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Preface

Thisissuebeginswithavery thoughtful memorial noteon Edward Shils,
afigurewho was both Michael Polanyi'sfriend and colleague. Stephen Turner
doesanicejob of showing how Polanyi influenced Shils' social theory aswell
ashow Shilsinfluenced Polanyi'sideas. Followingisoneof Edward Shils final
essayswhichwassubstantially compl eted at thetimeof hisdeathin January 1995.
“OntheTraditionof thelntellectuals: Authority and AntinomianismAccording
toMichael Polanyi” grew out of thewonderfully witty andilluminating material
Shilspreparedfor hisaddressat thePolanyi centennial at Kent Statein April 1991.
Itisonly throughtheeffortsof RichardH. Schmitt and ChristineC. Schnusenberg,
two longtime Shils associates, that TAD has been able to see to conclusion
Professor Shils desiretopublishhisreflections. Thecareand commitment shown
inpreparing thefinal essay by thesetwo reflectsnot only their ownintegrity but
that of Edward Shils.

Thereisasointhisissuebothashort review aswell asalonger review
essay on Sheldon Richmond's recent book Aesthetic Criteria: Gombrich and
Philosophies of Science of Popper and Polanyi. Barbara Baumgarten's brief
reflections are complemented by Andy Sanders point by point examination to
whichRichmondkindly agreedbriefly torespond. Additionally, therearereviews
of a1993 collection of essaysby William Poteat and Joan Crewdson’'snew book
on Polanyi and Christian doctrine.

Y ouwill findonpage4, theannual call for papersfor thePolanyi Society
meeting to be held next Fall. Proposals need to bereceived by David Rutledge
by the middle of March.

Pleasebeawar ethat thisissueisthesecond inthecurrent subscription cycle.
Duesar ecollected each Fall at thebeginningof theacademicyear . | f you have
neglectedtopay your dues, pleasedosoimmediately. Remember that several
business procedures are new this subscription cycle: We are diligently
attemptingtoshift all subscriptions,includingthoseoutsidetheUnited States,
tothecycleidentified above. All duesar enow mailedtome(Phil M ullins) rather
thanRichard Gelwick ,asthey havebeeninthepast. Alsoyounowmay charge
member shipdueswith acredit cardif you providethecard number, expiration
dateandname.

Phil Mullins

Tradition and Discovery isindexed selectivelyin The
Philosopher’sIndex and Religion One: Periodicals. Book
reviews areindexedin Indexto Book Reviews in Religion.




NEWSAND NOTES

Weareworkingonpublishing,inaformasinexpensiveas
possible, the proceeding of the Kent State Centennial
Conference. A January deadline hasbeen set for submit-
ting copies of presented papers, and we have attempted
to contact all personswho did presentations. Wewill not
haveall of the papersfor several reasons. Some persons,
such as John Polanyi, wanted presentations to remain
informal and unpublished. Othersdid not submit copies
of their papers. Somewewerenever abletoreachtosolicit
papers. Nevertheless, we do have most of the major
addresses and papers. Presently, itlookslikeit may take
two or three volumesto hold them. These materialslook
asif they will be useful for future scholarship on Polanyi.
When these proceedings are available, Polanyi Society
memberswill benctified.

If you have not already, you are invited to join the
el ectronicdiscussionlist on Polanyi which John Apczynski
moderates. Asarecent converttoe-mail communication,
| want toadd my encouragement toearlier invitationsfrom
Apczynski and Phil Mullins. Itisinvigorating and stimu-
lating to be ableto sit down on any day and have conver-
sations about Polanyian matters with scholars acrossthe
world. Inthe past month, | noticed correspondencefrom
scholarsin Austria, New Zealand and Australiaaswell as
the United Kingdom, the Netherlands and the United
States. Seethesection of thisissuetitled"Informationon
Electronic Discussion Group") for directions on how to
subscribe.

From the database Expanded Academic Index (1/16/96),
thefollowing articleisrelevant to Polanyi:

"Postmodern Ethics: Richard Rorty and Michael Polanyi*.
John Rothfork. Southern Humanities Review (Winter
1995), val. 29, no. 1, pp. 15-34. Abstract: Theissuewith
postmodernismiswhether postmodernismcanmaintaina
positive ethics with the scathing action of its methods

which destroys epistemological assertions about truth
and metaphysical assertions about substantive concepts
such as God or Reason. Richard Rorty was aways clear
about theinevitabl e outcomeof social and moral thought.
Michael Polanyi and his Aristotelian orientation have
been incorporated to support the moral and political
responsibility of Rorty's stand.

R.T.Allenislaunchinganew journal Appraisal early in
1996 anditsfirstissuewill includethreearticlesaswell as
reviewsfocused onPolanyi and Polanyi influenced schol -
arship. Although not devoted exclusively to Polanyi,
Appraisal plans to reprint some material from TAD and
Polanyiana. Allen writes that a new book that he has
edited, Society, Economics, Philosophy: Essays by
Michael Polanyi, is scheduled for publication by Trans-
action Publishers (Rutgers) in Spring 1996. Thevolume
will include25 of Polanyi'sarticlesnot previously incorpo-
ratedintohisbooks, includingtwoarticlesthat areEnglish
transl ationsby EndreNagy of essaysoriginally published
inHungarian. Allen hasrecently written ashort entry on
Polanyi for thenew Routledge Encycl opaedia of Philoso-
phy and reports that Norman Wetherick has written a
similar entry for Routledge's Biographical Dictionary of
Psychology.

Richard Gelwick



The Polanyi Society
Call for Papers

The Polanyi Society will convene again during the annual meeting of the American Academy of Religion/
Society of Biblical LiteratureinNew Orleans, LA, November 23-26, 1996. Scholarsinterestedin Michagel Polanyi’s
work and itsimplications are encouraged to submit one-page paper proposals for the meeting to David Rutledge
by March 15, 1996. Though all submissions are welcome, we are particularly interested in receiving proposalson
the following topics: “Teaching Polanyi and Polanyian Teaching,” and “Tacit Knowing and Psychology.” Asin
past sessions, we anticipate the AAR/SBL will alow the Polanyi Society one program session on Saturday,
November 23, inwhich two paperswill be discussed. Proposalsfor shorter papers and/or an additional program
session will, however, be considered.

Proposals should be sent to: David W. Rutledge
Department of Religion
FurmanUniversity
Greenville, S.C. 29613
Fax: 803-294-300
Tel: 803-294-32960r-2162
e-mail: rutledge david/furman@furman.edu

We have enjoyed excellent sessionsin recent years, and want to thank Polanyi Society membersfor their partici-
pation. We look forward to receiving your proposalsfor New Orleans!



Edward Shils
1910-1995

ABSTRACT Key Words. Edward Shils, Michagl Polanyi, tradition

Michael Polanyi and Edward Shils shared a great many views, and in their long mutual relationship influenced one
another. Thismemorial note examinestherel ationship and some of therespectsin which Shils presented a Polanyian
social theory organized around the notion of tradition.

Edward Shils, Professor of Sociology and Socia Thought at the University of Chicago and longtimefellow
of Peterhouse, Cambridge died in January of 1995 at the age of 84. Shilswas one of the grand intellectual figures of
hisgeneration, and hehad closepersonal rel ationswith several of the other grandintellectual figuresof hisgeneration,
including Michael Polanyi. In what follows, | will concentrate on his relation to Polanyi, which in many ways was
formative for his sociological thought. Indeed thereisastrong sensein which Shils’ mature thought represents the
extension of the central Polanyian themes of therole of faith at the basis of intellectual traditions, the importance of
the direct personal initiation of an individual into a tradition, and the idea that “tradition” was a term wrongly
appropriated by the Enlightenment to describe superstition and irrationality. Shils also devoted much of histimein
his later years to the editing of the journal Minerva, ajournal devoted to matters of policy with respect to learning,
science, and higher educati on. Minervafocused on precisely thosethemesthat had been formativefor Polanyi himself
in the crucible of the struggle against the social relations of science movement in the thirties and forties. Shils'
involvement with these issues and with the Polanyian theme of tradition dates from this period as well.

Thethought of Polanyi onscienceitself wasdeeply engravedinthewhol eof themassiveeditorial effort which
Shilsgaveto Minerva. Minerva, founded in 1964, soon became ajournal read and admired by asmall but influential
number of prominent academic and scientific administrators; several such figureswere frequently represented onits
pages, aswere scholarsin many areasrel ated to the problem of the history and significance of the present organization
of intellectual life, such as historians of philanthropic effortsin support of science and scholarship. Typical themes
from Polanyi’ swritingsin opposition to Bernal and the social relations of science movement, such asthedistinction
between scienceandtechnology, werefrequent topicsinMinerva. Polanyi wrotean essay inthefirstissueof Minerva,
which in many respects set out the principal themes of the journal over the next twenty years. The essay was one of
Polanyi’ sbest: “ The Republic of Science.” It synthesized and updated hiswritingson scienceand itsgovernanceand,
in several ways, strikingly anticipated later work in “science of technology studies’ particularly with respect to the
networks which check and sustain scientists' beliefsin their own results.

Shils shared these ideas and concerns. But | think that there is a much deeper and more encompassing
relationship or engagement with Polanyian themesto befound in Shils, and in what follows| will briefly examineits
character, and its historical origins. The atmosphere among intellectuals and especially scientistsin the thirties and
forties has been written about endlessly. The era was dominated by the highly visible fact of the long economic
depression of thethirtieswhich gave new lifeto the hope of arational regulation of economic lifeand encouraged the
ideathat communism represented the best chancefor bringing thisabout. “Progressive” forceswereidentified with
the Soviet Unionanditspolicies, and the statusand meritsof the Soviet model, whichfocused on heavy industry, were
widely discussed. J. D. Bernal, the product of a famous British scientific family and member of the intellectual

5



establishment, led a scientists movement to create a socially responsible science, organized collectively to serve
collectivepurposes. Only atransformation of science, Bernal argued, could overcometheirrationalitiesof thepresent
form of organization of society and only atransformed society could fully utilize the benefitsthat properly organized
and productively oriented science could produce. Theterm of art which was used in progressive circlesto describe
therational organization of society was* planning.” Bernal advocated the“planning” of science and the planning of
society. Polanyi, of course, opposed both, and his turn toward philosophy arose from this opposition.

The notion of planning has not yet found its historian. It was a notion which found favor (both as away of
describing thepolitical tendenciesof theday aswell asaway of proceding politically among awidevariety of political
viewpoints). Many Americanobservers, for example, saw theriseof Nazism, Fascism, Bol shevism, and European L abor
Socialismasembodimentsof thepalitical ideaof planning, andindeedtheNazis, Fascists, and Bol shevistsall engaged
ostentatiously inplanningandfor largeprojectsof variouskinds. For somesocidists, suchasHendrik deMan, planning
became a term which defined the movements themselves, and de Man accordingly changed his allegiances from
socialism to fascism, which he reasoned would be more ableto initiate planning.

This movement produced its own countermovement. The war against Hitler produced a great deal of soul
searching about what precisely differentiated theenemiesof Hitler fromHitler, aproblemgivenacertain specificity by
theHitler-Stalinpact of 1939, which suggested that thedifferencebetween Bol shevismand Nazismwasprimarily tactical
and their relation contingent. A great outpouring of writing took place onthe common heritage of democracy, drawn
in part on along quiescent body of 19th century ideas about the ancient Germanic roots of Anglo-Saxon freedom and
congtitutionalism. T.S. Eliot sought to reconsider the Christian roots of culture at the same period, and his writings
influenced Shilsaswell.

Sociol ogists contributed something to thisliterature, whichitself reflected sociol ogical themesof an earlier
generation. But during the late forties there was a change in sociology, much of which wastheresult of ahigh level
of optimism that the field was on the verge of becoming atrue science. Shilshad ahand in thiseffort, and indeed for
many academic sociologists he is best known for the brief period of his collaboration with the Harvard sociologist
Talcott Parsons. But Shilswas soon disenchanted with the quest for ascientific sociology. And because hewas more
attunedtotheproblem of traditionthan hiscontemporaries, it fell to Shilsto say something of importanceabout it. What
he said drew on many sources.

ShilsbecameinvolvedwiththeBritishwar effort and withtheinterviewing of German sol dierswho had been
captured, and through thisroute arrived at conclusionsthat pointed toward some important insightsinto theway in
whichtraditionsand central valuesfigurein social life. Hecameto understand that what sociologistscall the primary
group, the people with whom one has face to face rel ationships, was the basis of the solidarity of the fighting group.
Themutual loyalty of themembersof theunit, rather than devotionto Nazi ideal ogy, wasthebasi s of the effectiveness
of theunit. Nevertheless, Nazi ideol ogy had arole. Some member of the primary group was, typically, oriented to the
ideology and provided thelink of solidarity and commitmentswhich connected devotion to theregimeto thedevotion
of membersof thefightinggroup ([ 1948] 1975, pp.351-352). Shilscameto seethat thismodel appliedtotraditiongenerally.
Some peopleare, asheput it, oriented to the center, that isto say, oriented to the core embodi ments of atradition, and
these people constitute, so to speak, the spine of society to which others are connected through their face to face
relationsasribsare connected, that isto say the spine supportsthe body with the help of theribsjust astradition holds
together soci ety but largely throughthemediati on of facetofacerel ationshi psof loyalty and thelikeand personal bonds
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rather than directly through the influence of the tradition on each individual.

Shilsgreatly elaborated thisinsight about the center of traditions, and similar ideaswere devel oped by such
contemporariesasRobert Redfield, anthropol ogist at theUniversity of Chicago, inthisownstudiesof Mexicanvillages.
But although Shils thought systematically about these topics, he did not write systematically about them, or at least
did not write asystematic treatisein which the relation between all of hiscentral ideaswere precisely defined. Shils
became fascinated with the many ways in which the center of the tradition and indeed various special traditions and
local traditions of society were presented and experienced symbolically. In one of his most famous essays, “The
M eaning of the Coronation,” Shilsand Michael Y oung examined the ceremony of the coronation of Queen Elizabeth
andthecomplex waysinwhichtheEnglishrespondedtoit. Hispoint wasthat the symbolic representation of thecentral
political and religiousinstitutions of the society as represented in the coronation ritual itself evokes aresponse even
from those who oppose these institutions which choose the remarkabl e extent to which they recognize and respect
this centrality ([1956] 1975, pp. 135-152). Shils saw also that the antinomianism and antiestablishment attitudes of
intellectuals derived from an even more complex relation to central institutions: they treated theideals of the center,
to which they were especially attuned, as standards against which they could hold the actual conduct of the central
institutions and their representatives, and found them wanting (1972, especially pp. 3-22).

For an audience familiar with Polanyi, | need hardly point out the connectionswith Polanyi’ s own thought.
Theimage Polanyi had of scienceasatradition parallel to the Church, defined by adistinctivekind of common faith,
islike Shilsimage of society asawhole, society oriented to acommon spiritual center. And Shils, like Polanyi, had a
great respect not only for religion but for the traditions of the special professions, such asthe law. He certainly took
from Polanyi theemphasison the personal transmission of thesetraditions, and theideathat it wasespecially difficult
to establish aliving tradition. The problems of creating a scientific tradition in the countries of the third world, for
example, signalled to Shils something basic about the character of traditionsin general, aswell asthe dependence of
science on its “traditional” and personal character.

