, lest you get the immediate impression that theideas | discuss as
comprising the TH outlook are so “way out there” that nobody in his or her right mind would entertain them
serioudly, let me quickly dispel thisimpression by merely mentioning afew of the outstanding advocates of the
TH agenda and their academic/professional qualifications. Asyou will see, some of the most vocal advocates
of this doctrine are widely known and deeply respected scientists and academicians. Included in the broad
definition of TH I’'m working with here are Marvin Minsky, Toshiba Professor of Media Arts and Sciences,
Professor of Electrical Engineeringand Computer Scienceat M1 T, and author of ninebooks, includingthehighly
acclaimed Society of Mind (Simon and Schuster); Hans Moravec, Director of the Mobile Robot L aboratory of
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Carnegie Mellon University, the largest robotics lab in the country and author of Mind Children: The Future
of Robot and Human Intelligence (Harvard) and Robot: Mere Machineto Transcendent Mind (Oxford); Nick
Bostrom, aphilosophy professor at Oxford and Director of Oxford’ sInstitute for the Future of Humanity; Ray
Kurzweil, world renown inventor of numerous Al technologies, member of the US Patent Office’s National
InventorsHall of Fame, and author of The Ageof Intelligent Machines(MIT) and The Age of Spiritual Machines
(Viking); Lee M. Silver, a professor at Princeton in the Department of Molecular Biology, and author of
Challenging Nature: The Clash of Biotechnol ogy and Spirituality (Harper) and Remaking Eden (Ecco); Frank
Tipler, Professor of Mathematics, Tulane University, and author of The Physics of Immorality (Doubleday)—
to name just afew of its more prominent exponents.

TH isatruly postmodern phenomenon bringing together science and sci-fi and some of the most
serious and respected scientists, philosophers, sociologists, technologists, and futurologists as well as
some of the most eccentric and academi cally suspiciousindividualsimaginable,® all of whom are united by
their confident conviction that the days of human being are numbered and an almost giddy enthusiasm for
doing whatever they can to speed the final day’s arrival.

Aims of Transhumanism: Transhumanism is an appropriate appellation for the movement I’'m discussing
because to thisway of thinking, humans are atransitional form of aspeciesintent on transcending itself—we
are a species on the way to anew and yet unimaginable posthuman form of intelligent life.

The cognitive, emotional, perceptual and kinematic capacities of humansare strictly limited by their
biological underpinnings. THsrecognizethat thetraditional meansof overcoming theselimitationsineffortsto
improvehuman naturethrough, for exampl e, educati on and soci al-ethi cal -cultural refinement, areinsufficient to
bring humans enough control over their livesto live truly happy and satisfying lives. THs refuse however to
accept these limitations and failures asfate. They rail against the biological limitationsthat their fleshinflicts,
rejecting the notionthat they are destined to have desireswhose sati sfactionsare beyond theimmediate control
of their wills.* They argue that we possess today the techniques and technologies of psychopharmacology,
genetic engineering, neurosurgery, and nano-machinery implantation to alter theflesh’ sexigenciesandtomeld
bytesand bodies, that by harnessing this convergence of technological capacity, humanscan beginto re-invent
their own natures, fashioning them to conduce more readily to their own ideal s and conceptions of well-being.
In other words, THs believe we can technol ogically engineer ourselvesinto states of being that old-fashioned
“low-tech” humanistic approaches of self-discipline, hard-work, and patience aimed at but could never really
deliver. However, the THsaren' t merely pursuing technol ogically mediated statesof well-being; they havetheir
eyes set on an array of possible forms of cyberneticimmortality.

Theultimateaim of TH isto eliminate aging, illnesses, unsatisfied desires, and death. However, some
THsacknowledgethat they will diebeforetechnology i savailableto keepthem from dying. Themoreoptimistic
THs, someonelikeRay Kurzweil for example, believethat solong asthey can keepthemsel veshealthy for another
fewdecades,® until the Singularity erupts, they will never havetodie. (I will explainthe Singularity inamoment).
AmongtheTHSs, therearetwo popular waysof envisioning therealization of techno-immortality, both of which
are underwritten by their informational metaphysical materialism,® i.e., their conviction that essences are
information patternsthat can bereproduced digitally without remainder.” Themost radical and speculativevision
of immortality involveshaving one’ smind uploaded into asuper-computer whereonecouldliveeitherinvirtual
worlds of one’s own choosing or in the physical world by controlling arobot proxy.® The more immediately
realisticvisionrequiresprogressive cyborgic augmentationthat replacesvulnerabl eflesh, in manageabl e steps,
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with durable and non-biodegradable materials. Moravec points out that the protein and the neurons of which
humansare presently composed aren’t ideal materials becausethey are stable only in very narrow temperature
and pressure ranges, they are very sensitive to radiation, and neurons switch less than a thousand times per
second lagging far behind even today’ s computer components that switch at a rate of billions-per-second. °

Assumptionsof Transhumanism: Thefundamental assumptionthat underwritestheproject of TH isthat humans
are not the end of evolutionary development but atransitional form in its modus operandi, atransitional form
leading from carbon-based life forms to a new form of life, a successor species whose substrate may well be
primarily silicon.’® Human natureis*“awork-in-progress, ahalf-baked beginning that we can learntoremoldin
desirableways,” says Nick Bostrom.** TH seeksto bring about atransition where the genetic lottery created
by the“Blind Watchmaker’'s’ fumbling with forces of chance and necessity isreplaced with theintelligent and
intentional designsengineered by someof the brightest mindsthat evol ution hasthusfar been ableto produce.*?

So asthe age of the human isdrawing to aclose, THseagerly anticipate that their descendantswill be
posthuman, beings whose capacitieswill so far exceed those of humanstoday that they will ook back upon us
aswenow view our mono-cellular ancestors.®® Apparently, asN. Katherine Haylesobserves, “Humans can either
go gently into that good night, joining the dinosaurs as a species that once ruled the earth but is now obsolete,
or hang on for awhilelonger by becoming machines themselves.”

Another central assumption of TH isthat thefutureisgaining speed everyday, owingtotheaccel erating
natureof technological progress. Thisassumptionisfundamental totheir rather utopian aspirations, and derives
from their expectation of what has been dubbed “the technological singularity:” the view that there looms on
the horizon an explosion of technological advancement. In 1965, Gordon Moore formulated his now famous
“Moore’slaw:” the observation that the number of transistors that we can make to fit on achip increasesin a
nonlinear fashionovertime.’® Recently, Ray Kurzweil hasdemonstrated that chip speed, cost-effectiveness, and
miniaturationa soexhibitsimilar growthrates.’® |. J. Good, in 1965, first clearly articulated the singularity thesis
astheintelligence explosion that will take place when humans can hand over to intelligent machinesthetask of
designingintelligent machines. Good claims*“ thefirst ultraintelligent machineisthelastinvention that man need
ever make” Y because “ shortly after, the human erawill be ended.”*® Kurzweil explains:

[W]ewon'texperience100yearsof progressinthe21% century—itwill bemorelike20,000years
of progress(attoday’ srate). ... Withinafew decades, machineintel ligencewill surpasshuman
intelligence, leading to technological change so rapid and profound it representsarupturein
the fabric of human history.*®

Hereitissoberingtorecognizethat today thecomputersinour fifty-dollar cell phonesareathousandtimesmore
powerful than all the computation shared by all the students and faculty at MIT when Kurzweil attended there
inthelate 1960s, and thisat abillion-fold price performance.

Two of thetechnologiesthat THspredict will move usinto the singularity launch are nanotechnol ogy
intheform of molecular manufacturingand brain-machineinterface(BMI) technol ogiesintheformof intelligence
uploading. Nanotechishigbusinesstoday, withresearch funding fromtheUSaloneamountingto several billions
of dollars (the governments of China and Moscow have recognized the tremendous military potential of this
technology andarealsoinvestingbillions).? Nanotechnol ogy isthetechnol ogical manipulation of matter at the
nanoscal e (one-billionth of ameter). Mol ecular manufacturingisthebrain-child Eric Drexler who arguesthat we
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can harnessthe mol ecular machinery of cellsto manufacture both biological and non-biological commodities.
After dl, if everything isjust various arrangements of atoms, then, with molecular assembler nanotechnology
we can, in principle, engineer DNA to build anything whatsoever from the ground (i.e., atoms) up.?* Aswas
demonstrated in 1989 when IBM, using their scanning-probe microscope, spelt their logo “IBM” on anickel
surface with 35 precisely placed atoms of xenon, we aready have the technology for moving with absolute
precisiononemol ecul eat atime. Mol ecular manufacturingwill enableus, inthewordsof Bostrom*“totransform
... sand into supercomputers, ... help us abolish most diseases and aging, ... and—more ominously—Ilead to
the rapid creation of vast arsenals of lethal or non-lethal weapons.” 2

BMI technol ogiesarewith ustoday—wehaveel ectronic prostheti csthat makedirect connectionswith
human nerves®®*—but the hypothetical technology needed to upload a human mind to a computer is still only
atwinkleinthe TH’ seye. Thishasn't, however, prevented the THsfrom specul ating ontechnol ogical innovations
that wouldrealizetheir dream of immortal softwarebodies.?* Successful mind uploading would result, according
to Bostrom “intheoriginal mind, with memory and personality intact, being transferred to the computer where
it would then exist as software; and it could either inhabit arobot body or livein virtual reality.”#

Thisleadsustothefinal key assumption of the THs, one upon which uploading intelligence crucially
depends, namely that information patterns, not our biology, constitute our essences, rendering our body merely
atemporary expendableprosthesis. Coupl ethestupendousadvancement and power of informationtechnol ogies
with TH eschatol ogiesof immortality, anditisnot surprising that they privilegetheabstract, heartily embracing
information as the primary Real, and minimize the significance of material instantiation, viewing matter as
“derivativemanifestation” asHaylesputsit.? “Inthe beginning wasInformation” claim the THs: abstract pattern
trumps concrete material presence delivering “aconstruction of immateriality that depends not on spirituality
or even consciousnessbut only oninformation.”?” Michael Heims captures hisupdated Platonism as“ thedream
of perfect FORM S’ becoming “thedream of inFORMation.”

The assumption of “pattern-identity”® underwrites THs aspirations of mind uploading. Pattern-
identity definesthe essence of aperson asthe pattern and the process going oninone' scentral nervoussystem,
completely divorcing personal i dentity fromthematerial supportingthepatternand process. ThussaysMoravec,
“If the processis preserved, | am preserved. Therestismerejelly.”*

Clearly theassumptionsof TH minimize, if not utterly erase, thedifferencesbetween humanintelligence
rooted in and enacted through bodily being and computer intelligence, making conceptually plausible their
posthuman aim of seamlessly blending humansintointelligent machines, and laying theideol ogical framework
wherein humans confidently regard their bodies as mere fashion accessories rather than the ground of their
being.!

Contemporary Responsesto Transhumanism

The extreme and rather boring reactions to Transhumanism can be dotted into the categories of
techophil e and technophobe reactions. The technophiles embrace TH as an undeniableinevitability of human
technological progressand tend to enthusi asti c confidence regarding the use of speciesmodifying technol ogies
and the unpredictabl e consequences of those technol ogies, certain that should anything unseemly erupt, there
will always be atechnological fix in the offing. The technophobeswith equal enthusiasm reject TH visions of
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digital futures, certain that these are either the wiles of the devil or the lunatic ravings of individuals deeply
alienated from the world of nature and human community.*

The redly interesting responses are from those who seek some form of balance, recognizing the
impingingforcesthat createtensionsinboth directions. Herel will mentiontwo such positions: thebioconservative
position, which isn't technophobic but whose counsel is mostly cautionary, and the techno-progressive
position, whichisn’t techophilic but whose counsel ismostly prudentially pragmatic. Both of these moderating
positionspart waysover their respectiveunderstandingsof human nature. ThebioconservativeslikeLeonKass,
Francis Fukuyama, and Bill McKibben argue that human nature is normative, that once we begin designing it
we have unhinged ourselves from the domain where socia equality and justice apply and have entered the
economicregister of commodity productionand exchange, |eavingusinamoral freefall whereonly necessitarian
natural forcesor raw human powerscanimposesocietal order.® On the techno-progressive sidewefind people
likeAndy Clark and K athleen Hayles. Neither of them acceptstheinviol ability of humannatureand both of them
believethat if thereisanything that comes close to human natureit isthe quest to transcend native limitations
through symbiotic and augmentative relations with technologies. What' s constant across this divide of bio-
conservative and techno-progressive is the preservation and centrality of the body in the future cultural and
biological evolution of the human form of life.

Polanyi vis-a-visTranshumanism

Re-reading Polanyi’ sPK inlight of the TH movement makes apparent that he woul d have been deeply
interested in the movement, for how it construes knowledge and human identity, how it positions science and
technology in society, and for what it signals about our western culture. Before |l identify Polanyian problems
withtheTH enterprise, | will first merely mention an aspect of Polanyi’ soutlook that bearskinshipto some TH
thinking about knowledge and human identity.

Within the TH camp there is a clear parting of ways between those extreme THs who seek a post-
bi ol ogical embodi ment through portinginto and uploading their mindsintothesilicon-based signifiersof virtual
worlds, and those more moderate THs who are not tempted toward the prospects of surrendering their fleshly
embodiment to the demands of pure digitality, yet who nonethel ess welcome technol ogies that augment and
amplify humanpotentialities.* Given how Polanyi viewsmind, body, and toolsas being on very intimateterms
with each other, | think we might find possibilities of Polanyian sympathies for the more moderate and less
discarnate version of the posthuman.

Polanyi, in his 1961 essay “ Faith and Reason,” published just afew years after Personal Knowledge,
makestherather provocative claimthat “[1]ittle of our mind livesin our natural body.”* This, of course, opens
thedoor for asymbiont dovetailing of humanintelligencewith external technol ogiesthrough what Polanyi calls
“indwelling.” Hedepictstheoriesand all symbolic formalismsastools, onemight even say, technol ogies of the
mind, that have been created by our inarticulate selves groping toward hidden yet surmised realities for the
purposeof relying onthemasour external guides® —thisisthe Pygmalionin man [PK 5, 104]. He speaksof how
we existentially pour ourselvesinto and thereby assimilate these technologies as parts of our own existence,
experientialy transforming them into extensions of ourselves[PK 60-61], and in The Sudy of Man (abook he
wrote just after Personal Knowledge but which Polanyi suggests could be read as an introduction to Personal
Knowledge), he assertsthat “[€] very timewe assimilateatool to our body our identity undergoes some change;
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our person expandsinto new modesof being” (SM 31, emphasismine).®” Surely Polanyi was here anticipating,
perhaps unwittingly, the potential for cyborgic augmentation that THs construe as an essential step in the
direction of aposthuman future. Asinformation technol ogi esbecome moreand more capabl e of accomplishing
tasksthat our nativeintelligenceshavel eft uspoorly equi ppedto performquickly and accurately, wewill naturally
extend our embodied intentionality into the world through these technological artifacts, thereby cyborgically
extending our bodily synthesisinto higher levels of knowing and being. | think thisisasfar as Polanyi would
walk down the TH path, but even this might be pushing things.

Therearesomepretty clear and central commitmentsin Polanyi’ sPersonal Knowl edgethat would seem
toplacefundamental limitsonhow far Polanyi would bewillingtogowiththe TH project and that mark hisradical
departure from TH aspirations predicated on the metaphysics of disembodiment. Here | must limit myself to
commentson only four of these commitments: 1) hiscommitment to the unique and essential role of the human
body whichleadshimtoreject any account of human being that fail storecognizethe pervasiveandineliminable
place of the tacit dimension, 2) his commitment to the human capacity to make contact with reality through
strenuous mental effortswhich leadshimto repudiate epi phenomenal reductionsof human agency intheworld,
3) hiscommitment to the autonomy of pure science which leads him to condemn any approach to science that
reducesit totechnique/technology or allowsitsresearchtobedictated by utilitarian concernsfor materia welfare,
andfinally 4) hiscommitment to an hierarchical emergent ontology which leads him to be highly apprehensive
towardsrevolutionary programsof social and moral transformation. My commentswill focusonthefirst of these
commitments because the other three are to some degree logical consequences of it.