If wewereto go through Shils' various concerns one by one, we would find Polanyian connections, strong
or weak, in almost every one of them. Itisclear that Shils' relationship to Polanyi wasintensely instructive to Shils
andamountedinaway toakind of dial ectical partnershipthat stimulated Shils' thought and Polanyi’ saswell. Polanyi’s
relationship to socia scientists and psychologists is as yet unchronicled, but the relationships were often quite
formativefor thosewho cameinto contact with him. Donald Campbell, for exampl e, hastold meof hisowndiscussions
with Polanyi in thefifties and the value they had in his own development -- but one would be hard pressed to simply
catalog “influences’ of Polanyi on Campbell. | think it issignificant that Polanyi stimulated the people he cameinto
personal contact with in waysthat cannot be reduced to amodel of “influence.” The ways in which Polanyi himself
drew from theserelationshipsisdifficult to chart, but it clear that the range of Polanyi’ slater thought, and its quality,
depended on these personal rel ationships and the discussionsthat he participatedin. In Personal Knowledge, | think,
thereisevidenceof Polanyi’ sabsorption of theseconcerns, especially inthe chaptersonskills(1958:53-65) and even
moresointhechapter onconviviality (1958:203-245).

Shils, | think, reflected on Polanyi and Polanyi’ s experiences long after Polanyi’s death, and they had an
important rolein hisown thought. Polanyi represented for him akind of model of thegreat scientists. | knew Shilsin
thelast 14yearsof hislife, and | amstruck inretrospect by thenumber of timeshequoted Polanyi or relayedinformation
about Polanyi inthe course of making pointsabout mattersthat had nothing to do directly with Polanyi. Atonepoint,
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for example, we were discussing the history of sociology, a subject we both shared an intense but somewhat ironic
interest in, aswell asthe history of the University of Chicago. He often quoted Polanyi as saying that science hasan
apostolic succession, and he used thisto make a point about the university and its great sociologistsaswell. Robert
E. Park washisownteacher, or rather the great figurein the Sociol ogy Department whose auraand style had suffused
it and created the Chicago School of Sociology, whichwasbeginning to break up when Shilscameto Chicago and Park
retired. Park, Shilsthought, was one of those rare individuals that make a university great by their presence. Shils
believed that even at agreat institution like the University of Chicago therewereonly four or fivesuchindividualsat
any time who were truly great and who sustained the greatness of the university.

Shils believed that Polanyi had this kind of greatness aswell, so it is perhaps no surprise that Shilswas so
receptive to the kind of dialogue or dialectical relationship with Polanyi that | have hinted at. What Shilsin the end
made of this relationship will perhaps be seen in hislarge project to be posthumously published, The Movements of
Knowledge. | would expect tofind Polanyian themesthroughout, but hisownthemesdevel oped and weretransformed
through contact with a new range of topics and new ideas from various sources, not least from Shils himself.

Shilsobserved, at the Kent State Conference, that Polanyi had been a brilliant eul ogist, and commented that
it was hardly worth dying nowadays, without Polanyi to give one’ seulogy. In Shils' last years, he wrote anumber of
biographical essayson scholarshehad knownand outlived. Theseessayswereinasense Shils' ownwork asaeul ogist.
Thetitlesof the essaysare often somewhat deceptive. Storiesabout onescholar often appear in articlesabout another
scholar. Polanyi figuresinseveral of these, insomecasesinlargeways, asin Shils' paper on Robert Hutchins, inwhich
herelates hiseffortsto bring Polanyi to the University of Chicago and the Committee on Social Thought (1991, 191-
192). In other essays, Polanyi makes a cameo appearance, asin Shils' posthumously published recollection of Karl
Mannheim:

Intheearly evening of January 7, 1947, | wasinataxi accompanying Michael Polanyi toKing' sCrossStation
for hisreturnjourney to Manchester, wherehewasstill aprofessor of physical chemistry. Polanyi wasalittle
older than Mannheim, but they were both members of the Galileo Society. They had known each other in
Budapest. Although hewasworkingintheKaiser Wilhelm I nstitutefor thestudy of man-madefibers, Polanyi
wasanintellectual highbrow, especiallyinterestedinsocial affairs. Hewasaliberal andaseverecriticof social
planning. Hehad very little sympathy with Mannhei m--tothepoint of indifference--whileMannheimwasvery
sensitiveto “Michi’s” lack of sympathy. When | said to Polanyi, as we were nearing the station, that Karl
Mannheim had died, Polanyi made no reply at al. He was probably thinking one of his philosophical
conundrums and there was no clear category in hismind for Mannheim. (1995, 234)

| think this also conveys something about Polanyi’ s ability to make hard intellectual judgments and live with them.
Shils had this ability aswell. Like Polanyi, Shilswas sensitive to the element of the sacred in human activities, and
respected it when it was genuinely present. But Shilswas entirely unsentimental about individuals, and did not hide
hisjudgementsof them. Shilsnot infrequently expressed thesejudgementsinakind of sardonic humor that wasnever
quite cynical, but was sometimes quite, to use a Victorian word, shocking, both in its directness and tone. Y et Shils
was also an astonishingly helpful person, who went out of hisway for otherswhose motives and efforts he respected,
and especially for students. Hewould say “pull your socksup, Mr. Soand So,” but hewould al so spend precioustime
in helping Mr. So and So to produce something constructive and valuable, and he had a sharp eye for the valuable.
Much of his editorial work at Minerva consisted in the transformation of poorly developed texts into useful
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contributions -- a process in which the author sometimes became a bemused bystander.

Shilswasagreat scholar. Hisscholarship was deeply influenced by thetimesinwhich helived. Hewasan
active participant for the causes that Polanyi was also an active participant in, and shared Polanyi’s sympathies, for
examplefor religion. Timewill tell what survivesthese concernsand what reflected narrow circumstancesthat have
changed. The generation to which Shilsbelonged was Polanyi’ s generation. Shilshad an affinity for older men and
women and made discerning judgements about them. But he al so respected their achievements. His preservation of
hisreflectionson them was agreat service and an act of Polanyian respect for intellectual greatness. When Shilssaid
at Kent State that there was no one any more who could give agood eulogy, as Polanyi had done, it was acomment
that reflected the passing of thisgeneration. Wearestill far too closein timeto this generation to sit in judgement of
them, asl havesuggested. Butwearenot socloseasto beunableto sel ect fromthevast outpouring of academicwritings
of this century the bright lightswhose memory we need to preserve and whose thought we need to continueto reflect
on. Shils, like Polanyi, belongsin this category.

Stephen Turner
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On the Tradition of Intellectuals:
Authority and Antinomianism
According To Michael Polanyi

Edward Shils

Editor'sNote: Thisessay wasoriginally drafted by Edward Shilsin preparation forhisaddress at the cel ebration of the
Polanyi centennial at Kent State,which hedeliveredin April 1991-- inamanner more extemporaneous and anecdotal
than the written text, as was his custom on such occasions. At the time of his death, he had reviewed this draft in
preparationfor publication here; wehavemadeonly minor correctionstothetext that followsand haveincluded several
passages at the end which had been removed fromthefinal version.It ischiefly through the diligent efforts of Richard
H. Schmitt and Christine C. Schnusenbergthat TAD hasbeen ableto seeto conclusion Professor Shils desireto publish
hisreflections.

ABSTRACT Keywords: tradition, authority, intellectuals, tacit knowl edge,scientific training, scientific community,
history of science,sociology of science, politics and science, Michael Polanyi, Karl Popper.

Michael Polanyi made an original contribution in his reflections on tradition within the scientific community.
Sarting with his Riddell Lectures (Science, Faith and Society), he considered the role of authority and the
transmission of tacit knowledge within the scientific community, an analysis that can be extended to other, often
contrasting, realms of intellectual life.

| think thatitisworthwhileonthisoccasionfor thereassessment of Michael Polanyi’ sachievementstorecall
his reflections on the traditions of intellectuals. Tradition and traditions have had a hard time of it ever since the
seventeenth century, but the traditions of intellectuals have, for better or for worse, thrived. Neither Bacon nor
Descartes had much patience with knowledge whichisacquired through tradition. The conviction that progresswas
amoral imperative made what wasreceived from the past into aburden; the sooner it was discarded the better. More
narrowly, the data obtained by direct observation of present events and the rational analysis of these observations
meant that nothing wasto betakenfor granted except the primacy of direct observation (or observationthroughreliably
uniform instruments), and rational analysis.

Inthesocial sciences, economictheory had no placefor traditionsinitsaccount of human action. Sociology,
likewise, seeing societiesmoving irresistibly from Gemeinschaft to Gesellschaft, likewise provided little placefor it.
Political science, despiteitsmotley composition, did not think that traditional belief or attachment to old practiceshad
any roleto play inthe conflicts and compromises of “interest groups’ in their struggle for power or in the cal culus of
“rational choice.” Anthropology might haveappearedto betheonebranch of social sciencewhichwouldbecompelled
to deal with traditionsand traditional practices, i.e., long recurrent and persisting beliefsand practices and apositive
attachment to things inherited from the past and an appreciation of persons who lived and events which happened
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inthepast. But no, it hasnot beenthat way eveninabranch of study devoting itself towhat have been calledtraditional
societies.

Theseacademicattitudestowardstradition areonly special manifestationsof amorewidely espousedrefusal
to acknowledge the existence, endurance and value of tradition.

Very recently, we have seen this war against tradition conducted through the rationalistic contention that
“tradition” has been “invented.” It is part of the fashionable derogation, which attempts to discredit cultural and
intellectual achievementsof |ong standing and high merit. This, among historianswho becausethey deal with persons
and events more concretely and without the interposition of theories and doctrines could be expected to show alittle
more understanding of human life than social scientistswho deal in abstractions or who deal with events under very
general rubrics.

I nthe humani stic disciplines, wherethe objectsof study havebeenworkslong carried and received asval ued
traditions, apassionate denial of thevalue of the canon of highly esteemed workshas becomewidespread. The canon
isviewed, asit isin the notion of the “invention of tradition” as a contrivance with the intention of domination and
suppression. “Deconstruction”, the“ new historicism”, the“sociological interpretation” areal intended to erodethe
preeminent standing of highly appreci ated workswhich havelong been accepted asthebest of the Westernintellectual
tradition. In the humanistic disciplines, we see an active attack against tradition, not amere indifference towardsit.

Nor does“neo-conservatism,” theintellectual movement which setsitsface against the palitical radicalism
of recent yearsinthe*humanities,” accord much morevalueto tradition or attribute moreimportant functionstoit. It
too tends to be very rationalistic.

Michael Polanyi wasoneof thefirst writersof thetwentieth century to call attention tothetraditional element
inthe natural sciences. Polanyi put forward hisviewson tradition in scientific activity in the Riddell lectureswhich
he delivered at the University of Durham in 1946.1 A few years later than Polanyi, Karl Popper published his essay
“Towards aRational Theory of Tradition”.2

InPolanyi’ sview eveninthenatural scienceswith their powers of experimentation and control, preciseand
reliable observation and the possibilities of mathematical formulation and deduction, there remainsazone or margin
of discretion, whereintellectual judgmentsare made but without the guidance of preciserulesand explicitly stipul ated
procedures. He said that scientific propositions could not be derived exclusively from observation by adherence to
explicitrules. In1946hewrote: “ Thereisaresidueof personal judgment requiredindeciding -- asthescientist eventual ly
must -- what weight to attach to any parti cul ar set of evidenceinregardtothevalidity of aparticul ar proposition.” (SFS
3D).

(Laterinhislife, Polanyi referred to thiszoneof discretionastherealm of tacit knowledge. Tacitknowledge
he defined as knowledge which we possess but cannot articulate.)

Of course, Polanyi did not deny the need for meticulous accuracy. “ Care and honest self-criticism” -- being

11



“conscientious’ -- areamong themost stringent requirementsof scientificwork. They areamong “thefirst thingsthat
astudent istaught on being apprenticed to science” (S-S, 39). But they are only the beginning. They are conditions
for entry into the outer periphery of the scientific community. Thiskind of “routine conscientiousness’ (SFS, 40) is
indispensableto scientific work but if it isnot complemented by “real scientific conscience,” it will cometo nothing
(SFS 40). Itisthelatter kind of conscience which is pertinent to judging “how far other people’ s data can berelied
upon and avoiding at the same time the dangers of either too little or too much caution” (SFS, 40).

Polanyi in one place speaks of themind of the scientist asthe theater of three modesof action.” “Unfettered
intuitivespeculation coul dlead to extravagant wishful conclusions; whilerigorousfulfilment of any set of critical rules
would completely paralyse discovery” (SFS 41). Itisthe “scientific conscience” which transcends both “ creative
impulses” and “critical caution.” Thisisthe“moral element in the foundation of science” (S-S, 41).

In hislater writings about “tacit” knowledge, he went further and asserted that we cannot assert all that we
know explicitly but that weknow it nonethel ess. Thisadded tothe penumbraof discretion lying between observation
andrulesontheonesideandthetheory ontheother, another penumbrawhichliesoutsi detheory but whichisnecessary
toit.

These two penumbra of knowledge cannot be rigorously controlled. Y et, they are not arbitrary. Without
intellectual disciplinewhichisprovided by the authority of outstanding scientists, by consensuswithin the scientific
community and by thesci entific conscienceof theindividual scientist, theresultsof scientificactivity would bechaotic.
They acquire the rudiments of that discipline through their submission as young students to the authority of those
personswho embody theintellectual traditions of their subject or who expressthosetraditionsintheir actions. Later,
they become less submissive to the authority of individuals but they remain positively responsive to the scientific
beliefs of other scientists conceived as a collectivity or community.

“ A master’ sdaily labourswill reveal thesetotheintelligent student andimpart to himal so someof themaster’ s
personal intuitionsby which hiswork isguided. Theway hechoosesproblems, sel ectsatechnique, reactsto new clues
and to unforeseen difficulties, discusses other scientists' work and keeps speculating all the time about a hundred
possibilitieswhich are never to materialize, may transmit areflection at |east of hisessential visions. ..."3(SFS 43-
44). “Thushismind will becomeassimilated to the premissesof science. Thescientificintuition of reality henceforth
shapes his perception” (SFS, 44). The consensus of the scientific community is the consensus of those who have
learned to respect the authority first of their teachers and then of their traditions.