Today our culture as awhole has slipped comfortably into a condition of virtuality in that we find it
natural to conceive of any and everything as ultimately nothing more than informational patterns.® Ever since
theriseof modern scienceinthe 16" and 17" centurieswebegan, asmuch aspossibl e, bringing our ownthinking
into conformity with the explicit algorithmic operationswediscerned in theworld machine. And ever sincethe
cybernetic revolution of the 40s and 50s we have sought to bring our information processing technologies as
much aspossibleinto conformity with theworkingsof the human mind. Thenet result of thismutuality hasbeen
a rather subtle yet stupendously influential cross-pollination between mind and machine, producing the
disquieting stateof affairsobserved by DonnaHaraway: “ Our machinesaredisturbingly lively, andweoursel ves
frighteninglyinert.”* It seemsthat we have become victims of our own metaphors. weareinsidethem and they
have gotten inside us. Through tacit supplementation (about which more later), we have projected onto mere
computational transformationsof our intelligenceand, through obj ectivist epistemicideal s, wehavereduced our
intelligence to mere computational transformations. This is nhowhere more apparent than in contemporary
philosophy of mind wherethe notion that “themind isto body as softwareisto hardware” invitesthereduction
of the person to mind, to intelligence, to cognition, and cognition, asthe functionalist mantragoes, isbut asub-
species of computation: informational pattern prevails over real presence.®

Throughout Personal Knowledge, Polanyi repudiates as misleading and culturally minatory any
metaphor that would lead us to assume we could do without our biology or flesh because when the body goes
thetacit dimension necessarily follows: without body, no tacit dimension, and without thetacit dimension, the
lifeworlddissolves.”t Asevenacursory reading of Polanyi’ scriticismsof themodern quest for atotally explicit
knowledge of mind, beliefs, or life shows, he would have nothing but contempt for this pronounced cultural
tendency that hasbecomeorthodoxy for asignificant sector of THs, conveniently providingthemwithana most
self-evident basisfor their metaphysicsof di sembodi ment. For Polanyi however, themuteintelligenceof theflesh
that hasdevel oped over eonsof evolutionary shiftingand sifting of protein-based formsof lifeisthefundamental
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and primordial matrix out of which the tacit dimension of human aspiration has arisen. The human body hasa
long history of encounterswithreality woven deeply intoitstissues, drives, and intentionsthat tacitly fund with
meaning whatever toolsit relies upon or indwells to extend further itsreach into the real .2

From Polanyi’ sperspective, the TH project of portinginto asuper-computer and uploading mindswould
requiretranslating all thetacit wisdom of thefleshinto explicit data-structures, binary code’ s 1sand Os, before
it could be transferred to the signifiers of its new silicon-based embodiment. This uploading would therefore
requirethewholesal e erasure of thetacit dimension asthe unspecifiable and indeterminatefocal ignorancethat
openshumanintentionality tothe subtle subsidiary suasionsof yet hidden meaningsandrealities. Quitesimply,
the tacit dimension doesn’t compute. Consequently, without the tacit dimension, the resources for traditional
wisdom, genuine creativity, and for the interpellations of value and the demands of norms upon which
personhood and the very practice of science itself depend would be eliminated from the algorithmic explicit
digitations of our newly embodied data-doubles.

Herel turnto Polanyi’ swhipping boy, what we might call the“ L aplacean tacit dimensionlessMind,”
to demonstrate how the THs have subtly construed post-human being in the image of this Mind. In essence,
theL aplacean Mindisnothing other thanan eminently powerful ghostinDescartes’ machine, althoughthisghost
isno longer res cogitans, but information. The Laplacean Mind isavirtual machine that generatesinferences
about futureand past configurationsof matter by using thelawsof physicsasitsalgorithms, and usinganatomic
topography asitsarray of symbolsrepresentinginitial conditions[PK 140ff]. ThisMind, according to Polanyi,
would know precisely nothing of interest to anyone because it would merely mechanically compute over an
objective symbol domain of entirely explicit and formal data-structures. Bearing no body of passions, needs,
vulnerabilities, potentialities, or sensory Gestalten, totacitly informitsintentionality, thisMindwoul d“ pay equal
attention to portions of equal mass’ which meansthat “not in athousand million lifetimeswould the turn come
togivemanevenasecond’ snotice” [PK 3]. Unlikeintelligent human minds, the L aplacean Mind just would not
give adamn about anything, including human beings or whether its own computations are correct.®

Sowhy are THs, and othersenthralled by the objectivity the computational paradigm offers, still taken
seriousdly whenthey makeclaimslikehumanmindsand humanknowledgeareultimately highly complex structures
of information that are up-loadable into the purely notational world of virtual reality? Here, | think, would be
Polanyi’s response:

That suchvirtually meaninglessinformation wasidentified by L aplacewith knowledgeof all
things past and all things to come, and that the stark absurdity of this claim has not been
obvious to succeeding generations since his day, can be accounted for only by a hidden
assumption by which thisinformation wastacitly supplemented. It wastaken for granted that
the Laplacean mind would not stop short at the list of p'sand g's at thetimet, but proceed
by virtueof itsunlimited powersof computationtoeval uatefromthislist theevents, andindeed
all the events, that we might be interested to know [PK 140, emphasis mine].

AsPolanyi detail sthe subtle dynamics of “tacit supplementation” and the “ pseudo-substitution”# that enable

thisunrecognized changing of subject, hedeploystherhetoric of magictoaccount for the” spell” that our culture

hassuccumbedto, beingtakeninby a“ decisives eight of hand” [ 141] throughwhichtheal gorithmic operations

onexplicitatomi c data-structuresaretacitly suppl emented with human meaningsand then represented ashuman

knowledge. However, onceweseethroughthisconjuring trick whereby meaningl essinformationistacitly draped
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withhuman significances, Polanyi isconfident that wewill “immediately seethat the L apl acean mind understands
precisely nothing and that whatever it knows means precisely nothing” [PK 141]. The Laplacean Mind, the
conception of which underwrites both the extreme epistemic ideals of modernity and TH metaphysics of
disembodiment, presents us with an image of intelligence in which we cannot recognize ourselves: it has
“denature[d] thevital factsof our existence” [PK 141], presenting “ uswith apicture of the universeinwhichwe
ourselvesare absent” [PK 142].

However, sincescienceitself isahuman enterprise, and the L aplacean ideal eraseshuman beingsfrom
thepictureof theworld constructed accordingtoitsconstraints, Polanyi exploitsthisL aplaceanfallacy to suggest
acriterionof consistency: “ our conception of man and human society must besuch astoaccount for man’ sfaculty
in forming these conceptions’ [PK 142]. The only reason TH can enthusiastically embrace this flagrantly
inadequate account of human knowing and being is due ironically “to the fact that [they] automatically
supplement [this account] by [their own] tacit knowledge” [PK 169] of theseredlities.

| turnnow tothelast threecommitmentsmenti oned above, which deal mostly withtheproblematic social
consequencesof the TH project. Thefact that TH and Marxism bear somesstriking similaritieshel psmebebrief
here.

Polanyi condemned Marxismfor rejectingtheobligationto* cultivatethought accordingtoitsinherent
standards’ andfor subordinating all thought totheforcesof economicwelfare, refusingtorecognizethat thought
boreindependent and intrinsic powersof itsown [PK 213]. Thisreduction of thought’ s powersto reach reality
anditsagency tochangereality, Polanyi identified asadecisivestep of revolutionary movementsinthedirection
of totalitarianism.** Marxism, having embraced the vision of reality bequeathed by the L aplacean Mind which
utterly epiphenomenalizes human intellectual agency, enacted the compatibilist paradox® by inviting all who
suffer under the systemic injustices of capitalism to recognize and join the deterministic material forces that
historically necessitatetheinevitablevictory of theproletariat. THsal soembracethevision of reality bequeathed
by the L aplacean Mind anditsconsequent epi phenomenalizing of humanthought. Butforthe TH, thereal movers
of history are not on economic forces, but technol ogical forces|eading to theinevitability of the technological
singularity. And they too enact the compatibilist paradox by inviting all who suffer under the limitations of the
flesh to recognize and support the deterministic technological forcesthat historically necessitatethe arrival of
the posthuman. The dismissal of the autonomy and agency of human thought is common to both Marxism and
TH, and, asanyoneknowswho’ sread PK, Polanyi was convinced that thisdisenchanting of thehumanintellect
and undermining of the “voice by which man commands himself to satisfy his intellectual standards’ leads
socially to man dominating “aworldinwhich hehimself doesnot exist” having“lost hisvoiceand hishope, and
been | eft behind meaninglessto himself” [PK 380]. In short, the embrace of epiphenomenalism leadsto severe
epistemic self-doubt and chronic ethical inarticulacy that can only be “overcome” through fanaticism.

Thistrivialization of the agency of human thought fed directly into another aspect of Marxism that
Polanyi eschewed, theview that puresciencewasafarceand needed to beunmasked as really beingtechnology,
and that technology should be glorified asthe only real science [PK 238]. By reducing science to technology,
Marxism effectively converted “ Socialism fromaUtopiainto aScience” [PK 229]. Marxism'’ srejection of the
autonomy of pure science and valorizing of technology based upon its implications for human welfare finds
contemporary expressioninthe TH that givespivotal significancetothetechnological singularity. THsalsoreject
the autonomy of pure science on moral grounds. Bostrom argues that given the number of people dying daily
without “the chance of aposthuman existence ... it is paramount that technological development ... ispursued
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with maximal speed”; “ adelay of asingleweek equalsonemillion avoidable premature deaths—aweighty fact
which those who argue for bans or moratoriawould do well to consider carefully.”+

Obviously, Polanyi would have nothing but respect for the concern for human lifethat Bostrom’ scall
to technological development voices. However, | am certain that Polanyi would raise a suspicious eye at the
unqualified faith Bostrom, like most THs, placesin technological fixes. After al, astrong case can be madefor
tracing the present magnitude of world hunger and poverty to the unintended social consequences of intended
social advancements through technological applications. Moreover, the centralized top-down dictation of
sciences agendaentailed by Bostrom’ sclarion call for technol ogy to address pressing needs of humanwelfare
bears worrisome correspondences to Socialist revolutionary science. In fact, according to Polanyi, allowing
human welfare to set science’ s agenda actually damages the prospects of human welfare because important
discoveries, discoveriesthat may result in great improvementsin human welfare, can not bethefocal object of
scientificendeavor, but arisefrom scientists* freely making their own choice of problems.”#® Science advances
“only by essentially unpredictable steps, pursuing problems of its own, and the practical benefits of these
advanceswill beincidental and hence doubly unpredictable” [KB 59].

Finally, Marxism and TH both pursue revolutionary and perfectionist trgjectories, Marxism out of its
perception that society is mutable and therefore definitely improvable and TH out if its perception that human
nature is mutable and therefore indefinitely improvable. Marxism believed human nature could be changed
indirectly by changingfirst themacro-economicforcesthroughwhichitisstructured. THsbelievehuman nature
can be directly changed through direct technological interventions performed on individuals and their genes.
Polanyi’ sconservatismisexpressedin hishierarchal, anthropocentric, and even to some degreeelitist outl ook.
Herecognizes humansto occupy the highest level in the hierarchy of living beings—"thetop of creation” [SM
59]—and understands social change as something best grown into organically, rather than dictated from a
purported blue-print for the future. His hierarchal commitments come to bear directly on the demands of
perfectionism found in both Marxismand TH. “[B]y referring to thelogic by which successivelevelsof reality
arerelated to each other” [TD 85], Polanyi rejected as transgressing the hierarchical grain of the universe the
bloated notions of human self-determination and the inordinate conceptions of self-design underwriting
revolutionary outlooks. Thelower level swithout which the higher could not emerge necessarily placelimitson
thehigher levels, so that the demand for social and personal perfection must betempered by therecognition that
society, at onelevel, isan organi zation of power and profit, and that the higher level of moral principlescanonly
berealized“ withinthemedium of asoci ety operating by theexerciseof power and aiming at material advantage”
[TD 86]. If totalitarianism isto be avoided, Polanyi was convinced that we must learn to accept that all societal
advances will always be tainted by the limitations of the social mechanism that alone can bring them about:
“[ulnjust privileges prevailing in afree society can bereduced only by carefully graded stages ... An absolute
moral renewal of society can be attempted only by an absol ute power which must inevitably destroy the moral
lifeof man” [PK 245]. Clearly Polanyi would sensethe specter of violencehaunting theimpatient TH visionsof
and aspirationsfor therevol utionary transformations of human naturerequired to reach our posthuman destiny.

Conclusion
Evenif theutopian TH dream of engineering ourselvesinto perfection turnsout to be aself-indul gent
andunrealizablefantasy, themerebelief that suchispossibl e, if taken seriously by governments(asit hasal ready
hasbeen inthe USand UK), would nonethel esslikely deflect their attention and effortsfrom the requirements
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of legitimate social reform. After al, if weare ontheverge of engineering ourselvesinto perfectly happy states
of being without needing to negotiate the macro forces of social organization that are notoriously recalcitrant
and unpredi ctablein outcome, why would webeinclined to spend today’ sresourcesof time, energy, and money
onsocia programs, organizations, and reformsrather thaninvest themineffortstoramp uptechnol ogical research
and developmen and thereby foreshorten the temporal gap separating us from posthuman bliss? In fact, the
anticipated emergence of “techno sapiens’ is aready shaping the Western cultural and social imagination as
well asitsresearch, and the policy priorities of governmental/military, corporate and academic interests.*

I think, and | think Polanyi would agreewith me, that what’ smost significant about the TH projectisn’t
the debate about the probabilities of itspredicted future or even conceptual coherenceof it possiblerealization,
but rather what it actually signals about the state of western culture and how it is shaping our understanding
of human being right now. Inthissense, thefutureisalready here, having arrived beforeit has begun, reflected
inthe metaphors, models, and imagesthat subtly imbricate ourselvesin computational registers.® Herelet me
indulgein somefinal thoughts of my own which have arisen from recently drenching my thinking in Polanyi’s
and THS' writings.

TheTH project seemsto meto beadesperateeffort of modernist critical thought torecover thecertainty
and familiarity of the premodern cosmos, the repudiation of which marked the birth of modernity. | think THis
all about thisancestral birthmark. TH wants certainty, certainty about itsbeliefsand certainty about itsblessed
destination, but it wantsit onitsownterms: it wantsto betheauthor of thiscertainty. TH wantstoinhabit aworld
that is familiar, predictable and reasonable, but it wants to be the author of this world. Having embraced the
objectivist Laplacean idealsthat leave no place for realities that cannot be rendered explicit, algorithmic and
objective, it faces adisenchanted world, adead world-machinewith only quantities, no qualities, auniverse of
factswith novalue, and auniverse of mechanism without purpose. TH arisesfrom ahunch, longin the making,
that Homo sapienscannot only re-enchant theworld with certainty and familiarity, with virtual qualities, values,
and purposes on its own terms and through its own means, but that it can even give birth to itself by re-making
itself in theimage of itsdesiresand fantasi es, finally exchanging its birthmark for atrademark.
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Andrew Grossoon Polanyi asa Resour cefor Christian Theology

John ApczynsKi

ABSTRACT Key Words: Michael Polanyi, personhood, indwel ling, economicandimmanent trinity, Christology,
marginal control, boundary conditions.

These reflections on Andrew Grosso’s recent book Personal Being highlight his philosophical construction
of a concept of per sonhood based on themesfromthewritings of Michael Polanyi and hisuse of thisconception
to express creatively elements of the traditional Christian doctrines on the trinity. Additional clarifications
are sought regarding his formulations on the divine personhood of Jesus, the adequacy of his formulations
on theintra-trinitarian relations, and the insightful ness of the absolute personhood of the divine. This study
is a helpful model for extending Polanyian insights into the realm of dogmatic theology.

Andrew T. Grosso. Personal Being: Polanyi, Ontology, and Christian Theology. New Y ork: Peter L ang, 2007.
Pp. viii +234. ISBN 978-0-8204-8897. Cloth. $70.95.

In this ambitious work Andrew T. Grosso goes where no student of Polanyi — to this reviewer’s
awareness at least —has dared to go before. Hisintention isto extrapolate from features of Polanyi’ stheory of
knowing aphilosophical doctrineof personhood which might serveasaresourcefor expressingacontemporary
understanding of the traditional doctrine of the Christian trinity. On the surface, such a project may seem
inauspiciousinsofar asanimplication of Polanyi’ sprincipal epistemological concernincluded acritiqueof the
autonomous subject that normally lay behind the objectivist yearnings of much of modernity. The very effort
of proposing an ontological understanding of personhood might thus appear to require a critical move toward
something likeatotally reflectivecogito. Sinceheisrelying oninsightsfrom Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy, however,
the notion of the person which Grosso constructsiswholly relational. How does he arrive at this conception?