Intellectual traditions, general and particular inthereference, areboth explicitandimplicit. Theexplicitones
arethe propositionswhich make up the bodies of scientific and scholarly knowledge at any point intime; they arethe
propositionsranging from specifically descriptiveto general and explanatory which have, at best, been supported and
have not been refuted by methodical research and analysis. There is widespread -- although not always complete
--agreement about them among those who work in thefield and they are usually regarded as given in thework which
goesoninthefield. Noneof these substantive propositionsisimmune or exempt from being criticized or rejected but
the criticism or rejection accepts the correctness -- at least for the time being -- of most of the other propositions
specifically descriptiveand general ly explanatory which makeup theexisting body of knowledgeinthat fieldandwhich
are the objects of the consensus of that particular sector or sub-community of the larger scientific community.
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For any particular individual member of this sub-community, these propositions are the point of departure
for subsequent work inthefield. They are added to, revised, corrected and forgotten but none of theseisdoneto all
the propositions all thetime. They are the tradition of the subject.

Popper in hisessay on arational theory of tradition al so hasmuch to say about scientific tradition. Hemakes
an el oquent and forceful argument whichisall themorestriking because he himself for theearly part of hisintellectual
lifelivedinanintellectual community which had little sympathy with any ideaof theimportance of tradition. Popper
asserts about tradition that it is a precondition of the growth of scientific knowledge, which grows not by direct
observation but by the juxtaposition of observations and received theories, i.e., tradition. Without such traditions,
a science would have to begin afresh in every generation or indeed with every individual scientist.

Polanyi would surely have agreed with Popper on this particular point although asfar as| know he never
expressed himself about this. (Popper and Polanyi avoided any referenceto each other. Asfar as| recall, whenever
| mentioned the one to the other, | was answered with silence.)

Polanyi went further than Popper in the analysis of the tradition of science. With all due respect to Popper,
Polanyi’ sanalysiswasdeeper. Beyond hisstatementsabout theexisting state of theoretical knowledgeasthetradition
to which every scientist has to respond, Popper touched only briefly on the scientific sensitivity to problems and
possibilitiesin ashort passage on the difficulties to establishing a scientific tradition in a society in which there has
beennonepreviously. Here Popper showed that heknew that thereismoretothescientifictradition than thegivenness
of theories at any particular pointintime. Hedid not however go any further. ThisPolanyi did.

Hewrote: “...the process of learning must rely in the main on the acceptance of authority. Where necessary,
thisauthority must bereinforced by discipling” (S-S, 46). But it isnot authority assuch which legitimatesitself; itis
rather the obvious devotion of the person in aposition of authority to scientific truth. The claim to theright to exert
authority and thereadinessto acknowledgeit restson thefact that “ mastersand pupils...possessin general sufficiently
sincere attachment to science and asufficiently authentic vision of it to find therein acommon ground for agreement”
(SFS,46).

There are occasions on each side where this condition is not met, when students are recalcitrant and where
teachersaredogmatic and prejudiced. But theseinstancesareré atively infrequent and they do not occur at thecenters
of scientific creation.

Itisobviousthat tradition is more than the simplefactual existence of propositionswhich anewcomer must
acquireashisown point of departure. Traditionhasanormativecontent. Thereisanormimplicitintheexemplary action
of personsin positions of authority; it must be heeded and observed on grounds other than prudence or inevitahility.
The persons to whom authoritative statements are addressed must accept them because they are rendered -- at least
for thetime being -- valid to him through the fact of their enunciation by the authoritative person and not solely on
the basis of their rational or empirical persuasiveness.

Polanyi regarded thisexercise of authority asatransient condition in therel ationship between any particular
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teacher and his particular pupils. Inthe course of time, the authority of the teacher yields to the evidenced validity
of the proposition which he asserts. “ The authority to which the student of science submitstendsto eliminateitsown
functions by establishing direct contact between the student and the reality of nature. Ashe approaches maturity the
student will rely for hisbeliefslessand less on authority and moreand moreon hisown judgment. Hisownintuition
and consciencewill take over responsibility inthe measurein which authority iseclipsed” (S-S, 45). Hisconscience
isreinforced by the presence, proximate or remote, of other scientists whose own scientific attitudes, expressed in
publications and conversation, heighten the scientific collective self-consciousness. The teacher might continue to
enjoy adistinctive centrality because he enunciates more interesting and more plausible or more propositions with
better evidencethan other personsinthe scientific community. Hisauthority therefore becomesmore specialized and
lesscompellingthanitwasin hisformally pedagogical role. Hisauthority now residesin hisindicating subject-matter,
problems, hypotheses, techniquesin amanner which, without being compulsory, isworthy of seriousattention. The
scientist who is regarded as outstanding remains an authority; he remains a center of a community which studies
particular subjects. Hisauthority is, however, more suggestive than it isimperative.

v

Traditionhasfrequently been usedtorefer totheunformul ated, thevague, theunspoken, theunwritten, which
isaccepted on groundsof theauthority of thosewho declareit. Thisseemsto beremotefromrational thought. It seems
to be antithetical to the rational grounds for the acceptance of aproposition or of a pattern of thought. Y et reasons
might still be good reasonsevenif they are not clearly formulated. Vagueness might beamist of unclarity around an
image, or aninsight, or aproposition which, whenit isclarified by subsequent analysis, turns out to be an important
imageor animportantinsight. Thiswouldindicatethat what isregarded astruewaspresent first approximated through
vague, unclear images, insights or propositions.

Thisgeneral statement appliesto theguiding rulesor normsor procedures by which observationsare turned
into theorieswithout the person who makesthat operation knowing just how hehasdoneit. But not to know atheory
inaformulationwhichisexplicit and precisedoesnot meanthat itisnot knowninalessexplicit, rigorousand precise
formulation. A person knows how to construct a theory from data but this does not mean that he knows the theory
so well that he can make that procedure of construction clear to others.

Thesekindsof “ prepositional propositions’ are part of what anewcomer to agivenfield of learning acquires
fromthosewhoarealready practitionersof that field (i.e., who areal ready membersof theparticul ar scientificcommunity
or scientific sub-community) which the scientist or any other intellectual creator “follows’ when heis creating an
intellectua work.

Polanyi hasemphasized therol e of thesetwo kindsof penumbraknowl edgein substance; i.e., inpropositions
which constitute the substance or content of afield or sub-field of science. | would liketo extend the account of their
functiontotheskill or art of thechoiceof problemsfor one’ sown research, of the perception of therel ativeimportance
of particular or general problemsfor awholefield (or sub-field) to the assessment of individual scientists(or literary
men or whatever other kind of intellectual).

Theknacksof perceivingimportant problems, of perceiving clueswhich canlead toimportant interpretations,
of imaginingthepotentialitiesandlimitationsof an existingtheory arepropertiesof individual minds; they areacquired
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aspenumbratraditionsfrom thesci entificationsand beari ng of teachersand eminent scienti stswithwhomtheyounger
scientist isin intensive and prolonged contact.

Itisnot possibleto “score” intellectual works numerically with any pretenseto validity. “ Citation” indices
are useful only post facto; they can only support assessments made in other terms or by other means but they cannot
themselvesconstitutesuch assessments.  Theassessment of theintellectual importanceof awork or of theintellectual
merit of aparticular individual creator of worksrequiresskillsmuch likethe skillswhich are operativein constructing
atheory fromobservations, or inthe application of aninarticul ated or “tacit” propositionto the assessment of atheory
or of abody of data.

Polanyi has repeatedly emphasized that the basis of scientific work (or scholarly work of any sort) is the
agreement that thereisreality outside oneself andthat itisthesamereality for othersasitisfor oneself. A further basis
isthe belief that thisreality can be known, that it isworth knowing and that there are rules of discipline for knowing
it althoughtheserulesarenot sufficient for knowingit. Y et what must be added to those rules are modes of judgment
which arenot arbitrary. These modes of judgment have constancy between individuals and withinindividuals. The
latter rules must also be learned by combinations of the experience of investigation and the experience of close
intell ectual associationwith apersonwho hasmastered them and who appliestheminaway which can beapprehended,
even though neither the person who performs them nor the person who sees them can state exactly and concretely
-- or abstractly -- what heis doing or what heis seeing.

These phenomenaof the penumbramight becometraditions. They too can becomepart of whatisgiven, just
asthe explicit theories can be traditions embodied in written or printed form; they arejust beyond or prior to writing
and print. They are nonetheless acquired just as written or printed propositions can be acquired.

\Y,

The scientific community isacommunity becauseit is approximately consensual about the kinds of things
which have been referred to in the foregoing pages. The consensus need not be -- in fact, it could not be -- perfect;
not all scientistsagreeoneverythingintheir field. Y et, therecould beno body of scientific knowledge and therecould
be nointellectual growth of such abody of scientific knowledge, nor could there be any territorial expansion of that
body of knowledge if there were no consensus and hence no community of the individuals participating in that
CONsensus.

When we speak of abody of scientific knowledge, we speak of abody of scientific propositions. Theseare
propositionswhich have been established and confirmed by investigation (research) and assessment. That confirma-
tion of asingle proposition and the acceptance as confirmed of abody of scientific knowledgeis consensual means
that aplurality of individual sare participantsin the consensus. Itisthisconsensusof pluralitiesof scientists, together
with their interaction as scientists, that justifies our speaking of a scientific community or scientific communities.

The consensus must exist not only with respect to substantive propositions. It must also exist with respect

to penumbra knowledge and to penumbra criteria of judgment. But the consensus is not required beyond the World
3* of substantive propositions, penumbra knowledge and substantive and penumbra criteria of judgment.
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Polanyi wrotein 1946: “ Theconsensusprevailinginmodernscienceiscertainly remarkable. ... each scientist
follows hisown personal judgment for believing any particular claim of science and eachisresponsiblefor finding a
problem and pursuing it in his own way; and ... each again verifies and propounds his own results according to his
personal judgment. .... And yet ... we see scientists continuing to agree on most points of science” (S-S, 50).

The consensus of scientistsisabout substantive propositionsin thefirst place. It isalso about methods and
theories. It extends beyond theserationally declarablethingsinto two directions. One of these directionsistowards
andintothestratum of penumbraknowledge; theother istowardstheinstitutionsinwhich scientificwork isperformed
and towardsthe scientific community initswider reaches. (Thescientific community embracesformally established
institutions and informal patterns of relationships -- within the scientists' own (national) society and with scientists
of other societies. The scientific community isacommunity because it has consensus about the interestingness of
aset of common objects and objectives, because it has common rules governing not only the conduct of research --
“thescientific method” and the ethicsof research -- but al so governing the assessment of particular piecesof research
and of wholefieldsof researchand of theindividua swho havedonetheresearch.) Polanyi wrote: “... noonecan become
ascientist unless he presumesthat the scientific doctrine and method are fundamental ly sound and that their ultimate
premisses can be ungquestioningly accepted.” (SFS, 45).°

Themembership of anindividual inthe scientific community isnoformally inscribed or recorded condition.
It existswhen an individual who does scientific research has assimilated and isguided by itsrules, affirmsthe values
entailed in its objectives, and conducts himself towards his colleagues within the lines implied by those rules and
objectives.

Vi

Thesubstantivepropositions, ranging fromthemost explicit tothemost general or abstract and fromthemost
explicittothemosttacit, format any parti cular moment atraditionfor scientistsworkinginaparticular field. Itisatradition
inthefactual senseof aninevitable point of departure. Theunarticulated or tacit “ propositions” are not written down
and by their nature are not explicitly stated. They are also traditions in the sense of being vague and unformalized.
They must betransmitted largely orally and even then, inimplicit rather than explicit form, although they can also be
transmitted in the setting of the formation and exposition of more formalized propositions.

Authority playsapartinthetransmissionand acceptanceof traditions. Doesitalsoplay apartinthetraditions
of the scientific community? It does but it isthe authority, not of particular individualsin particular roles but of the
scientific community as awhole and of the individuals who are regarded as capable of representing the scientific
consensus. Thereareauthoritieswhose judgments are regarded asworthy of acceptance with the understanding that
they aresubject to examination, revisionand correction or outright rej ection -- but never intheir entirety at any moment
of time. In any case, the existence of any confrontation of the tradition isineluctable.

Of coursg, itisconceivablethat each generation would or could devel op penumbrakinds of knowledgefrom
itsown experience of seeking knowledge about reality. If it did soinany given generation, itisunlikely that it would
fail totransmitit together with the scientific knowledgethat had accumulated. Indeed penumbraknowledgeisaways
transmitted in connection with the search for and the transmission of knowledge about reality. Just asthe knowledge
sogained becomesat least, for atime, tradition, sotoo the penumbraknowledgeformed and practiced alongsideit also
becomestradition.
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It may be said that penumbra knowledge is more traditional, i.e., it lasts longer, as tradition, than does
substantive knowledge. Penumbra knowledge acquires increments and some of this may pass into substantive
knowledge and hence is rendered transient. Nevertheless, penumbra knowledge which is about the acquisition of
substantive knowledge remainsvalid for alonger time than does substantive knowledge, which isrevised, corrected
and supplanted over shorter spans of timethan aretheartsor skillsand “tacit propositions’ of penumbraknowledge.

VII

Membership in the scientific community, accorded on the basis of the possession of aqualifying degree or
of publicationsin accredited organsor of appointment asateacher or research worker or high scientific administrator,
congtitutesgroundsfor trust. Thebelief that another personisascientist, i.e., amember of theinformally constituted
scientific community, accredits him as trustworthy. The scientific community is constituted in part by the mutual
confidence of scientistsin the probity of their partners. There might be discrimination in the relative assessment of
thescientific capacitiesof membersbut thereisseldomdoubt regarding their probity. Thisconfidenceisinpartaproduct
of the assurance that critical scrutiny isnever, or at least very seldom, relaxed and that even if the moral disposition
of those memberswerenot sufficiently strong, they woul d be counselled by prudenceto conformwith theexpectations
of honesty. It isusually anticipated that detection of the failure to meet such expectations would result in severe
sanctions. Even the suspicion of such failure to conform with the standard of probity damages the reputation of a
scientist.

There are no officially and formally codified rulesin the scientific community; scientists have no “ code of
ethics’ like some other professions. Thefal sification of observations, claimsto have made observationswhich were
never made, and plagiary of theresultsof other scientistsareamong thefew activitieswhich are unusually denounced
but until recently prohibitions have not been formally promulgated. Y et their infringement leads to sanctions. The
sanctionsinclude dismissal from appointments, removal, permanently or for aspecified period, from lists of persons
eligiblefor thefinancial support of their research, etc. Most of the obligationsentailed in membership of thescientific
community are positive; but they too are not clearly promul gated.

The fundamental belief on which the consensus of the scientific community is focused isthe obligation of
thescientist todiscover thetruth about thestratum or sector of reality whichfallswithintheboundariesof their discipline
or subject. Itisprobablethat most living scientistsdo not liketo usetheterm “truth” or to speak of “thetruth” except
inthecontext of very particul ar propositions. They regardtheterm* thetruth” asembarrassing or evenrepugnant. They
object to the use of the term “the truth” except on ceremonial occasions or when discussion becomes rhetorical. It
soundstoo metaphysical oridealisticforthem. Y etitisitthepostulateof their activity. By far themajority of scientists,
both outstanding and obscure, act asif they have an obligationto seek thetruth and to criticize error. They areindeed
usually very scrupulous to adhere to this obligation.