Grosso begins, asonewould expect, with asurvey of somefeaturesof Polanyi’ stheory of knowledge.
Given hisoverall ontological concern, thisexposition highlights theimportance of the “ object-dimension” of
knowing. Thereisnothing objectionablein suchastrategy, but it may bemisleading to areader unfamiliar with
Polanyi’ stheory. Inhisexposition of thestructure of tacit knowing, for example, Grosso presentsthisunder the
rubric of the structure of apprehension (17). Thisis proper when describing our knowledge of objectsin our
experience, butincompletefor afull er account of themeaningful ness of theframeworkswithinwhichwedwell.
Similarly, hedevel opshispresentation of thehierarchical implicationsof reality under therubric of “contact with
reality” (37ff). This allows Grosso to emphasize Polanyi’s insistence on the non-reducible elements of
comprehensive entities (such as machines) subject to marginal control. Thiscomesat the expense of implying
that thereis some sort of adistance that needsto be bridged between knowing and the object known, when for
Polanyi apersonisalwaysalready in relation to the environment through subsidiary awareness. Polanyi himsel f
speaksof the need to bridge agap only in heuristic momentswhen the subsidiary features are not quite brought
intoafocal wholeby theknower. Grosso’ semphasisevenleadshimtoassertthatinall casesof reliableknowledge
there is an objective reality existing independently of the knower (147). When Polanyi makes such claims,
however, they arenormally concernedwith“empirical” knowledgeof thesort madein science(seePK 311, 104).
Thepurpose of these emphasesin Grosso’ sanalysisisto highlight theimportance of therole of dwellingwithin
aframework of meaningin order to allow someoneto recognize the objectivity of emergent realitiespresentin

experience. - , o .
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Structuring hispresentation of Polanyi’ sthoughtinthisway allowsGrossotoidentify threekey features
congtitutingthereality of aperson. Thereisanorganizing center or anindwelling self whichrepresentsaperson’s
senseof being oriented andisnot susceptibletofull articulation. Thereis, secondly, anindwelt self or thehorizon
of meaning which shapesand situatesaperson’ sidentity. Andthereis, finally, an extended self whichincludes
ahorizon of meaning withinwhich apersonisintegrated into awider frame of meaning. Thesethreeelements
aresomething likecoordinatesof personhood. Noneof themhaveontological priority over theother; rather they
are better appreciated as continuously interacting patterns of activity that constitute personhood. The process
of indwelling servesto integrate and bring these features of personhood into focusfor us (90-94). Whileall of
these features may be found in his writings, Polanyi himself, as Grosso readily acknowledges, had never
marshal ed them together in such away asto provide acoherent statement of what constitutes personhood. This
extrapolation is the major contributes of Grosso’s study, and it can be said to form his understanding of
personhood based on Polanyian insights. It also forms the guiding principle for his effort to formulate an
understanding of the doctrine of the Christian trinity.

The application of this understanding of personhood to the orthodox doctrine of the trinity takes us
far beyond customary Polanyianthemes. Becausetheir provenanceinvolved theuseof Hellenistic metaphysical
categoriesfrom thefourth and fifth centuries, any effort to explicate their meaningin contemporary formsmust
becautious. Grossoiswell awareof this. Y et hisdesiretoremainfaithful to orthodox formulationswhileutilizing
Polanyian terminol ogy |eadsto some problematic claims. Thedoctrinal claim that Jesusisthe Son of God, for
exampl e, includesthefifth-century affirmation that the hypostasis or per sona of the Sonisthe basisof theunity
of the reality of Jesus. Grosso transposes this into Polanyian terms by considering the divine personhood of
the Son the “ supervenient dynamic” exercising marginal control over the human nature of Jesus so that Jesus
is not to be understood as exercising “independent personhood” in his preaching or ministry (133-37). While
thismay sustain fifth-century assumptions, | am not asconvinced that it ismeaningful for atwenty-first century
context. Thedoctrinal tradition never madeany claimsabout human personality inthissense, obviously, because
it was not aware of it. Might it not be more adequate to transpose these beliefs by claiming that the divine
“indwelling self” functions asthe ground of the “indwelt self” of the personality of the historical Jesus which
istacitly aware of thisdivinefoundation and which must cometo an awarenessof it through his* extended self”
mediated by his Jewish heritage? Thisrequires, perhaps, amore flexible application of Grosso’s ontological
depiction of personhood.

When Grosso attempts to explicate doctrines about the “immanent” trinity in terms of the Polanyian
perspectiveon” graduated multi-modalism” (147), wefacesimilar difficultiesif thissuggestivemetaphor begins
to function more like a literal metaphysical doctrine —which appears to be the way he attempts to push these
reflections. In a very dense presentation of the intra-trinitarian relations, Grosso explains the relations as
exercisingmarginal control over the*boundary conditions’ withinthedivinebeing (152-55). Grossomay beon
to something here, but to speak of boundary conditions within the divine being which is normally understood
as limitless is more than paradoxical. Finally, Grosso asks about the absolute divine personhood of God, in
distinctionfromtheimmanentrelations. Herehewisely qualifiesthisdiscussionby utilizingthemedieval notion
of formal, not real, distinctions (157). This permits him to say that the absolute personhood of God can be
understood to bethe operational dynamicsof personhood withinthetrinity and, derivatively, withinthecreated
order.
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Thisisafine exercisein expressing thetraditional orthodox doctrine of the trinity through the use of
acontemporary Polanyian idiom. Students of Polanyi interested in exploring the basic contours of Polanyi’'s
thinkingwill bebest advisedtolook el sewhere, such asinthestudiesby Gelwick or Prosch. Studentsof Polanyi
who would like to probe how Polanyi’s thought might be helpful for theological reflection on the dogmatic
tradition of Christianity, however, would find a splendid model here. Grosso’ s formulation of the features of
personhood is stimulating and wholly consistent with Polanyi’s outlook. His application of these featuresto
the orthodox doctrine of thetrinity isilluminating and suggestive, even though, as| indicated, the complexity
of theissues call for further clarification. It marksan auspicious beginning.

Re-Visiting Personal Being: A Response To Apczynski’'s Review
Andrew Grosso

ABSTRACT Key Words: indwelling, subsidiary awareness, Polanyian realism, theol ogy

Thisbrief essay addressesquestionsraised by John Apczynski’ sreview of my book, Personal Being, especially
(2) the nature of subsidiary indwelling, (2) the ontological ramifications of Polanyi’s thought, and (3) the
transposition of Christian doctrine in a more contemporary, Polanyian key.

| am grateful to John Apczynski for hiscareful and thoughtful reading of my book, andto Phil Mullins
for the opportunity to respond to Apczynski’ sreview. Thisbrief exchange hasgiven mean chancetorevisit my
arguments and consider how | might sharpen and elaborate them.

Apczynski rightly notes that (1) at the heart of my efforts is the extrapolation of a Polanyian
understanding of personhood amenabl e to theological reflection and (2) my aimisto provide, not a Polanyian
version of absolute idealism, but amore relational understanding of the being of persons.

Thereare, | believe, three primary questions Apczynski wantsto pose about my project. First, he'sa
little apprehensive about my reading of Polanyi’s understanding of the tacit dimension, especially (1) the
phenomenology of indwelling and (2) the ontological ramifications of personal knowledge. Second, he' s not
convinced that my effortsat rehabilitating traditional Christian doctrinesareentirely effective. Third, hewants
to see amore detailed account of the broader region lying beyond the relatively narrow horizon of the study.

It might befair to say that some of theseissuesfollow fromthe different waysinwhich Apczynski and
| makeuseof Polanyi’ sthought. Asl mentioninthebook, Richard Allen (and others) have pointed out that there
is more than one way to approach Polanyi. | opted neither to confine myself to the precise limits of Polanyi’s
epistemology nor to superimpose his thought on a controlling theological system, but to pursue a mutually
determinati ve conversation between hisphil osophy and amoretheol ogical modeof reflection (cf. 113-117). 1 was
especialy interested in exploring (and even pushing) the boundaries of Polanyi’ sprogramrelativeto hisviews
on personhood, language, and the possibility of (Christian) metaphysics.

| think Apczynski and | agree about the differences between a phenomenological as opposed to an
ontological exposition of the tacit dimension; there is a significant and important difference between “the
meaningfulness of the frameworkswherein we dwell” and the“* object-dimension’ of knowing.” Apczynski’s
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concernsinthisregard highlight theneed for amoreful someexploration of thecharacter of religiousexperience
from a Polanyian perspective. | find Polanyi’s thought a potentially rich resource for the development of a
theology (including atheological method) equally attentiveto “descriptive,” “exact,” and “ deductive” modes
of religiousawareness (see PK, 82-87).

I’'mintrigued by Apczynski’ sobservationthat subsidiary awarenesssituatesuswithinan environment
prior to our focal awareness of particular objectswithin that environment, thus obviating the need to overcome
any perceived “distance” between these objects and ourselves. On the one hand, thisis of course wholly in
keeping with Polanyi’s thought, and was also one of the principles underlying my distinction between the
“indwelling self,” the*indwelt self,” andthe" extended self” (88-95). Ontheother hand, | wonder if wemay not
need to distinguish between different modes of subsidiary indwelling; it seems that the kind of subsidiary
awareness one employswhen dwelling in a proximate horizon for the purpose of apprehending adistal object
ismarkedly different fromthekind of subsidiary “ awareness’ (if wemay evencall itthat) at work whenweindwell
aproximate horizon that we do not so employ. | would not want simply to rel egatethislatter mode of subsidiary
indwelling to something like the unconscious, even less to suggest that such a subsidiary horizon cannot
meaningfully besaidto exist for us, because| think thiskind of indwelling would bean important elementinthe
exposition of afully relational account of personal being. But much morewould need to be said to develop this
possibility further.

The"* object-dimension’ of our knowing” andtheontol ogical thrust of Polanyi’ sthought issomething
that | wanted to try and push rather hard. Polanyi’ s taxonomy of language, as well as his commitment to the
importanceof freedom, rationality, and theaxiol ogical dimensionsof knowing (both moral and aesthetic) suggest
to methat hiswork yields anything but aminimalist (i.e., strictly empirical) ontology. One might suggest that
Polanyi’s commitments to such principles were largely pragmatic, but Polanyi eschewed strictly utilitarian
accountsof knowing(e.g., PK, 16-17,113-114, 169-170).

I’m not sure the theological concerns Apczynski raises could be adjudicated on strictly Polanyian
grounds. Heis, for example, unsureabout thevalueof “Hellenistic” thought formsintoday’ sworld, but | would
suggest (1) that one might justifiably read the patristic tradition asthe Christiani zation of Hellenism rather than
theHéllenization of Christianity and (2) that it may beamistaketo conflatetraditional formulaswiththemeaning
they intendto express. Wemay havereasontorevisitthetechnical detail swhereby agivendoctrineisarticul ated,
but doing so does not automatically enjoin usto reject the doctrine itself; to do so would be to confuse afocal
object for its subsidiary horizon. In part for this reason, I'm not sure Apczynski’s alternative christological
proposal isviable; it sounds morethan alittle Apollinarian to me. However, he’ sright to suggest that | should
have engaged the issue of theol ogical language and the difference between real and formal distinctions earlier
and more thoroughly that | did, rather than burying it in the middle of my consideration of immanent divine
personhood (148-160). | covered some of this ground in chapter four (see esp. 113-125), but I'm afraid my
enthusiasm caused me to pass too quickly over some important methodological problems.

Apczynski isentirely justified when he saysthat the complexity of theissues| engage requires more
extensive and detailed clarification. It ismy hopeto usethefoundation | outlinein Personal Being asastarting
point for amorefar-ranging personalistic cosmol ogy, oneorgani zed around the concept of interpersonal mutual
indwelling (154, 160-166). I’ mindebtedto A pczynski for providing mewithan opportunity toreflect critically on
my initial efforts.
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REVIEWS

Dennis Ford. The Search for Meaning: A Short His-
tory. Berkeley: University of CaliforniaPress, 2007. Pp.
xXii +290.1SBN-13: 978-0-520-25300-1. $24.95cl oth.

Ford opens his Preface with this question:
“Does life have meaning?’ This is quite a different
guestion than “Does life have a meaning?’ Ford has
written an introductory approach to the former ques-
tion, but as an avowed postmodernist he eschewsthe
latter question. Inemphasizing thevariousapproaches
peoplehaveusedtofind meaninginlife, hehaswritten
anaccount that relieson both psychol ogy and philoso-
phy but is distanced from religious approaches.

The book islabeled a short history, but that
titleissomewhat misleading. Thisisno chronological
approach to the question of meaning, but rather more
a categorical or typological approach. Each chapter
concludes with pertinent answers to the same basic
four questions about meaning. After Ford’ sintroduc-
tory chapter, hisnext four chapters, forming Part |, deal
respectively with myth, philosophy, science, and
postmodernism. Thereisacertain overlapping sequen-
tial aspect to these topics, but that is as close to a
historical account asFord gets. HetermsPart |1 of the
book “ Contemporary Sources of Meaning,” and here
he listsin order pragmatism, archetypal psychology,
metaphysics, and naturalism. There is some obvious
overlap herewith thefirst part: why have achapter on
scienceandthenlater oneon naturalism, or chapterson
both philosophy and metaphysics, for instance?

Ford's exposition is based on two assump-
tions: “First, the meaning otherwise available in our
culture—includingthat offered by historical andinsti-
tutionalized religions—is no longer persuasive, and,
second, livingwithout meaningisunacceptable” (xix).
Thefirst assumption comes out of Ford’ sown experi-
ence and iscertainly debatable asageneral statement.
The validity of the second assumption depends upon
what Ford meansby “meaning,” and animplication of
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his subj ective approach is that meaning is not pinned
downtoany strict definition. Unfortunately, thisall too
often leads to equivocation and murkinessin histext.
But as arough generalization, Ford seemsto want to
focus his discussion of meaning upon a felt sense of
significance or purpose in one's thought and action.
On such a basis, his second assumption seems war-
ranted.

Another assumption Ford makesstruck meat
first asabit self-congratul atory and presumptuous. He
writes, “ Talking openly about meaning and meaning-
lessness is one of the last taboos. The question of
meaning makes us uncomfortable” (xv). To say the
topic is taboo seems unjustified because, as Ford
openly acknowledges, much of themoreseriouslitera-
ture of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries deals
with questionsof meaning. However, when | used The
Search for Meaning as the basis for two different
discussion groups, | did find a certain number of the
participantsreacted negatively or even hostilely to the
book. Part of this reaction can be attributed to some
poor writing on Ford' spart. Thequality of the proseis
uneven; somenicequotesor insightsarecompromised
too often by turgid expositionorirritatinginconsi sten-
cies. But the negativeresponseiscaused by morethan
hostility to uneven writing: Ford seemsright in sug-
gesting that for quite a few people discussion of
meaning upsetstheir sense of stability and security in
life. This further suggests that his assumption that
talking about meaning is disturbing also has some
validity. People are easily upset when their basic
beliefs about significancein life are questioned. Ford
givesaconvincing illustration of thisin hisintroduc-
tory chapter through his discussion of the crisis pre-
cipitated in Leo Tolstoy’ slife once hefaced the ques-
tion of “Why?’ What Ford omits to describe is the
answer Tolstoy eventually worked out, whichis cen-
teredonalifeof peace, loveand servicemodeled onthe
life of Jesus.
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Ford's chapter on myth begins by taking its
cuefromtheway Homeric epicshave commonly been
treated by such commentators as Eric Havelock and
John Finley. Myths are said to emphasize the surface
of things, and narrativedemandstake precedenceover
conceptua structure. “Nothematicor conceptual sum-
mary of amythispossible, becauseitsessenceisinthe
bright particulars’ (29). Suchaclaimissurely exagger-
ated: explanationsintermsof thewill of thegodsor the
breaking of taboos are examples of repeated concep-
tual featuresfound in many myths. Ford then switches
to reliance on Eliade. Ford calls the tension that is
created between his earlier emphasis on particularity
and Eliade’ s emphasis on universality “paradoxical”
(46).“ Theworldexpressed by mythisunchangingand
eternal; the myths do not change; the gods and actors
always play out the narrative in the same way” (30).
Thisviewignorestheplasticity of mythsthroughtime;
they are altered by the bard or shaman in a pragmatic
way as they respond to audience interest. Ford does
acknowledge that mythic themes after the classical
period have been picked up and utilized in many
different guises.

Of interest to Polanyians is this quotation
from Ford: “Knowing mythically is not disinterested
and obyj ectivebut engaged andtacit, liketheknowl edge
onehasof ridingabike, hittingatennisball, or greeting
aneighbor” (34). In even more Polanyian terms, one
could say that themythic worldview isindwelt almost
likeaperceptual skill, andthepersonsoidentifieswith
the mythic hero and the mythic lessons that they
become dominant subsidiaries in the construction of
that person’ sreality. “For those who live mythically,
there is no myth or distance between the knower and
theknown; theworldinwhichwelivesimplyis,andwe
respond” (51). Ford contrasts such unself-conscious
acceptance of amythic framework with modern skep-
ticismabout any framework or any commitment, which
raises the specter of meaninglessness, yet he is also
leery of buying uncritically into any world view.
Polanyi’ scombinationof faithandfallibilismwouldbe
hel pful tohimhere, but henever doescitePolanyi inthe
book.