VI

The foregoing presents, with some reformulations, Polanyi’ s account of the scientific community and the
obligations of itsmembers. It isperhapsalittletooidealistic. It perhaps makes scientists out to be somewhat more
virtuous than they arein fact. There are more strainsin the scientific community than Polanyi indicates. Teachers
and supervisors of research and research students do not always conform with the pattern which Polanyi set forth.
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He overstates the degree of autonomy of scientists in the choice of their problems of research, given the financial
dependence of scientific research on governmental and private institutions who grant support in anticipation of
practically usableresults. Thegreat increaseinthescal e of research proj ectsal so entail sadiminution of theautonomy
of individual scientists, particularly younger ones and those who are not the most highly reputed. It has nothing to
say about the probably still very dlight but neverthel ess increasing frequency of ease of fraud in research.

Evenif Polanyi’ saccount of thescientific community hastobecorrected somewhat, it still remainsanaccount
of asection of theintellectual stratum -- nationally and internationally -- which isvery devoted to the transcendental
ideal of truth and orderly, peaceful and rational intheconduct of activitieswhich presupposeanirreducible consensus
among the disagreement and criticism.

What however about other features of the conduct of scientists? What about the other sectors of the
intellectual stratum? What about the other sectors of the academic profession? Does Polanyi’sanalysis portray the
situation of these other sectors? Does it even portray the activities of scientists outside of science?

Intheacademic partsof theintellectual stratum, outsidethenatural sciences, therearecertainfieldsinwhich
thereisasome approximation to the situation obtaining inthe field under Polanyi’ sscrutiny. Inthe past, the classical
and philological disciplineswere very rigorous. They were for the most part concentrated on observations. When
the collation, emendation and annotation of ancient texts was the main task of classical philosophy, a very strict
disciplinewasobserved. Unlikethenatural sciences, they did not seek to construct theories. Any generalizationwhich
sought to placethe particular datain the setting of awider or morefundamental proposition wasnot only scrupulously
examined; itwas, infact, frequently treated contemptuoudly, asif it wereillegitimate. Inthesocial sciences, thesituation
of respect for therules varied greatly; consensus within the disciplineswas|ess comprehensive and | ess compelling.

There may be several causes or reasons adduced for such variationsin the adherence to rules. The degree
of direct observability of the phenomena studied might be one variable; the more directly or the more mechanically
observableby theinvestigator, the more applicablearestrict rules of observation. Social scientistsdo not seedirectly
the objects of their investigation; they do not see political parties or national states or social classes; they have to
construct their obj ectsof study fromfragments. Thedegreeof personal contact between pupil and master intheconduct
of observations might be another. Closely related to these two is the degree of precision which is attainable in the
definitions of terms and in the formulation of concepts.

In the disciplinesin which observations can be made more directly, in which the pupil stands closer to the
master and in which terms, operations and propositions can be stated more precisely, the scientific conscience of the
individual benefitsfromtheimposition of theresulting discipline. Theconscienceof eachindividual scientist working
inagiven field is supported by his awarenessthat his colleagues are under the same discipline; he sees that attitude
manifested in their conversation and in their work. All this strengthens the consensus of the communities of natural
scientists.

Thedifferencebetween thedegree of consensusinthenatural scientific stratum and the degreesof consensus
in the other parts of the intellectual stratum may, in part, be accounted for by the relatively high degree of self-
containment of the scientific community (and sub-communities) vis-a-vis the other spheres of society. Of course, it
would be an exaggeration to suggest that the scientific stratum and community are entirely self-contained. After all,
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scientistsmust be maintai ned as physiol ogi cal organismsand insofar asthey do not maintainthemselvesfromthesae
of the knowledge which they inherit and discover, they must be supported from revenues accruing to them from their
own private property or from patronage by rulers, ecclesiastical authoritiesand personsor institutionswith revenues
coming to them through theinheritance of property or fromtheir own economic activities. (Alternatively, they could
maintain themselves from the sale of their services asteachersto the families of their pupils. Thisthey have seldom
done; higher educational institutions have only to a very small degree been supported by tuition fees alone.)

Michael Polanyi’ sportrayal of thescientificcommunity refersprimarily totheoneandahal f centuriesbetween
the Napoleonic regime in France and self-reforming Prussia at one end and the Second World War at the other end.
Thesefifteen decadeswerenot only thegreat decadesof purescience; they wereal sothedecadesof theriseof academic
science to dominancein the scientific community. Thiswasa period of amarked increasein size and density of the
population of academic institutions and of their expansion over alarger territory and a great multiplication of the
institutions through which it was practiced. Scientific activities and scientists became more independent of
ecclesiastical authority and religious doctrine; they also became more dependent of direct patronage by the earthly
powers of state and economy.

Althoughtherewerenumerouspointsat which thescientific community touched ontheeconomy -- inseeking
financial support from it and in the discovery of knowledge which was of practical interest to business enterprisers
and their agents, the connections were not as frequent or as dense asthey have since become. The same was true of
the relations between scientific activities and the statein itscivilian and military aspects. Despite these connections
with stateand economy, these connectionscoul d bereasonably regarded by scientistsasmarginal tothemain objective
of scientific activity which wasthe scientific discovery of scientific truth. Within those conditions at the margin of
thescientificcommunity, Polanyi’ saccountislargely correct. Qualificationsneedto beintroduced hereandthere, but
as regards the scientific activities as such, the scientific community is intact and must continue to be so aslong as
scientific knowledge, in which truth is the desideratum, continues to be sought.

Nevertheless, qualifications must beintroduced into Polanyi’ saccount. For onething -- and very important
itis-- scientific activity hasbecome much more dependent on separately budgeted financial support. Itsmain support
isnolonger provided from the budget of the university which covered both teaching and research without distinction.
It has become more dependent on specialized institutions, governmental and private, which now supply the greatly
increased funds for scientific research. This has been accompanied by a complicated distribution of the power of
decision asto what research should be done. Although much of the power of decision asto what research should
be done and how it should be done still rests with scientists, that power is now shared with non-scientists in
governmental and private institutions, private foundations, business enterprises, etc.

Certain scientific developmentswhich werelesswell advanced and | ess prominent at thetime when Polanyi
wroteabout thesethingshavebrought scientificknowledgeand practi cal economicactivitiescloser together in content
andinthelapseof timebetween discovery and application. Thishasmadethecommercial interestinscientificresearch
morespecific; it hasal somadeacademic scientistsinthesefieldsmoreinterestedinthepecuniary benefitstothemselves
of particular fields of research. Hence, the criteria of choice of subjects of research have become less exclusively
scientific. It must be pointed out however that these observations refer only to very limited fields of research.

Finally, the autonomy and separation of the scientific community from its surrounding society has been
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diminished from within the scientific community by the heightened interest of scientistsin politics. Thiswasnot very
prominentin Polanyi’ smindinthe 1930s. Hewasaseverecritic of the movement inthe small but influential circleof
British scientists to further “the planning of science.” Indeed, | think that it was his disapproval of the effort in the
1930stointroducepalitical and other external criteriaintotheallocationof fundsandthechoiceof problemsfor scientific
research that precipitated the elaboration of hisideas about the autonomy of the scientific community. (Beforethe
Second WorldWar, Polanyi wasaseverecritic of theclaimsmadeon behalf of economic planninginthe Soviet Union.
He must have been critical of communism since 1919 but hewas not active politically.) Hisdesirewasto protect the
scientific community from theintrusion of politicsintoitsgovernment. That isalso thereason why hefounded, with
John Baker, The Society for the Protection of Freedom in Science. Hetook a serious interest in the suppressions of
Mendelian geneticsin the Soviet Union and it wasthisinterest which led him to found the Committee on Science and
Freedom in 1953 (with Alexander Weinberg and with the support of the Congressfor Cultural Freedom).

Polanyi was never really interested in extending the political influence of scientists. The*atomic scientists
movement” inthe United Statesand itseven smaller British companion never aroused Polanyi’ sinterestintheefforts
of scientiststoinfluencelegisativedecisions. Infact, hewasutterly uninterestedinit, eventhough someof hisfriends
suchasL eo Szilardand EugeneWigner weremuchinterestedinit. Asfar asl know, hewasnot attracted by the* Pugwash
movement.” Hispalitical interestsasaliberal didnot gofurther inhisthought thanto set forthargumentsfor thefreedom
of scientific investigation and to elaborate the institutional arrangement with support of the freedom of science.

| think that he would have been very distressed by the strong political declarations made by American
scientists; but, by the second half of the 1960s, his intellectual attention had moved far away from his earlier
preoccupation with the freedom of science and with the traditions of the scientific community which sustains that
freedom.

Had hetaken that matter in hand again, it would have been incumbent on him to include the paliticization of
academic scientists. My own view isthat he would not have had to change his account of the internal structure of
thescientificcommunity but hewould certainly havehadto broadentherangeof hisanalysistotheexternal connections
of the scientific community and consider the extent to which these were affecting the autonomy of the scientific
community, thefreedom of scientificwork andthecourseof scientific development. Hewoulda sohavehadtoconsider
theconsequencesfor theinternal structure of the scientific community of themuchincreased engagement of scientists
inpalitics. Inconsequence of thisinterest in palitics, the scientific community was renouncing one of the conditions
which had kept it so concentrated on the pursuit of scientific truth. Aslong as scientists addressed themselvesto an
audience of other scientists and were contented to do so, they were kept under the discipline of their shared love of
truth. They could also express themselves with confidence that they would understand each other.

IX

Thusfar | have confined my account of Polanyi’s writings on intellectuals to one particular sector of the
intellectual stratum. Polanyi himself did not confine himself within those boundaries. From about the middle of the
1950s, he beganto write about intellectual s of other kinds, literary intellectuals, publicisticintellectuals, intellectuals
whowroteon philosophical mattersandonsociety. Inanessay in Encounter, inhisEddington|ecture Beyond Nihilism
andin chaptersof Personal Knowledge, hedealt withintellectual swho had yiel ded tothetotalitariantemptation. This
new interest overlapped with his older interest in scientific intellectuals but he never entered into this new subject in
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the fundamental way in which he analyzed the scientific sector of theintellectual stratum.

Polanyi was a cultivated man and in Manchester, London and Oxford, he moved in an intellectually mixed
company of scientists, philosophers, literary critics, educated businessmen, leader writers and editors of the
Manchester Guardian, Encounter, etc. Y et, until the mid-1950s, perhaps until the Hungarian uprising in the autumn
of 1956, hewasrather insensateto the political overtonesof theintellectual society around him. Hehad no awareness
of thepolitical dispositionsof theintellectualsof hisowntime. Hedid, it wastrue, oppose those who wished to bring
political objectivesintoscientificactivity but hedid not seemto beawarethat thismovement of the Stalinist and fellow-
travelling British scientists of the 1930s and 1940s had any wider roots or affinities.

InJanuary 1947, 1 went to Manchester on hisinvitationto addressthe M anchester Literary and Philosophical
Society. Itwasasmall meeting, held in aprivate house of modest dimensions. | think that the quarters of the Society
on John Dalton Street had been damaged by a German air war raid during the war; perhaps the Society was faltering
towardsitsend. The meeting was attended by little more than ten persons. | spoke on “Intellectuasin Politics’ and
| stated what has become acommonplace since then, and which was perhaps not al that original, eventhen. Thiswas
before L’ Opiumdesintellectuel swhich gavetheimprimatur of afamousscholar totheideas| expressed. It wasbefore
Lionel Trilling coined theterm “adversary culture.” What | said was centered mainly on that common feature of the
culture of intellectuals in the West since romanticism and the Enlightenment, namely, their obsession with the
deficiencies of their own societies, their vehement criticism of the rulers of their own society, their hatred of the
bourgeoisie, etc. and since the middle of the nineteenth century, contempt for theliberal democratic order. All these
things are perfectly obvious now.

They werenot obviousto Michael Polanyi at that time. Polanyi disagreed completely withwhat | said. Perhaps
he was ashamed of his rustic protégé? In his charming, soft-voiced way, he disrupted the meeting. He objected to
everything | said. He gave no counter arguments. Herepeated over and over again that | waswrong. Sincel washis
guest and he was my senior by several decades, | persisted by citing numerousindividual instances from Rousseau
andV oltaireto Sartreand hisfriend K oestler with many referencesto nineteenth century Frenchand Englishnovelists,
andletitgoatthat. Itwasclear tomethat Polanyi, withall hisvery intimateknowl edgeof scientistsand hisexceptional
sensitivity and imagination about them, had none of these qualitieswhen it cameto thinking about intellectual s other
than scientists. | think that he failed to see that scientists were intellectualsin a special situation. Nevertheless, he
did towards the end of the ensuing decade begin to face the fact that there was a widespread outlook among non-
scientificintellectual swhichwasnot what hefound among scienti stswithinthescientific community. Hebecameaware
that many intell ectual sdid not participateintheconsensusof natural scientist-intellectualsandinthemoral trust which
he thought was integral to scientific work. (He did not say that many of these intellectuals were also scientists, a
significantomission.)

HisEddingtonlectureon“nihilism”, deliveredin Cambridgeinthelate 1950s, took up bel atedly theview which
he had unqualifiedly rejected when | set it forth in Manchester in January 1947. Of course, he tried to put it more
philosophically than| had. Thequestionis: wasit adequateto account for thetidal waveof hostility tomodern Western
liberal democratic society? | think that it was not.

He described the outlook of alargeblock of theseintellectualsasnihilistic. | think that thiswasinadeguate.
Theintellectual swho becamecommunistsand fellow-travellersafter the Russian Revol ution of October 1917 werenot
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nihilistsinthesenseof having no beliefsor of believingthat nothing wasof any value. They werenihilisticinthesense
that Bazarov was anihilist; they wanted to make a clean sweep of all existing institutions and beliefs and wished to
replace them by arational society based on scientific knowledge.

AftertheHungarianinsurrection of 1956, whichaffected himdeeply, hetriedto understand what had led some
of hiscontemporary intellectual sto espousethe Marxist-L eninist (and Stalinist) view of theworld. | think that hedid
not makegreat progressinthiseffort. Themixtureof scientism, theappreciati on of violence, thetradition of hedonistic
humanitarianismwas not quitewithin hisfield of comprehension. Hewasunableto grasp that therewereintellectuals
who hated their own society.

Thewilling submission of scientiststo the fundamental and unspoken val ues accepted throughout most of
the scientific community about which hewrotewith such deepinsight was so different from thefundamental rejection
of their own society by many intellectuals, including scientists, that he could not quite accommodate it.

But the tradition of scientific rationality is not the only tradition of intellectuals. Some of the traditions of
intellectuals present and sustain the very antitheses of scientific rationality. For example, romanticism is no less
important in modern societies and cultures than the tradition of scientific rationality. There are many variants of the
romantic tradition; these run into other traditions. For example, the tradition of moral purity, the eschatological or
chiliastic tradition, and the traditions of rejection of theworld have all remained very much alive among intellectuals
in the Western world.