IfinFord’ saccount livingmythically isoverly
naive, living philosophically is seen as an ongoing
attempt to overcome discontent. “ The philosophical
mind asserts that skepticism and doubt are more reli-
ableavenuestotruth thanfaith and engagement” (76).
It may seemthat themodel for Ford’ sexposition of the
philosophical mind is Descartes, but surprisingly itis
Plato, or better, Platonism. In skepticism about the
reality of the everyday world, the Platonic mind es-
capes to the transcendent world of the Forms. “The
philosophic mind is thus world-denying, ascetic, and
dualistic...” (73). Clearly suchaformulationishardly
fair to philosophy as a general concept, although it
appliesto certain historical forms of philosophy.

Aristotle gets his due in the chapter on sci-
ence. His explanation of causation and emphasis on
Formsinnatureisinterpreted asthat which setsscience
on itscourse. The sciencethat gets described by Ford
isnot Polanyi’ sview of science, but rather aformof the
objectivismthat Polanyi attacks. Onewho seesscience
asthesourceof meaning, Ford claims, mustlearntofind
somejoy inthe progressof knowledgeand conformto
the facts and laws of nature (100).

Kant, relativity and quantum theory, and fi-
nally Kuhnareinterpreted by Ford asthe precursorsto
postmaodernism. “ For thepostmodernist, our ideasand
symbols do not correspond to redlity, they produce
reality through anact of interpretation or construction,
in which we select and reify one of many possible
worlds according to our social and individual needs’
(126). Thereisan aspect of Polanyi’ sthought, aswhen
he discusses the Azande worldview, that correlates
with this dimension of postmodernism. But
postmaodernism plunges much deeper into relativism
than Polanyi would accept. Postmodernists reject the
modernist idea of Truth and replaceit with pragmatic
functions.

It should be no big surprise that among rela
tively recentwriters, William JamesisFord’ sfavorite.
Fordemphasizesthepluralistic, voluntaristic, interpre-
tive aspectsof James' thought; Jamescomesacrossas
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aproto-postmodernist. Truthisnot discovered. It must
bemade (154). Itisbiographical.

Given Ford' saffirmation of pragmatismand
relativism, itisnoteworthy that heisalso appreciative
of James Hillman's archetypal psychology and the
wisdom tradition today perhaps most associated with
Huston Smith. Each affirms a sort of absolute in the
world that grounds meaning — Hillman referring to
autonomous archetypes that shape our deepest emo-
tions, and Smith claiming that it is the unchanging
highest levels of being that grant us meaning.

Oneof thevirtuesof Ford’ sbook isthat heis
generally successful in offering genuinely different
approachestomeaning without unfairly backingfavor-
itesand denigrating aternatives. The other side of the
coin is that he does not argue consistently or present
evidence for a specific understanding of meaning.
Perhaps his basic stance might be termed empathetic
postmodernism. Thus the book is descriptive and
suggestive rather than constructive and systematic. In
sum, DennisFord offersareader anumber of optional
ways of viewing meaning, some of whichwill be con-
genial to those appreciative of Polanyi’sinsights.

Walter Gulick
WGulick@msubillings.edu

LesliePaul Thiele. TheHeart of Judgment: Practical
Wisdom, Neuroscience, and Narrative. Cambridge:
CambridgeUniversity Press, 2006. Pp.x +321. ISBN:
0-521-86444-5. $88.00. Hardback.

A professor of Political ScienceattheUniver-
sity of Florida, Thiele seeks to revisit the topic of
practical reasoning, especially inlight of recentworkin
neurobiology. Theresultisan understanding of prac-
tical judgment that draws from the work of philoso-
phers, neuroscientists of various sorts, and narrative
thinkers. Thepictureof practical reasoningthat emerges
from his account is that of a comprehensive human
capacity, which the following statement nicely con-
veys. “Blending rational, perceptual, and affective
capacities, operating at the consciouslevel and below
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the threshold of consciousness, the human judge
managestoforgemeaningful patternsfromablooming,
buzzingworld” (ix). This"blooming, buzzingworld” is
marked by itsmulti-dimensionality, suchthat “noone
account, no single story can capture thefull import of
moral and political life, or settle, once and for all, the
rightness or wrongness of its components” (12). Po-
litical and moral judgments, like those made in the
worldsof medicine, business, andthemilitary deal with
what Thielecalls" deepcomplexity,” i.e. “relationships
that are so intricate and interdependent asto preclude
deductivecal culationsof reactionsand outcomes” (9).
Given this complexity, Thiele argues that increased
attention to practical judgment is precisely what is
neededfor healthy democracy “inaworld burdened by
claimsthat subjective preferences are thefinal word”
(278).

As noted above, Thiele seeks to integrate
philosophical, neurobiological, and narrativeinsights
into hisaccount of practical judgment. Thiele’ sappro-
priation of philosophers is most focused in the first
chapter,“ Anlintellectual History of Judgment.” There,
Thiele offers a lucid, yet concise narrative of how
twelve different thinkers or schools of thought, from
Plato to contemporary decision theorists, have had to
account for practical judgment. They may differonhow
tightly practical reasoningistiedtomorality (Aristotle
v. Machiavelli) or whether it requiresstrong individu-
als or democratic practices to thrive (Nietzsche v.
Dewey). They may emphasize its strengths or its
limitations (virtually anyonev. the post-modernists),
but all recognizethat the power of judgment iscentral
to human existence.

Thiele' s appropriation of the neurosciences
is more dispersed throughout the book, although it
occurs in three main places. The first comesin his
discussion of the role experience playsin developing
skill inpractical reasoning. Someof theexperiencethat
is relevant, Thiele contends, is ancestral experience
that createsheritablebrain mapsthat arethenmodified
by personal experience(73-89). A second placewhere
neuroscience playsamajor rolein Theile saccount is
that of what he callsthe unconscious (although that is



perhapsamisnomer). Here, Thieledrawsfromtheories
of a modular brain to show how the tacit nature of
practical reasoning is rooted in the development of
perceptual skillsandimplicitmemory (117-129). Neu-
robiology even shows up in the chapter devoted to
narrative when he suggeststhat brain mapsare akind
of narrativeof lived experience(204-205).

Indiscussing narrative (chapter 5), heargues
that evol utionary history makesit possiblefor humans
to develop a reflexive identity, but that language is
necessary for completing that process (217). He goes
ontoarguethat morality isprimarily narrativeinnature
(238-244) andthentoexplorethelimitsand possibilities
of using novels in forming practical judgment (245-
263). He concludes by reflecting on the plurality of
narratives and suggesting that good judgment entails
the capacities to enter various stories, see from many
vantage points, and be open to transformation (273-
276). In this respect, Thiele offers a more complex
account of narrativesthan Alasdair Maclntyre or oth-
ers who have established a reputation as narrative
thinkers. Thielereadily recognizesthat peoplelivein
many narrativesthat are often nestedin complex ways
(266-269).

All of these sourcesblendtogether asThiele,
throughout the book, develops a subtext on how to
develop practical reasoning. Thiele agrees with
Aristotle that such learning comes primarily through
practice—a minimum of 10 years according to some
studies that trace the development of expertise in
chess, fine arts, and math (93)! Experience can be
supplemented with formal instruction, but such in-
struction must include reflection on actions that pro-
vide a genuine possibility of making mistakes (see
especially 104-114). Readingandcritical reflectionon
novels can also provide a mechanism for gaining
experiencevicariously, aswell asdevel oping percep-
tual capacities(245-257).

This summation suggests many possible
connections between Thiele' sunderstanding of prac-
tical judgment and Pol anyi’ saccount of personal knowl-
edge: theimportance of perception, thetask of recog-

ni zing patterns, theinclusion of passionsinan account
of human thought, the place of apprenticeship in
developing skills, and the parallelswith clinical judg-
ment. In fact, Thiele make rather extensive use of
Polanyi at two main pointsin his account (even if he
doesconfuseMichael withKarl at onepoint[254]). The
first of these comesin the third chapter, one devoted
to “The Power of the Unconscious.” There, Thiele
draws on Polanyi’s account of tacit knowledge as an
acquired“knowinghow” that cannever befully explicit
(130-137). Thesecond comesinthefifthchapter,“The
Riches of Narrative.” There, Thiele incorporates
Polanyi’s idea of indwelling into his argument that
narratives, because of their rich textures, can be cata-
lysts for internalizing the details that are the stuff of
practical reasoning (254). Hisappropriationsof Polanyi
are both fair to Polanyi (although | wonder if Polanyi
would argue that tacit knowledge should not be in-
cluded in adiscussion of the unconscious) and appro-
priatetohisargument. GivenThiele sfamiliarity with
Polanyi, itissurprising that he doesnot find Polanyi’ s
discussion of the passions likewise useful.