Theintellectual supportersof revolutionwerevery far fromnihilists. They believedagreat deal. They believed
that thekingdom of God on earth was possible -- except that they did not believethat God existed. They believed that
human beings could and must be commanded and cgjoled into conformity with arationally conceived schemefor the
ordering of society. They believed that an elite with athoroughly scientific outlook could discover the right pattern
for the ordering of society and that thisright pattern would be ethically just, rational and efficient. They believed that
there was nothing ethically problematic about coercion in the service of these ethically right ends.

Polanyi was right when he asserted that they had excessively high moral demands. This seemsto meto be
much closer to the truth than his statement about nihilism as aresult of moral inversion.

Therewere other thingsin which they believed. They -- not al but many -- believed in the ethical value of
violence; they saw not just that it was useful removing their enemies and intimidating them but because it had a
transfiguring effect. They seemedto believethat human beingswereethically perverseand that violence could purge
them of that perversity. They praised violence asan intrinsically purifying condition and they praised it asameans
of overcoming the natural deficiencies of human beings. They thought that violent destruction was the prelude to a
state of ethical perfection, ameans of purification.

Polanyi glimpsed but did not follow-up hisglimpse of thefundamental position of theanti-bourgeoisattitude
of many quite eminent literary intellectuals. Hedid seetheimportant part played by bohemianism astheinstitutional
counterpart of the scientific community. Although he interested himself in aestheticsin thelast years of hislife, he
failed to seethat the doctrine of “art for art’ s sake” was acounterpart of the scientist’slove of truth for its own sake.
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Although in hisanalysis of science he made much of the discipline imposed by an audience of the equally
qualified, hedid not seethat the audiences of most other intellectual swereof thelaity. Thelay audiencecould always
be accused of being insufficiently appreciative of literary or artistic achievement while such an accusation could
scarcely bemadeinthescientificcommunity. Heal sofailedtoseethat literary and artisticintellectual swereenterprisers
attempting to sell their productsin amarket asameans of obtaining alivelihood; thisstood in contrast with scientists
whodidnot sell their productstolaymen and who did not depend on such salesfor their livelihoods. Thesedifferences
account for theexistenceof Grub Street andthebohemian modeof lifeand outlook amongliterary artisticand publicistic
intellectual sinthe e ghteenth and nineteenth centuries, especially inthelatter. 1t wasfromthe cultureof bohemiathat
thehostility of intell ectual sto bourgeoisemerged. Thereweremany other factorssuchasanincreased socia sensitivity
and the correspondingly increased publicity about the outermost peripheries of society.

X

| do not think that any other writer on thetradition of scientific knowledge and of scientific activity hasever
penetrated so deeply and intimately into that subject asdid Michael Polanyi. Hewaslivinginasociety which did not
understand much about tradition and his achievement isvery noteworthy; it isindeed unique in hisdiscussion of the
variouswaysinwhichtraditionsoperatein science. But there hispenetration ended. Hefailedto extend hisanalysis
of intellectual traditions, intellectual communities, intellectual disciplines beyond the practitioners of science.

He was steadfastly courageous in opposing the politicization of science, i.e., the bringing of political ends
into the scientific community but he did not grasp the historical rootedness of the effortsto infringe on the autonomy
of science.

It might sound odd that | should accuse Michael Polanyi of being obliviousto the dangers of scientism. He
was unaware of thetraditions of scientism. | do not think that Polanyi was guilty of scientistic arguments-- asFrank
Knight very tenacioudly insisted.’

| think rather that he was precluded from seeing the dangers of scientism because he thought that all factual
or empirical statementsabout soci ety or human actionswerenecessarily normativeor moral statements. |f onebelieves
that empirical statementsareal somoral statements, thenthereisnothing formally wrongwiththescientistic view that
scientificknowledgecontainsmoral imperatives. Thisiswhat theadherentsof “ scientism™ believe. | think that Michael
Polanyi wasinsufficiently aware of thisaffinity between hisown viewsand those who thought that knowledge of the
laws of history and society confers knowledge of the right order of society and the ethically justifiable path to the
attainment of that order.

Michael Polanyi’ sdiscussion of thecharacter of modernliterary and publicisticintellectual sisof suchlimited
valuecomparedwith hisunderstanding of scientificintellectual sthat it callsfor anexplanation. Thesimplest explanation
isthat hespent nearly hiswholelifeuntil hislast yearsamong famous scientistsand felt very much at homewith them.
He had very strong sympathy with them. He started from the other end in dealing with literary and publicistic
intellectuals. He had no intimate knowledge of literary and publicistic intellectuals comparable to what he knew of
scientists.

Perhaps when he was younger he was so habituated to association with persons who were of socialistic
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inclinations that he thought that was what most intellectuals were. | doubt whether he was ever asocialist. Hewas
| am sure never acommunist or asympathizer with the short-lived Communist dictatorshipin Hungary. Y et, when he
went to the Soviet Union in about 1928, he did not become an anti-Communist; he becamethat much later.

Itistruethat hewasaliberal in economics. Throughout hisentire career at Manchester and for much of the
tenure of hisfellowship at Merton College, Oxford, he was closely associated with Professor John Jewkes who was
a stout-hearted proponent of the institution of the market as a fundamental and necessary feature of an economic
system. Hewascertainly very critical of the pretensions of economic planning. But until the Hungarianinsurrection
of theautumn of 1956, hedid not turnhismindtothetask of understandingwhy collectivistic belief sweresowidespread
amongintellectuals.

Xl

Let me conclude by saying that in his analysis of scientific traditions and the scientific community to the
constitution of which they are so essential, Michael Polanyi made an enormous contribution to our understanding of
thenatureof thecommunity of scientistsand of how that community makespossi blethegrowth of scientificknowledge.
In doing so, he has aso provided a pattern of analysis which can be extended with equal fruitfulness to the
understanding of other intellectual traditions and other intellectual communities. The process of extension of his
theoretical schemeto subject-mattersdifferent from that to which he himself applied will illustrate the process of the
growth of knowledge which opens up to his successors.

Other Fragments

Editor'sNote: Theend of theexistingtypescript containsseveral passageswhichwerelargely replacedwithtext above
that devel opsthethemein adifferent manner. Perhaps something of Professor Shils' method can be perceivedinthe

comparison with these rejected passages.
A

Although, inthelast decadesof hislife, Michadl Polanyi stirredinthedirectionof theChristianunderstanding
of divinity, itwasinfact avariant of hisearlier analysisasthescientist’ sstrivingtodiscloseahitherto unknownreality
intheexistenceof which heisconfident. Thetraditionsof themodern Westernintellectual liefor themost part outside
thetraditionsof scientificrationality and thetradition of theapproximationtotheunknowndivinity. (Thereisof course
an affinity between thetradition of scientific rationality and thetradition of scientism but Polanyi rejected out of hand
the concrete political results of adherence to the tradition of scientism.)

Polanyi refused to have any connection with many of the traditions with which intellectuals outside the
scientific community are sympathetic just ashewoul d not accept the political version of scientism-- e.g., planning --
which some of the scientists accepted.

B

| haveundertaken avery difficult task here. It isto account for the absence of certainideasfrom the thought
of a person who developed so richly closely related ideas. | do not wish to make a sociological or psychological
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interpretation of Michael Polanyi’ sinadequate perception or understanding of the hostility inagreat variety of forms
of so many Westernintellectualsto their own society. Thisisavery complex and differentiated matter and it would
be wrong for me to suggest that | have adequately described and analyzed the phenomenon. | did however know
Michael Polanyi, for along time discussed many matterswith him and have heard him speak freely among friends. |
can say that this hostility cameinto the forefront of his attention only relatively late in hisintellectual career.

Thequestionwhy wasit so marginal tohim? Oneanswer isthat hewasinterested primarily indiscerning and
promulgating the constitutive and preconditions of creative scientific activity. An affirmative attitude towards the
discovery of truth, the critical acceptance of tradition and of the institutions through which the traditions of science
are maintained and improved interested him above al, once he ceased doing scientific research himself. Although
towardsthe end of hislife heinterested himself in aesthetics, it was|ess out of an interest in understanding works of
art than it was of extending his epistemological theoriesto artistic creativity.

Thefactisthat thehostility of modern Westernintellectual stotheir ownsociety, althoughitisavery tenacious
and widely accepted tradition is of secondary importance in intellectual creation. It is true that it enters into the
substance of novel sand poemsand of worksinsocial sciencebutitisreally irrelevant totheir intellectual and aesthetic
value. That hostility isafoibleasfar as seriousintellectual activity, likethe natural sciences; itisnot of significance
in the production or assessment of scientific works. It is of interest to a sociologist attempting to understand the
attitudes and role of intellectuals in modern societies but it is of little significance in dealing with the topic which
interested Polanyi above all others.

When the matter became urgent to him after 1956, he could not really master it. The strength of hiswriting
about scientistsisthat he had spent most of his life among and had an intimate understanding of them. He did not
havesimilar relationshipstoliterary, publicistic and social scientificintellectuals, and hewasnot greatly interestedin
their works. Hedid not have enough familiarity with them to do what he had done for scientists and scientific works.

C

What Michael Polanyi did for the community of natural scientistsisindeed susceptibleto extensionto other
kindsof intellectual activity.

Note: There now appears atwo-sided task: one isto delineate precisely the way in which the authority of a
scientist works through the precipitation of penumbratradition; two isto delineate the extension of the authority of
a scientist beyond his strictly scientific role as a working scientists -- but as a center of institution counsel and
governmental advice.

The scientific community and each sub-community withinitishierarchical or in other words attentiveto a
center. Thereareofficial institutionsand whol einstitutionsin the scientific community which are central not somuch
because of their power to allocate funds, to make appointments and to accept works for publication but because of
theachievementsof theirincumbents. “ A scientistisgranted exceptional influenceby thefact that hisopinionisvalued
and askedfor” (S-S, 48). Thisistheway inwhich the scientific community formsarounditscenters. Thecentersare
exemplaryinavery general way; they areconsultativeand advisory. Theirimperativepowersaregenerally very limited.
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D

Thisorder, aproduct of consensus about the value of scientific knowledge and of the ways of its attainment
isonly apart of thevery diverse stratum of intellectual activitiesin any large society. Scientific activitiesareonly a
part of thestratum of intellectual activitiesand thenatural scientific activitiesareonly apart of thestratum of scientific
activities.

Such consensus as exists within the vaguely effective boundaries of the natural sciences does not obtainin
much of the social sciences. It doesnot obtain either in the sector of thoseintellectua activities having to dowiththe
production and assessment of literary works of the various genres nor in the production and assessment of artistic
worksor of that field of intellectual activity which consists of observations and assessments of eventsin the political
or public sphere -- overlapping with the social sciences.

Inall thesefieldswefind effectivetraditions-- therewoul d bevery littleaccomplishmentinany of thesefields
without the availability and observance of traditions.

Endnotes

1Science, Faithand Society. (Riddell Memorial Lectures. Eighteenth Series). University of Durham. (London: Oxford University
Press, 1946). All citations use pagination in the more commonly found 1964 University of Chicago Press reprint.

2Delivered at a Conference on the Rationality of Press Associationsin Oxford on 26 July 1948 and published in The Rationalist
Annual (London: The Rationalist Press, 1949). Reprinted in Conjectures and Refutations. The Growth of Scientific Knowledge
(New York: Basic Books, 1962), pp. 120-135.

SPolanyi interjects parenthetically: “Perhaps a modern version of the Apostolic Succession.”

‘Editor'sNote: areferenceto Karl Popper'sworld of statementsin themselvesin contrast to the world of physical objects (World
1) and theworld of subjective experiences(World 2). SeeKarl Popper, Unended Quest: An Intellectural Autobiography, revised
edition (LaSalle, IL: Open Court, 1982), pp. 180-87.

SPolanyi here quotes the Church Fathers: “fides quaerensintellectum” (SFS 45) -- “to believe in order to know.”

6 See USSR Economics (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1935) and The Contempt of Freedom (London: Watts, 1940).
7 See Ethics about 1950. Editor's Note: Probably “Virtue and Knowledge: The View of Professor Polanyi” Ethics LIX: 4 (July
1949), 274-284, areview of SFS(1946) and The Foundationsof Academic Freedom, Occasional Pamphl etsof the Society for Freedom
in Science, No. 6 (Oxford, 1947).

8 Leo Strauss also seems to have believed this.
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Polanyi, Popper and M ethodology:
A Reply to S. Richmond

Andy F. Sanders

1.Introduction

It is sometimes said that Polanyi’ sideas have been summarized, analyzed, explicated, clarified and recon-
structed often enough and that we should rather use his theories as arich source of inspiration and a common
platform to work on than go on repeating them. However, when accounts of his work appear that contradict the
standard interpretation, oneis forced to go back to the old texts in order to check the merits of these accounts. A
good exampleis Sheldon Richmond’ s recent comparison of the theories of Polanyi, Popper and the historian of art
E.H. Gombrich.t Apart from arather surprising interpretation of Polanyi’ s philosophy of science, Richmond also
presents a Popperian critique of it. My aim in this paper isto discuss critically hisinterpretation of Polanyi’s epis-
temology and to show that hiscriticism fails.

One of Richmond'’ s central questionsis“whether there can be a Popperian reply to Polanyi’ s critique of
methodology’’ (113). Thisisinteresting because we already have a Popperian reply to Polanyi, namely, Popper’'s
own Logic of Scientific Discovery. In the preface to thefirst English edition of 1959, Popper indicates that the
book is an attempt to get rid of pseudo-psychological and ‘* subjective’’ methodologies and that it is meant to

save the sciences ... from an obscurantist faith in the expert’s special skill, and in his personal
knowledge and authority; afaith that so well fits our ‘ post-rationalist’ and ‘ post-critical’ age,
proudly dedicated to the destruction of the tradition of rational philosophy, and of rational
thought itself.?

Apart from this anti-Polanyian cri de coeur and afew scattered allusionsin footnotes, it is hard to find any direct
exchange of views, critical or otherwise, between what Joseph Agassi has called “the two outstanding philoso-
phers of the mid-century,” Popper and Polanyi.

What we do have, however, and what | take to be the most extensive and explicit Popperian criticism of
Polanyi, is Alan Musgrave' s doctoral dissertation Impersonal Knowledge: A Criticism of Subjectivismin Episte-
mology (University of London 1969).3 Although Richmond does not seem to have considered secondary sources
such asthis, his own search for a Popperian reply to Polanyi’s “ critique of methodology” seems interesting in its
own right. Especially since he maintains boldly that Popper’s methodology as a system of conventional rulesfor
discussing theories not only contradicts, but in fact refutes Polanyi’ s critique. Thisclaimiscrucially important for
Richmond’' s whole endeavor because, as he himself points out (113), his overall position rests on a double anal-
ogy: (a) if Polanyi’ scritique of methodology parallels(in part) E.H. Gombrich’ scritique of aesthetics, and (b) if
Popper’ stheory of methodol ogy refutes Polanyi’ s critique, then (¢) Gombrich’ s Polanyianism is mistaken also. But
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of courseif (b) iswrong, Richmond' s position collapses and (c) fails, at least as far as the analogies go. My con-
cernisneither with the anal ogi es between Polanyi and Gombrich nor with Richmond' s critique of thelatter, but
rather with (b), the viability of Richmond’ s* Popperian reply” to Polanyi’ s critique of methodology.

In order to establish whether Polanyi’ s critique of methodology isworthy of amore elaborate examina-
tion, Richmond raises the preliminary question of its consistency: (a) “ Can Polanyi’ stheory of personal know!-
edge be true of itself?” and (b) “Is Polanyi consistent on the issue of the role of disagreement in science and phi-
losophy?’ (114). These are important questions so let us have alook at how they are dealt with.

2.1sPolanyi’ sEpistemology Consistent?

Can Polanyi’ stheory of personal knowledge be true of itself? According to Richmond, Polanyi hasa
theory “that no scientist can articulate his know-how without inhibiting his research.” He then goes on to tell us
that if Polanyi’ stheory of personal knowledgeistrue of itself,

then we contradict Polanyi’ s theory that no scientist can articulate his know-how without inhibiting his
research. If ... Polanyi’ stheory cannot be true of itself, then Polanyi’ stheory isacounter-exampleto it-
sdf.(115)

Unfortunately, this seems seriously confused. Certainly, the piano  player who is focussing her attention on the
movement of her hands and fingersinstead of on the music, will seriously inhibit her performance during arecital.
But while practising she will be shifting her attention constantly and consciously between the particulars (touch,

finger setting etc.) in order to improve her skill. Or, to mention afew other Polanyian examples, “[m]otion studies,

whichtendto paralyzeaskill, will improveit when followed by practice” (TD 19) or “[t]heformal rules of prosody

may deepen pour understanding of so delicate athing as a poem” (TD 20). And in the case of research, discovery
or coming to know in general proceeds by an alternating “ see-saw” analysis and integration (cf. KB 129).

Thereisno need for further examples. Thefirst part of aPolanyian rebuttal of Richmond’sclaimissimply
that tacit awareness of clues and focal attention are mutually exclusive only at aparticular point intime. Itis pos-
sible, and sometimes even necessary, to shift one's attention to subsidiarily functioning particulars (though it may
be difficult to retrieve them) within the problem situation. The second part, of course, isthat explicit knowledge of
rules cannot replace the activity or practice in which these rules are embedded. Knowing the rules of tennis by
heart does not make one a good player. Thus whatever rules or procedures Richmond' s scientists may come up
with, these rules can never wholly replace the tacit operations involved in the practice of problem solving.

Asregardstherole of rulesin scientific practice, | think it quite clear that Polanyi is neither saying there
are no rules, nor that “methodology is worthless” —as Richmond wants us to have it — but that any rules that
can belaid down for the guidance of research can be but “vague maxims® (cf. PK 125).5 | think Polanyi’ s critique
of “methodology” is summed up nicely in the following statement:

Itisonly when we are confronted with alive scientific issue, that the ambiguity of the formal processes
and of the various attenuated criteria of scientific truth becomes apparent, and leaves us without effec-
tiveguidance (PK 150).
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Note, however, that no effective guidance is not the same as no guidance at all. Richmond is totally misconstruing
Polanyi’ s position by saddling it with the fal se dilemma between “ either you have an exhaustively specifiable set
of rules of method or you have no rules at all.” Hence presumably hisidentification of the“no rulesat all” option
with tacit knowing: “[r]ules of method cannot guide science, because scientists depend on inarticul ate sources of
knowledgefor progress’ (114).

Pace Richmond, there simply is no Polanyian “theory” that scientists cannot specify their know-how
without inhibiting their research. Consequently, thereisno “ serious flaw in Polanyi’ stheories’ either.

Is Polanyi consistent on the issue of disagreement? In conducting his second consistency test, Rich-
mond maintains that according to Polanyi

... disagreement is a block to scientific progress; only when scientists agree is there progressin
science ... [o]nly when scientists agree on the fundamental views of nature, can they apply their
views and so progress on the understanding of nature. (116)

To repeat, no evidenceis produced to show that Polanyi really held thisview, either explicitly or by implication. In
the latter case, we would expect some textual evidence, but Richmond only comes up with the well-known passage
(PK 151) where Polanyi, preparing the way for Kuhn, talks about temporary incommensurability of competing
theories and the role of persuasion in debates between their proponents. Reliance on research traditions involves
agreement on certain fundamentals and is necessary for any field of inquiry. But consensus need not, and indeed
should not be total. Without some measure of dissent from scientific consensus no discovery, and without dis-
covery no progress at al. Dissent already starts, for instance, in the first step to discovery which, according to
Polanyi, isto find agood new problem, one “that no one has yet sighted.” or to find a new way of solving a
known problem (cf. KB 202; TD 22). In general, Polanyi isin fact warning that the dangers of scientific consensus
“are an unceasing menace to scientific progress’ (KB 94).

I conclude that Polanyi’ s position on the matter of scientific controversy does not warrant Richmond’'s
claim that he “disallows disagreementsin science” (116). Hence, the question concerning the consistency of
Polanyi’ s theory of personal knowledge of which Richmond makes so much, turns out to be a non-issue. Let us
now have acloser look at Richmond' s Popperian reply to Polanyi’ s historical, psychological and logical criticism
of methodology.

3. Historical Criticism: History of ScienceV er susRational Reconstruction

According to Richmond, the theory of personal knowledge does not specify the procedures of discovery
and testing and therefore it cannot have normative implications and it cannot be used as a guide by scientists.

To acertain extent, Richmond isright. But, of course, Polanyi’ s epistemology is not meant to specify
rules but rather to give an account of the general conditions under which discovery and progress are reasonably
possible at al. Whether thisis aweakness of Polanyi’s philosophy of science wholly depends on whether, and in
what sense, philosophy of science should be conceived of as the watchdog of science (“methodology”) or not.
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As atrue Popperian, Richmond sees its task as normative and so he construes the controversy between Polanyi
and Popper as adilemma between the history of science and methodology (cf. p.146). In contrast to Popper,
Polanyi is said to advocate the view that the history of science should dictate the philosophy of science (117).

What to think of this? To begin with, it should be pointed out that Polanyi’s philosophy of scienceis but
part of hisoverall epistemological program, the critique of objectivism and the development of aviable aternative.
Given hisaims and his new conception of knowing, it seems quite natural for him to concentrate on and emphasize
the informal aspects of scientific discovery. It seems odd to expect him to engage in what hislogical positivist
and critical rationalist opponents were already so busy doing. For instance, discussing the question of how the ra-
tionality of scientific progress could be safeguarded, inductively or deductively, and specifying explicit, preferably
formalized, rules or procedures. However, thisis asking too much charity of atrue Popperian, so | will not pursue
this issue further.

| think it is a caricature of Polanyi’s position to say that he advocates the primacy of the history of sci-
ence. Aswe have seen, Polanyi’ s point is not so much historical but rather meta-methodological: live scientificis-
sues of real importance cannot be solved by applying algorithms. | think there is not a shred of evidence to sup-
pose that Polanyi believes that selection and testing of hypotheses, though ultimately personal acts, are not also
subject to rules. Nowhere is Polanyi even suggesting that methodologically “anything goes’ or that the maxims of
scientific procedure are unimportant. Scientists are guided by these maxims but since maxims are not algorithms,
success cannot be guaranteed.

Next, it seemsto me that the controversy between Popper and Polanyi isnot at all about the alleged pri-
macy of the history of science. For Polanyi, who in this respect comes close to the position of the later
Wittgenstein, practice is primary. Just as Popperians use examples from the history of sciencein order to find sup-
port for their theories, Polanyi uses historical examplesin order to support his attack on method fetishism by
showing that many rules proposed by the “ philosophers.” if in fact applied to the letter, would have inhibited
progress (at least in the natural sciences). In addition, his examples show that scientific standards or rules, instead
of being apriori or universal, change over time:

To every changein scientific value, from Kepler to Laplace to Einstein, there has corresponded a change
in scientific method, which can beformulated in changing maximsof procedure (PK 170).

At this stage it might be interesting to point out very briefly some differences (and similarities) between the
Popperian and the Polanyian approach to the history of science as can be found in their treatment of the Coperni-
can revolution. Let us start with the Popperians.

4.1nter mezzo: Popperian and Polanyian History of Science

|. Lakatos' s and E. Zahar’ s beautiful account of the Copernican revolution is an attempt to reconstruct
that episode such that it can be shown that science progressesin arational way.® That is, they try to show that
there are, with hindsight, good objective reasons to adopt Copernicus's heliocentric assumption at the time of its
proposal — irrespective of the psychological or historical question whether or not Copernicans like Kepler and
Galileo actually believedin, or were aware of, these reasons.”

30



Indeed, from Popper to Lakatos (and to Richmond, | should add), the Popperians did their utmost to keep
philosophy of science within the bounds of the (allegedly) deductive context of criticism. Only the objective “third
world” of logical contents of thought and language matters and so true epistemology is “ epistemol ogy without a
knowing subject.” Where this |eaves the Popperian admonition to adopt the critical attitude remains amystery.
From a Polanyian point of view the question hereis: who isto adopt that attitude if we are supposed to proceed
on the assumption that there is nobody to adopt it? Or, what “objective” account can be given of the Popperian
doctrine of fallibilism that human beings are proneto error if the possibility cannot be excluded that errors may be
due to the incorrect use (by human subjects) of reliable methods? Finaly, it seems that (sophisticated) Popperian
reconstruction of the history of science (as in the case of the Copernican revolution) alows for any measure of ir-
rationality and dogmatism on the part of individual scientists (such as the Copernicans). Since the context of dis-
covery isamatter of psychology (or sociology) only, itisirrelevant what scientists actually believe.

Polanyi’ sinterestsare markedly different. As Richmond recognizes, he naturalizes epistemol ogy by
bringing the heuristic and “ psychological” dimensions of knowledge acquisition within its scope and thus within
that of applied epistemology (philosophy of science). In doing so he was (with Quine) one of thefirst to jettison
the Kantian distinction between the contexts of discovery (fact) and justification (norm). Unlike Popper, part of
Polanyi’saim isto explain how coming to know is reasonably possible and (partly) for that reason he proposed in-
novative conceptions like, for instance, tacit knowing, intuitive foreknowledge, intellectual beauty and personal
judgement.

All this can be traced in Polanyi’ s account of the Copernican revolution.® Again very briefly, for him the
problem is how Copernicus's system could vastly exceed Ptolemy’sin its anticipations though both had about the
same explicit (empirical) content.’® His solution isto a considerable extent identical to that of Lakatos, but it also
attempts to specify the grounds on which “ Copernicus fastened his hopes during thirty years of travail and ... he
and hisfollowers claimed, against bitter opposition, that the heliocentric system wasreal.”* In addition, Polanyi
correlates the logical, the psychological and the aesthetical realm by his suggestion that, ultimately, the heuristic
superiority of the Copernican system liesin its appearance, that is, in its aesthetic qualities like harmony, depth
and coherence. According to Polanyi, these aesthetic criteriain science are marks of intuitive truthlikeness and in-
timations of reality.’? It goes without saying that on his account the appreciation of these qualitiesis a matter of
fallible tacit knowing, not of mechanically applying aset of rules.

5.Psychological Criticism: Commitment ver susUniver sal Criticism

According to Richmond, Polanyi holds that two requirements of the methodol ogical approach, namely
the critical attitude towards theories and the universality of discussion, are psychologically impossible to meet
(cf.p.113). A critical attitude towards atheory involves appreciation. In order to appreciate atheory, however, one
hastointeriorize a-critically thetacit framework in which it isembedded. Thus, according to Polanyi, “one can
only appreciate atheory if oneisa-critical of it” and therefore critical methodology isimpossible (119). Worse
even, thetacit frameworksin question are conditioned by local culture. Hence “ people from different cultures with
different implicit premises cannot have discussions’ (113).
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Richmond’ s reply to his own construal runs as follows. Popperian methodology only proposes conven-
tions for the procedure of discussing theories “as impersonal trials seeking truth” (119). It does not describe ac-
tual attitudes of scientists but it can be used to change them. For example, Richmond suggests that we could
agree to ignore our tacit presuppositions towards theories and proceed to discuss them as impersonal trials. Simi-
larly, scientists from different cultures can agree “to ignore their tacit views and ... to apply the agreed-upon rules
to their disagreements” (ibid.).

My rejoinder can be brief: Richmond hasfailed to grasp the meaning of “a-critical” asan important char-
acteristic of tacit knowing (cf., e.g., PK 264). The mental act of integration which constitutestacit knowing (like
personal judgement, choice and decision) can as such, that is, at the time of its making, be rash, premature or un-
wise but not critical.™® It would be amistake, however, to think that this means that an a-critical mental act of inte-
gration could not be performed in order to criticize something el se, or could not itself be criticized afterwards. Simi-
larly, tacit frameworks areinteriorized in alargely a-critical way and function at subsidiary levels, but it does not
follow that one cannot be critical of particular elements of the theory one isworking on or even of the particulars
of theframework in question (insofar asthey are specifiable).

Finally, we have Richmond’ s claim that Polanyi’ stheory of knowledgeimpliestheimpossibility of cross-
cultural discussion. If true, thiswould imply that Polanyi advocates total incommensurability of interpretative
schemes and thus aradical relativism of truth (and that would make his position utterly inconsistent). But Rich-
mond does not present a shred of evidence for hisclaim, which | find totally incomprehensible.

6.Logical Criticism

On Richmond’ s account, Polanyi’ slogical criticism of methodology isbased on Plato’'sMeno  paradox.
We are told not only that Polanyi adopts Plato’s solution, but also that

[gliven Meno' s dilemma that methodology either finds and so is unnecessary, or that methodology can-
not find and so is useless, the consequence is that methodology cannot guarantee certainty (120).

Again weareforced into adilemma: either give up certainty (Popper’s choice) or give up methodology (Polanyi’s
choice). If certainty goes, we accept that no finality can be reached. Methodol ogies are just conventional guide-
linesfor improving our trials by asking how we can more quickly exposeerror.

Again, the tendency to simplify matters |eads to distortion and confusion. First of all, Polanyi’s solution
totheMeno paradox can hardly be classified as*Platonic.” Tacit knowing is not necessarily akind of retrieval
from memory, nor asis suggested el sewhere some “inner, hidden source of knowledge” (110) but rather a capacity
of cognizing agentsfor solving problems. Moreimportantly, it istotally incomprehensible to me how the theory of
tacit knowing could be taken as an attempt to safeguard certainty. This is supposed to be Polanyi’s position:

Polanyi’sideais correct that science cannot guarantee truth. However, he istoo utopian in expecting that
science should guarantee truth (120).
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But what does this mean? Unfortunately, no explanation is forthcoming. If we are supposed to come up with bold
conjectures, | would say that, yes, according to Polanyi, scienceis our best bet if we want to have reliable knowl-
edge. Precisely for that reason, science itself (as an institution) should be safeguarded. If thisis utopian, Popper
and the overwhelming majority of philosophers of science, not to mention scientists themselves, are equally uto-
pian. As Richmond seems to acknowledge, Polanyi is convinced that certainty cannot be had. But he does seem
to overlook that Polanyi, like Popper, is not only an anti-foundationalist but, as| have tried to show elsewhere, an
impeccablefalibilist also.* Thisbringsmeto afinal point, Richmond' sown Popperianism.