The Heart of Judgment can be taken, along-
sidethework of Alasdair Macl ntyre, Robert Bellah, and
others, asanother constructive responseto the plural -
ism and resulting fragmentation of the contemporary
western world. It does offer some advantages over
these other approaches. Unlike Maclntyre, Thiele
does not advocate as asolution areturnto living in a
monolithic narrative—hisaccount of narrativeplural-
ismistoothoroughgoingforthat. Practical judgment,
the ability to sort through competing claims, does
indeed seemto bethe skill most needed at thistime. In
this respect, The Heart of Judgment has much in
common with Albert Jonsen and Stephen Toulmin's
The Abuse of Casuistry, awork that Thiele somewhat
surprisingly ignores. Thieleisalsomorewillingtolet
the sciences inform his work than at least the early
Maclntyre (whose later Dependant Rational Animals
suggests more openness to biological accounts of
human nature).

Still, some questions remain. Although the
account of practical judgment that Thiele develops
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resonateswith Aristotl€’ sat many points, Thielemakes
one subtle, but important switch. For Aristotle, prac-
tical reasoningrequiresapolisthatisatleastrelatively
good. For him peopl efrom deficient backgroundswill
not be ableto devel op the crowning virtue of practical
reasoning. For a good society, Thiele substitutes a
richly-textured society. Is thisthe same thing? Put
differently, are democratic practices and institutions
vibrant enough to produce people of good practical
judgment? Perhaps the work of Jeffrey Stout and
othersis needed to supplement Thiele' s argument.

Nevertheless, one cannot do everything in
one work. Thiele is to be commended for putting
practical reasoning at the forefront of discussionina
way that integrates fields that all too often do not
communicatewithoneanother. Theendresultisabook
that offersasfine an account of practical reasoning as
iscurrently available, onethat al so offersmany fruitful
ideas for those interested in ways of fostering skill in
practical judgment.

Paul Lewis

lewis mercer.edu

Tony Clark. Divine Revelation and Human Practice:
Responsive and Imaginative Participation. Eugene,
OR: Wipf and Stock, 2008. Pp. 228+ xvi.|SBN 13: 978-
1-55635-516-5. $16.20 paperback.

In preparing to read and review thisbook by
Tony Clark, part of mehopedtobefavorably impressed
both because of its focus on Polanyi’'s theory of
knowledge and its publication by apresswithwhich |
currently haveabook contract, whileanother part of me
expected to be unimpressed by its Barthianism in
theology. Andindeed my actual impressionsdidreflect
an ambivalence precisely along those substantive
lines.

Thisisawe l-writtenbook whoseproseflows
smoothly. With subtitles such as “Intellectual Pas-
sions,” “Indwelling,” “Faith and Doubt,” “Commit-
ment, Calling, and Universal Intent,” and “The Ubig-
uity of the Tacit,” Chapter 3 serves as a very good
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introductiontoor refresher on Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy.
Drawing on al of Polanyi’ sbooks, it makes generous
and effective use of quotations as it helpfully
schematizesPolanyi’ smajor themes.

With regard to religion and theology, Clark
readily grantsthat Polanyi himself was hardly a posi-
tivist with respect to revel ation. He notes that Polanyi
did not el aborate much onreligious epistemol ogy, nor
washenecessarily fully consistentinwhat hedidwrite.
He critiques a tendency in Polanyi’s references to
religionto suggest that, unlike with science and many
other areas of human inquiry, religious commitments
may not refer to any objectivereality at all (138-39)—
alegitimatecomplaint as| read Polanyi.

LikeClark | believethat Polanyi’ sepistemol -
ogy holds great promise for religious traditions. He
astutely critiques Gordon Kaufman for sharply distin-
guishing the natural and human sciences as objective
from theology and metaphysics as imaginative con-
struction—inthecaseof theology typically arbitrarily
reifyingtradition (204ff). Clark rightly chidesPolanyi
for his own failure to emphasize the crucia role of
practicing religiouscommunitiesfor religiousknowl-
edge—instead focusing ontheindividual Christian—
a failure al the more glaring because of Polanyi’s
recognition of thecruciality of thescientificcommunity
for advancing scientific knowledge (139).

The main focus of Clark’s appropriation of
Polanyi for theology is to develop the claim that
Polanyi’s general epistemology can legitimately and
profitably be brought to bear in support of indwelling
and imaginative participation in Christian revelation
understood in Barthian exclusivist fashion. Here is
wherel haveproblemswith Clark’ sargument. Hetakes
umbrageat Kaufman'’ scharacterization of Barth’ sas-
sumption of thetruth of Christian revelation as“arbi-
trary” fideism, defending this revelation as a self-
grounding disclosure (a move which can boast an
initial plausibility in terms of the acritical aspects of
Polanyi’ sepistemology) (211). Clark findsit very sig-
nificant that Kaufman deniesthepossibility of adefini-
tive divine disclosure on the grounds that God is not



a percept, like a book, dog, or human being (among
other grounds) (209ff). Citing AlvinPlantinga, hecon-
cludesthat Kaufman has given us no reasonsto doubt
thelogical possibility of an omniscient and omnipotent
God deciding to make Godself known (210).

Recalling apointin Hume' s Dialogues Con-
cerning Natural Religion, | grant that God couldreveal
Godself—indeed in an unambiguous way. We can
imagineGod declaring, acrosstheearthineach human
being’ sownlanguage, God' sreality andwill. Thisuse
of imagination points to the real problem in Clark’s
Barthian position. We can devise ascenario in which
thedivinechoosesto becomean unambiguouspercept
toall of humankind. But Barthiansandtheirilk want to
have their cake and eat it too. God chooses to reved
Godself inamoreambiguousway, inwhichthedivine
isveiledinitsunveilingandwhichonly certainhumans
truly “hear.” Atthesametimeany otherreligion’ sclaim
of apartially revealing, partially veiling manifestation
of thedivineisfalse. Obviously any religioustradition
can in theory play this same exclusivist game. In
practice many, probably most, Muslims accept the
exclusive finality of God's self disclosure through
Muhammad (even as perhaps most lay Christiansstill
assume such finality about revelation in Christ, espe-
cialy given the tremendous growth of Christianity in
the developing world). Such exclusivity constitutes
the elephant in the room which Clark seems not to
notice. Such exclusivity | believe constitutes the fun-
damental arbitrariness which, to Clark’s perplexity,
troublesKaufman.

Before concluding | do want to address an
element of styleal socarrying substantiveimplications
fortradition: Clark’ suseof exclusively masculinepro-
nouns for God. While such exclusive language from
“peopleinthe pews’ doesnot fazeme, | must confess
that | was somewhat put off by such apparent noncha-
lance by a contemporary Christian theologian. Such
exclusivity hasbecomeproblematicfor most academic
theologians, with telling critiques of such practice
mounted fromwithin Christiantradition. Hereisacase
wherel expect at | east some explanation, some appeal
to critical reason, eveniif just in passing.

| will now addresstheissueof whether Clark’s
exclusivist model of revelationisproblematicnot only
with respect to Polanyi’s own religious convictions,
but withrespect toimportant el ementsof hisepistemol-
ogy. In virtually every area of human endeavor and
inquiry, humans continue to attempt to discover, and
often succeed in discovering, some of the indetermi-
nate possible futureimplications Polanyi believed re-
ality always holds. History represents an area which
doesnot quitefitinto the same mold, both because our
access to the distant past falls under unique con-
straintsand becausethepastinitsownrightisalready
determinate in a sense in which the just present and
future are not. Y et the particular areas of history we
study, likepoliticsand art, continuetounfold. | person-
aly find it incongruous, with the rise of human
personhood from our convivial biological origins, as
more of the components of our universe emerge into
coherent patterns of meaning and more of the potenti-
alitiesof that universe become actualized and known,
to so limit what | believe to be the most holistic
dimension of human life, namely religion. For me, to
aver that the divine has chosen to limit its making
known of itself toonedefinitiveact through oneperson
or event of the past—and granted the present and
futureramificationsof thispastinthelivesof believers
through the divine spirit—unnecessarily and implau-
sibly limitsGod.

Inshort, regarding thereligiousand theol ogi-
cal ruminations of Divine Revelation and Human
Practice, neo-orthodox of the Barthian wing,
Lindbeckian postliberals, Milbankian Radical Ortho-
dox,andMeekianevangelicaslikelywill regardClark’ s
appropriation of Polanyi’ sepistemology intheservice
of religious exclusivism as valid, while those more
inclusively or plurdistically inclined, likemyself, will
demur from Clark’ shasi c assumptionsabout Christian
revelation.

DavidNikkel
david.nikkel @uncp.edu
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