7.How" Popperian” isRichmond’ sReply?

Not only Richmond' s rendering of Polanyi ishighly problematic, his summary of the Popperian view of
methodology as mere “ conventional rulesfor evaluating theories’ (117) is questionable too.

To begin with, the rules of logic which play acrucial part within the Popperian system are not conven-
tional at al. On the contrary, they are, at |east according to the Popperians themselves, about as near to “ abso-
lutes’ as one can get. Surely, there is nothing particularly “conventional” to modus tollens, the logical backbone
of early (naive) fal sificationism.?®

Next, Popper’s rejection of induction and his ban on ad hoc strategies to protect theories from falsifica
tion are just too central to his program to have them treated as mere conventions or topics for discussion. Simi-
larly, the decision to jettison the non-deductive heuristic (“irrational™) context of discovery from philosophy of
science and to consider only its (“objective”) products, the ready-made theories, worthy of philosophical atten-
tion can hardly be seen as a convention, let alone as a proposal for discussion.

Thisbringsmeto afinal point. According to Richmond, when there is a clash between scientific practice
and philosophical rule Popper holds that “scientists and philosophers should discuss not dictate” (118). But this
is puzzling because what now remains of the normative role of philosophy of science? As Richmond acknowl-
edges, the whole point of normative Popperian philosophy isto legislate: “Philosophers of science ... ask what
should scientists do?.” | do not think that the ambiguity can be solved by suggesting that Popper thinks “there
should be a dial ogue between philosophers of science and scientists” (ibid.). Of course this would nicely legiti-
mize the role of the philosopher of science, but apart from the fact that to prescribe dialogue remains a prescription
all the same, it al so seems watering down the normative aims of Popper’ s epistemology.

To sum up, whatever the merits of Richmond'’ s other interests, his account of the similarities between
Gombrich and Popper and Gombrich and Polanyi, his Popperian reply to Polanyi fails. Not only are Polanyi’ sideas
frequently misconstrued, but his own position is in several respects less Popperian than he is suggesting.

ENDNOTES

1Sheldon Richmond, Aesthetic Criteria: Gombrich and the Philosophies of Science of Popper and Polanyi, Se-
riesinthe Philosophy of Karl R. Popper and Critical Rationalism (ed.) K. Salamun, Val. VI, Amsterdam/Atlanta, GA:
Rodolphi, 1994.
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2K. R. Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery, London: Hutchinson, 1959, 23.

SAsthetitle suggests, Polanyi is considered a paradigm example of a so-called “ subjectivist” epistemology.
Musgrave's thesis was written under Popper’ s supervision whereas various versions were commented upon by
JW.N. Watkinsand I. Lakatos. J. Agassi might be an exception but it is questionable whether he should be taken
asaPopperian (cf. his“ Geniusin Science.” Philosophy of the Social Sciences5 (1975), 145-161) . Musgrave's
criticism of Polanyi is extensively discussed in my Michael Polanyi’s Post-Critical Epistemology, Amsterdam
1988,159-226.

“Richmond, Aesthetic Criteria, 115. Thetextual evidencefor thisclaim are PK 56 and The Sudy of Man (SM) 31
with examples of skills (piano and tennis playing) and the thesis that subsidiary and focal awareness are mutually
exclusive.

5Cf. also PK 311, where Polanyi rejects “the vain pursuit” of aformalized scientific method and advises usto
abandon the search for strict criteriaand strict procedures: “The scientist’s procedure is of course methodical.
But his methods are but the maxims of an art which he appliesin his own original way to the problem of hisown
choice.” Quiterightly, the Popperian Lakatos interpreted Polanyi as advocating a* case law approach.” by con-
trast to Popper’s “ statute law” approach. In my view Lakatos even comes close to becoming a Polanyian when he
points out that the scientific standards, as applied by the scientific elitein particular cases, have constituted the
main yardstick of the philosopher’ s universal laws. Cf. Lakatos, “History of Science”, The Methodology of Scien-
tific Research Programmes, Cambridge 1978, esp. pp.136-138. Interestingly, though, L akatos makestwo excep-
tions: when aresearch tradition degenerates or when a new bad oneis founded. As examples of the latter he
mentiones “some of the main schools of modern sociology, psychology and social psychology” (Lakatos, ibid.,
137). If Lakatosisright, thismight explain Richmond' s concern for an autonomous and |l egislative role of philoso-
phers of science as amethodology. It may well bethat certain fields of inquiry arein need of (better) rules,
whereas the natural sciences can proceed on their own steam. In that case Polanyi, at least insofar as philosophy
of science proper is concerned, does not distinguish sufficiently between the state of the art in the various sci-
ences. But neither does Richmond.

5Cf. Lakatos (and E. Zahar), “Why did Copernicus' s Research Programme Supersede Ptolemy’s?’, The Methodol -
ogy of Scientific Research Programmes, p.168-192.

"Briefly, the objective reasons are in conjunction: Copernicus' s theory was superior to Ptolemy’ s because: it pre-
dicted awider range of phenomena, it was corroborated by novel facts (though only much later) and it showed
more heuristic unity. Lakatosand Zahar, ibid., p.189.

8For aninteresting criticism of Popper’ s attempt to eliminate the knowing subject, cf. Susan Haack, “ Epistemol ogy

With aKnowing Subject”, Review of Metaphysics 33(1979), 309-335; see also my Michael Polanyi’s Post-Critical
Epistemology, p.218ff.
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SCf. M. Polanyi, “ Science and Reality”, British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 18 (1967), 177-196. For a
more elaborate comparison of the Lakatos-Zahar and the Polanyian account than | can undertake here, see my
Michael Polanyi’ s Post-Critical Epistemology, p. 138-145.

10Cf. Polanyi, “ Scienceand Reality”, 189. Interestingly, hisanswer isin part similar to that of Lakatos and Zahar:
the Copernican system was superior because it explained the main features of Ptolemy’s system, it predicted the
relative orbital radii of the planetsand it had greater heuristic power.

“Pglanyi, ibid., 185; the objective ground was Copernicus' s theory which explains planetary loopings and predicts
aplausible sequence of orbital radii.

LAsfar as| can see, Richmond does not go into the issue of the important role of aesthetic criterialike, e.g., “in-
tellectual beauty.” within Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy.

13Cf. also PK 314 whereit is pointed out that mental acts cannot be corrected “at the moment of acting.”

14See my Michael Polanyi’ sPost-Critical Philosophy, p.22,192f.,210; seealso PK 271, 314f., 404.

Since Richmond (cf. p.9, 25f.) keeps his Popperianism safely confined to Popper’ s position of the Logic of Scien-
tific Discovery (1959), he does not have to address the awkward problem that naive falsificationism (atheory isre-

futed when it is contradicted by observation statements) is untenable, as later developments in the philosophy of
science (including critical rationalism) bear out.
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M eta-Aesthetics and Meta-M ethodology:
A Responseto Andy Sanders Review Essay

Sheldon Richmond

| had a strange dream the other night. Two elderly gentlemen were sitting on a park bench engaged in a
philosophical discussion. | came on the scene long after the discussion between the two had started. | started
taking notes, but the notes were incomplete. Suddenly the two men departed from the scene and | had nothing to
go on but my partial rendering of a discussion that | had come upon long after it had started. So, | was faced with
the decision whether to discard my notes altogether or reconstruct the debate. On the one side, if | wereto
discard my notes, | would lose for myself what | thought would be an enlightening and intellectually crucial
discussion. Onthe other side, if | wereto reconstruct their discussion from my incomplete notes, | would create a
somewhat fictional and false account of their discussion. | chose the latter course of action: perhaps my misinter-
pretation might shed some understanding on arather complex but fundamental problem.

The problem | believe | heard the two talking about was a modernized version of Plato’s Meno problem.
The modernized version concerned the role of method in scientific discovery. One of the elderly gentlemen
apparently claimed that scientists use what he called tacit knowledge in the process of scientific discovery. Ina
sentence, tacit knowledge is the hidden background for what we know. | know thereisalot moreto tacit knowl-
edge than | have said, and | doubt | have said what can be said in a sentence. The other elderly gentleman put
forward what seemed to me to be a contrary view: scientific discovery involved the use of the method of conjec-
ture and refutation. | listened intently to their discussion and took many notes; and, many times | attempted to
interrupt and ask questions. But they did not pay any attention to my interruptions and continued their discus-
sion without stop. | wish | had had avideo camera, or, at least atape recorder. If only | could have slowed them
down and if only they would have attended to my one simple question: Gentlemen, do scientistslearn from
having critical discussions with one another?

My dream took a strange twist at this point. The two gentlemen reappeared in the head of athird elderly
gentleman and | somehow could hear them talking about my question in the head of thisthird man. But | wasalso
talking to this third man about the nature of aesthetics and the role of method in art. The voices of the two other
men somehow came out through the mouth of this third man. Thethird man said, aesthetics isimpossible because
the appreciation of artistic value can only be learned through personal contact with experts or connoisseurs.
Then, the third man said in another voice that artistsimprove their work through the method of trial and error. |
said to the third man that he seemed to be contradicting himself: artistic discovery occurs according to a method;
but, the appreciation of the products of this method occurs with a judgment that one gains through apprentice-
ship to connoisseurs. Can we have both in art: method and personal judgment?

The third man suddenly jumped up and said that he must run. | tried to delay him and while grabbing on

to his coat, he turned into afourth person. This fourth person was somewhat younger, and a bit brash and what
somewould cal rude.
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Heturned to me and said, you don’'t know what you are talking about. | meekly replied yes. | am no
artist and | am no scientist, so | don’'t know art and | don’t know science. He said, if you don’t know them, don’t
talk about them. | then asked, you mean | should be silent about that which | don’t know. No, you must talk, but
talk about the talk about art and science. | was puzzled. He explained to me what the strategy he called meta-
aesthetics and meta-methodology would involve. His explanation went something like this: Aesthetics asks, what
arethe criteriafor artistic judgment? Meta-aesthetics asks, can we critically discuss the alternative answersto the
guestion of what the aesthetic criteriaare? Methodology asks, what methods do scientists use? Meta-methodol-
ogy asks, can we critically discuss the answers to the question of what methods scientists use? He then asked
me: you do see the parallel don’t you? Before | could respond, he threw several hundred books and several
thousand articles at me.

The books and articles kept falling out of the sky. Before | could finish writing a note, a new book
appeared. But then the third man returned and remarked in amocking tone: Ha—philosophers don’'t read. When
they do read, they misread. | wasn’t sure which of the original two elderly gentlemen were speaking. Or was that
his own genuine voice? Do any of us have agenuine voice? Or, do we all speak the distorted voices of other
voices? These questions tormented me. Was my dream turning into a nightmare? What started out as me
listening to a wonderful discussion between two wise philosophers turned into me hearing distorted echoes of
conversations by poor mimics. | wondered whether | could retrieve the original conversation by the original
thinkers themselves.

The fourth person reappeared and said in his brusgue, no nonsense manner. Wake up Sheldon, the two
old men you talk about didn’t talk together at all. Y ou waste your timein this silly dream of a conversation
between the two who turned their backs to each other.

| woke up. | still wonder whether those who think that science grows by the use of method can talk to
those who think that science grows through the use of tacit knowledge; and, | still wonder whether those who
think that artistic appreciation involves the use of aesthetic criteria can talk to those who think that artistic
appreciation is a matter of connoisseurship.

Here is a suggestion: May we drop the question, “who are the genuine interpreters, scholars, and heirs of
Popper and Polanyi?’, and just talk the talk—i.e., how does science grow? how do artists create? how do
scientists and artists learn from each other? how do people learn? when do we know that we have learned?
where, with whom, when, and how can we talk so that we can learn from each other? In other words, my sugges-
tionis. Let'seach speak with our own voices and find for ourselves where the conversations lead.
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Reviews

Sheldon Richmond, Aesthetic Criteria: Gombrich and
Philosophies of Science of Popper and Polanyi. Atlanta,
GA: Rodolphi, 1994. pp. 152.$29.70. ISBN: 90-5183-618-
X.

Art historian Sir Ernst Gombrich was an ardent
follower of the thought of Sir Karl Popper. Or was he?
Richmond'sthesisisthatinmattersof aesthetics, Gombrich
breaks away from Popper and instead adopts ideas from
Michael Polanyi.

RichmonddescribesPolanyi'scriticismof meth-
odol ogy and Gombrich'scriticism of aestheticstodemon-
stratetheanal ogiesof their critiques. HeappliesaPopperian
reply to both Polanyi and Gombrich to show the
disanal ogousthought between Popper and Gombrich and
to refute Gombrich: a Popperian aesthetics is not only
possible but worthwhile.

Richmond'sthesisrestsin Polanyi'srejection of
methodol ogy and Gombrich'simplicitly devaluing of aes-
thetics. Since Gombrich does not explicitly critique aes-
thetics, Richmond generates his critique by first stating
Polanyi's critique of methodology and then substituting
terms such as*“ aesthetics,” and “work of art,” for “meth-
odology,” and “scientific theory.” The problem is that
Richmond does not understand Polanyi.

Richmond takesawrongful leap from Polanyi's
statingthat noexplicit rulescan exist to guaranteediscov-
ery to stating that no rules exist to aid in discovery.
Richmond misses the crucial feature of tacit knowing:
many parts are involved in the discovery of a whole.
Polanyi does not dismiss rules and methodologies; he
clearly states that more is involved than rules in the
discovery process. Rules are important. But they are
guidesthat contributejointly with other guidesto discov-
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ery, such as tradition, perception, facts, intuition and
imagination. Because Richmond bases his thesis on
Polanyi'srejection of methodol ogies, hiswholeargument
collapses.

Richmond crowns his argument with Polanyi's
call for an unconditional adherence to an idea with the
result that Polanyi does not alow error to act as an
instrument for learning. Thisisanalogous to Gombrich
who says“it isimpossible to learn from our mistakesin
aesthetics’ (54).

What | find refreshingin Polanyi'sepistemol ogy
isthat we can make mistakes and learn from them. Our
adherencetoanideaisnot unconditional, but alwaysopen
tocorrectionand enlargement. Polanyi doesstressthatwe
need to be impassioned by an idea; wetrust in it, or we
could not progress. But our passions and beliefs are not
closed. A fundamentalist approach also hinders growth
inknowledge. Weproceedtolearn, backed by abelief in
something which may be incorrect. Polanyi frequently
remindsusthat asknowerswearefallible. Our falibilityis
not a hindrance but an opportunity to break out into
something new.

Richmond's thesisisaninteresting idea. How-
ever hisbelief that Polanyi'stheoriesareinconsistent and
irrational is wrong. | encourage this author to re-read
Polanyi withanopenmind. Hehastriedtoally Gombrich
with Popper inregardsto the history of art and Polanyi in
regardsto aesthetics. Tojoinin onethinker (Gombrich)
two disparate thinkers (Popper and Polanyi) isafascinat-
ing and creative undertaking. Perhaps another attempt
would bear somefruit.

BarbaraBaumgarten
1237 Laurel Road
SantaPaula, CA 93060-1235



The Primacy of Persons and the Language of Culture;
EssaysbyWilliamH. Poteat. EditedwithanIntroduction
by James M. Nickell and James W. Stines. Columbia:
University of MO Press, 1993. pp. 343. $49.95.

| was a graduate student at Duke University
when | first read “ Personsand Places.” It wascirculated
by Bill Poteat to his students before publication and the
occasionismemorablebecauseit wasaparticularly exis-
tential one for me. Earlier, | had read Poteat’s “Myths,
Stories, History, Eschatology, and Action” in a seminar
and had appreciateditsinsight, particularly itselucidation
of the logic of narrative, but “Persons and Places’ was
specia to me. | was overwhelmed by it, or in Tillichian
terms, | was “grasped.” The essay was “about” the
concept of “person” and how it was inextricably con-
nected to “place.” Furthermore, it showed that modern
sensibility, replacing “place” with “space,” denatured
“persons’ into objective “selves,” abstracting us from
any fundamental placementintheworld or beforeGod. It
wasapowerful essay, well-writtenandarguedwithunique
insight, inthat sense, an ordinary Bill Poteat product. But
it wasmorethan that to me. Asl read the essay, | sensed
(tacitly?) in my person what Poteat waswriting “ about.”
The essay performed achangein my perceiving, not just
my perception. Itwasthefirsttimel “caught on,” insome
intellectual/existential way, towhat Bill Poteat wastrying
to“do” withme. Afterthat experience, | beganto seek out
and read al hisessays, published in anumber of journals
and covering a variety of topics.

| relate that experience because after | read The
Primacy of Personsand the Language of Culture, | have
had trouble knowing exactly how to respond to it. This
collection of essaysby William H. Poteat, written over a
period of three decadesis, by any academic standard, an
impressivework. Theessaysareorganizedinfour catego-
ries to permit a variety of readings other than merely a
chronological one. Theintroductory essay by JamesW.
Stinesand JamesM . Nickell is,initself, awonderful entree
into the life's work of Bill Poteat and deserves careful
reading. Thiscollection of essaysisanimportant contri-
butiontoanyonewhoisinterestedinexploring thedynam-

icsof our modern conceptual framework. It seemstometo
bearequired resourcefor any student of Western culture,
philosophy of religion or philosophical anthropology.
Eventheol ogians, properly situated, would dowell todeal
with these essays, especialy the explicitly theological
ones.

But what to make of them asawhole, acorpus,
avolume, isanother matter. StinesandNickell takeupthis
very issuein the opening paragraph of their introduction
by stating that the collection “ should be understood asin
some sense a kind of prolegomenon for anyone wishing
to study his (Poteat’ s) morerecent work” (1). They are
referring specifically here to three books by Poteat
Polanyian Meditations; A Philosophical Daybook; and
Recovering the Ground, all lengthy piecesof philosophi-
cal reflectionwrittensince1985. Itisinteresting, however,
that they are guarded in this suggestion, for they see that
clearly these essays are not an ordinary introduction to
Poteat’s work, nor essential to reading his later work.
Rather, they go onto add their belief that “thiscollection,
part of whichispreviously unpublished, isvaluableinits
ownright” (1)

Itisvaluable, they go onto argue, because, “the
malady of themodernworldisaCartesianmalady” (9) and
“What is needed...is the exposure of Cartesianismin its
tacit aswell asits explicit dimensionsin such away that
itcanberecognizedforwhatitis. Itisoneof thegreat merits
of these essaysthat they undertakethistask, revealingin
an unavoidable and comprehensible fashion the hidden
Cartesian commitments and their implicationswhich lie
buried in some of the most seemingly innocuous posi-
tions’ (10).

Here it seems to me, the editors have put their
finger on the importance of these essays and why, upon
re-reading“ Personsand Places’ | wastransported back to
Duke graduate studies. For these essays reveal a great
deal of what is required to critique the Cartesianism of
modernthought (or post-modernthought, for that matter).
Our involvementin objectivethought forms, abstractions
fromour lived experiences, andimpersonal claimswhich
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systematically erode our ability to accredit our own in-
volvement in the world so constituted by our life, is so
persuasive, so unnoticed, that no merely straightforward
“argument” about these issueswill do. The remarkable
thing about these essays, and why they are so valuable as
a corpus, is that they display a person in the act of
recovering himself from an involvement in a Cartesian
world which pervades and distorts our thought about
ourselves, our culture, our language and (especially?)
God.

In short, The Primacy of Persons and the Lan-
guage of Culture isimportant precisely becauseit is, at
onelevel, unevenandtentative. Inthat regard, itisnot an
introductionto Bill Poteat’ sthought. But, at least for me,
itisanintroduction to anintellectual vocation, in part by
example (Poteat’s life work), in part by the thoughtful,
hard-nosed reflection found in the essaysthemselves. A
chronological presentation of these essays would not do
both, as Stines and Nickell sensed. But neither was
systematic handling possible. That iswhy “Persons and
Places’ was exactly the “correct” or “fitting” essay to
openthiswork. It doesfor thebook what it didfor mesome
twenty-eight yearsago. It re-focusesreflection by invit-
ingthereader tore-imagineonesalfintheact of reflection.
It places oneasthetacit prerequisitefor thinking. Foronly
then can one begin to reflect adequately on the work
required to appreciate on€e’'s relation to world, persons,
God, culture, language. Thetask, asPoteat knew, isalife’'s
work; it is aso the work of and in community. Anyone
reading theseessays, especially if proper attentionispaid
to what “Persons and Places’ does to the reader, will be
initi ated into some sort of citizenship inthat community.

James Stines and James Nickell have made a
unique contribution to intellectual life with thisbook.. |
recommendit strongly, not for historical purposes, but for
active use.

BruceHaddox

SimpsonCollege
Indianola, lowa50125
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Joan Crewdson, Christian DoctrineintheLight of Michael
Polanyi’ s Theory of Personal Knowledge (A Personalist
Theology) . New Y ork: EdwinMellen Press, 1994. pp. xi
+445. $109.95/£59.95. ISBN 0-7734-9150-3.

Joan Crewdson has been working on her major
study of Polanyi’srelevance to Christian doctrine for at
least fifteen years. Theresult isathorough investigation
of thefundamentalsof trinitarianandincarnational Chris-
tianity from aperspective steepedin Polanyi’ swork. Her
analysis is powerful, her own faith very clear, and the
centrality of Polanyi’s thinking for her interpretation of
Christianity inescapabl e. Any reader concernedtoexplore
theintricaciesof thetrinitarianfaithwill find much hereto
becomeengrossedin, andthereareplaceswherethedepth
of scholarship will reward careful and repeated study.

What others less prepared to take a very ortho-
dox trinitarian and Christological linewill makeof it will
depend very much on what one looks for and expects. It
isnot acritical study: it haslittleto say of Polanyi that is
not respectful, and much to say that is devotional; there
is no sustained attempt to address the kinds of questions
that will be raised by those doubtful of trinitarian and
incarnational issues, and to some extent the book needs
the variety that such discussions would have provided.
At times | felt overly bound up with a description of a
certain highly orthodox position when something more
radical and challenging might havebrought new perspec-
tivesand freshnessto atext that initsfour hundred pages
makes heavy demands on the reader’s willingness to
exploreevery nook andcranny of anidea. If it hasaserious
fault, it is that it tends to state and restate what the
orthodox position iswhile scarcely seeming to acknowl-
edgethat there are alternatives. For Crewdson, thereisa
Christianview, atrinitariananalysis, aChristol ogical per-
spective, wherefor others each of these may prove more
multi-faceted and problematic.

Thedifficulty forthereviewerisknowingwhether
to addressit as scholarship or as meditation (even mysti-
cism). Itiscertainly both, butit hassomeseriousdeficien-
cies (not least its apparent inability to view Polanyi asa



human being with faults, whose philosophy, far-ranging
and profound asit was, did not anticipate everything that
came after it other than by dint of a pregnant vagueness
and openness -- Polanyi can be to philosophy what
Nostradamusisto fortune-telling). It alwaysworries me
that Polanyi seemstoincitethisone-sided adulationinhis
admirers. Until heisdeemed worthy of and ableto with-
stand afar morecritical appraisal, itisdifficult to seehow
he can enter the ranks of the genuinely epoch-making
philosophers of our time.

As homage and meditation, Joan Crewdson’'s
book scores much more strongly. There is areverential
quality about it, apersonal quality, that stretches beyond
anything general and merely scholarly and must beunder-
stood in terms of specific human devotion. Polanyi, for
Crewdson, was undoubtedly the greatest of all thinkers.
Itisnot for any reviewer to deny such adiscipleship; only
topoint it out. | would havefailed in my duty if someone
were to part with $100 expecting this to be more than a
spiritual homily or as open-ended as Polanyi’s own
thought. Joan Crewdsonknowswheresheisgoing, knows
with whom she is prepared to make the journey, and
exploresevery step of theway with selflessthoroughness.
Thereisalittletoo much“l believe+” and“1 am arguing
that +", but there are also somewonderful poetic phrases
and some passages of extended meditation which invite
reverence and awe, not criticism.

On the other hand, there are few open valences
here, few unopened doors, few hanging or pregnant
possibilities. At timesthe exploration isas exhausting as
itisexhaustive, simply becausethereissuch aconcernto
make things clear, to communicate the depth of the love
and power of God that Joan Crewdson perceivesin her
own life, that we are left with aimost no room to be
ourselves and other. At times -- too many times -- | felt
almost churlishly rebellious, wanting to say “yes, but +”
far too often, but checking myself becausethat isnot why
wearehere. Thisislessastudy thanan adulation; lessand
analysisthan an assertion; lessaquestion than ananswer.
As spiritual homily it is little short of profound: few
preparedtoexplorethesemany pageswill fail tobemoved;

some, like me, will wonder whether they ought in all
propriety to have been invited to enter these inner sanc-
tums of the human mind at all. The place whereon thou
standest (and wherein thou readest) isholy ground. Walk
(and read) respectfully.

John C. Puddefoot
EtonCollege

Windsor, Berks. SL46HL
UK

Notes on Contributors

Stephen Turner is a philosopher who teaches at the
University of South Florida; he was both a student of
Edward Shils work and afriend during the last fourteen
years of Shills' life. Turner's recent book, The Social
Theory of Practices. Tradition, Tacit Knowledge, and
Presuppositions, will soon bereviewed in TAD.

Edward Shils was a friend and colleague of Michael
Polanyi. He was Professor of Sociology and Social
Thought at the University of Chicago and fellow of
Peterhouse, Cambridge. Shilswasaspecial speaker atthe
April 1991 Kent Statecentennial conferenceonthelifeand
work of Polanyi; the article in thisissue, based upon his
Kent Stateaddress, wasoneof Shils'last essaysbeforehis
death in January 1995.

Andy Sandersisamember of the Theol ogy Faculty at the
University of Groningenin TheNetherlands. Heisauthor
of Michael Polanyi's Post-Critical Epistemology.

Sheldon Richmond is author of Aesthetic Criteria:

Gombrich and Philosophies of Science of Popper and
Polanyi.
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Electronic Discussion Group

The Polanyi Society supports an electronic
discussion group exploring implications of the
thought of Michael Polanyi. For those with access
to the INTERNET, send a message to “owner-
polanyi @sbu.edu” to join thelist or to request fur-
ther information. Communications about the elec-
tronic discussion group may also bedirected to John
V. Apczynski, Department of Theology, St.
BonaventureUniversity, St. Bonaventure, NY 14778
0012 PHONE: (716) 375-2298 FAX: (716) 375-2389.

Polanyi Society M ember ship

Tradition and Discovery is distributed to members of the Polanyi Society. This periodical supercedes a
newsletter and earlier mini-journal published (with some gaps) by the Polanyi Society since the mid seventies. The
Polanyi Society hasmembersinthirteen different countriesthoughmost liveinNorth Americaand the United Kingdom.
TheSociety includesthoseformerly affiliated withthe Polanyi group centeredinthe United Kingdomwhich published
Convivium: The United KingdomReview of Post-critical Thought. Therearenormally two or threeissuesof TAD each
year.

Theregular annual membership ratefor the Polanyi Society is$20; thestudent rateis$12. Themembership
cyclefollowstheacademicyear; subscriptionsaredue September 1to Phil Mullins, Humanities, Missouri Western State
College, St. Joseph, MO 64507,. Please make checks payableto the Polanyi Society. Duescan bepaid by credit card
by providingthefollowinginformation: subscriber'snameasit appearsonthecard, thecard name, andthecard number
and expiration date. Changes of address and inquiries should be mailed, faxed or e-mailed to Mullins (e-mail:
mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu; fax: USA 816-271-4574).

New members must provide the following subscription information: complete mailing address, telephone
(work and home), institutional rel ationship, and e-mail addressand/or fax number (if available). Institutional members
should identify adepartment to contact for billing.

The Polanyi Society attempts to maintain a data base identifying persons interested in or working with
Polanyi's philosophical writing. New members can contribute to this effort by writing a short description of their
particular interestsin Polanyi's work and any publications and /or theses/dissertations related to Polanyi's thought.
Please provide complete bibliographicinformation. Those renewing membership areinvited to includeinformation
on recent work.
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Submissionsfor Publication

Articles, meeting notices and notes likely 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 doublespaced type
with notes at the end; writers are encouraged to employ simple citations within the text when possible. Use MLA or
APA style. Abbreviatefrequently cited book titles, particularly booksby Polanyi (e.g., Personal Knowl edgebecomes
PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are preferred, although longer manuscripts (20-24 pages) will be considered.

Manuscripts should include the author’ s name on a separate page since submissions normally will be sent
out for blind review. In addition to the typescript of amanuscript to be reviewed, authors are expected to provide an
electroniccopy (oneither ab.25" or 3.5" disk) of accepted articles; itishel pful if original submissionsareaccompanied
by adisk. ASCII text aswell asmost popular IBM word processorsare acceptable; MACtext can usually betranslated
to ASCII. Besurethat disksincludeall relevant informationwhich may hel pconverting filesto Word Perfect or ASCI|.
Persons with questions or problems associated with producing an electronic copy of manuscripts should phone or
writePhil Mullins(816-271-4386). Insofar aspossible, TAD iswillingtowork with authorswho havespecia problems
producing el ectronic materials.

Phil Mullins Walter Gulick

Missouri Western State College Montana State University, Billings
St. Joseph, Missouri 64507 Billings, Montana59101

Fax (816)271-4574 Fax (406) 657-2037

e-mail: mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu
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