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ABSTRACT ' :
The focus of this paper is on Michael} Polanmnyi,'a
contemporary scientist and philosopher, and on some deneral features
which are embedded in rhetorical theory's traditional bases and
contemporary manifestations and which are seen from Polanyi's,vantage
point. The author discusses the basic features which undergird
rhetorical theories and as¢ central to Polanyi's apalysis of
scientific communities, details the characteristics common to the
study of rhetoric'in th& contemporary world, and sketches the
confusion rhetoricians currently have concerning .the nature of
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concerns and ‘his conception of scientific communities and suggests
the fhape of his epistemology. (JH)
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In this paper I will be introducing some dimensiog§ of the thqﬁght of the

contemporamf scientist and philosprez\\Michael Polanyi,'a\man who sees himself

not -as a theprLst of rhetoric bui as d phllosopher of 501encé, é man whose insights

na2y be esp001ally vzluable ‘to us Jor that reason. First, however, I will suggest

3

éome very general features‘which I believe are deeply embedded'in rhetorical

theory's tragitional bases and contemporary menlfestatlons, features which I
rankly see from the vantage point Polany1 prov1des. If, to paraphrase one'of
our recent presidents, I am standing on the shoulder of a giant,l in much of this

' -

paper I will nonetheless be lgpking in digections somewhat different from those

which have occupied his own attention. It is important to look in those ) .

directions, for in finding some features uhich‘undergird any reéponsible

.

rhetorlc, we will also find that we conptemporary rhetorlclans are 1nstruct1ve1y

NS —
) nnb1V°1ent concerning the niture of scwence, an attltudg'whlch implies an
N K

- unfortunate smbivalence concerning our own field tnd some fegtures which
BN

. o §
. undergird it. If the Polenyizn point of view helps us‘discover such a problem
- ’ . * ‘ .’-

\m . \ .-- ‘ ' ¢ ‘ .
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in our own.field, it is =z problem closely zkin ta the one which called }ﬁc ™
N . N

Polznyi to pn*losophy, a problem which will warrent further suudy of Polanyi
. th=n can be represen@ed in this paper. .
P Wnzt imsge of\m:n czn qutera\man aake available to himself which will
updergird freedom of inyestigation and the life of though£ in the various fields
Sf intellectual,'arti;tic, and spiritual éndeavorb That question, by no meézns
merely ~n "academic" one, is thé);ort which calls Michael Polanyi to philosophy.
And if i may* hazard a guess which is partly thfession, it is the sort of’
question which brings mzny of us to the stﬁay of rhetoric.‘.' ; '
It h=2s proved impossible for rhetoricizns evér to agree,precisely and .,
explicitly on just whzt rhetoric is,'a point that mzy prove instructive instead
of emb:rrassing. Whether it is 2 matter of Menchanting the soul by argunent"
(Plzto), or "discoveiing_in any given situation the availzble mezns of persuasion"
(Aristotle), or "rogted in an essential function of larguzge itself . . . the
", use of laznguzge as /2 symbolic means of inducing cooperation in beéings that by |,
nzture respond to ynbols" (Burké) mo’st, of us would be unwi‘lling prec)s‘ eiy tc'a
s-y, preferring instead the humanlst's vagueness (or perhaps hus w1sdom) that ‘

(&)

o . . ) .
Those definitions aé& others embody important differences. But,beneath

b ’ ‘ -

varlety of dcflj

itions. It ib not my task to excavate that foundatlon, but I §>
do want to dig ﬁefply enough to suggest the sh :pe of some of 'its features. The

¥
m=y sbund co"ﬂorpl1ce, but-we belong to z d1501p11ne which believes the

~
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" . ginwnrl =c€ is umxntxno, and we mey find that these feuvures are less cozmon-
s plnce than probl atlc in the contemporary world.

The first fecture, and perhaps the deepest one, is that man is an agent.
> 4

He 2cts, making more or lesstdnteiligent choices, rather than being moVed in

ways predetermined by h1s own structure or his environment. The notion of nén : !

* .

azs .ggnt informs Plato's 1n51stence thct the soul is "unmoved mover" (Phnedrus,

’

245); it lies beneath Aristotlets 1ns1ght§ that beczuse rhetoric’is in various S
el )
_ ways concerned with men's actions, 1ts prov1nce is the contlngent "that which

e o o is capable of belng otherwise. . .m (Vlch Ethlcs, l.b0b2), rhetorlc

»

never guarantees persuaSIOn, (?h 1355b) apd that the audience 1s the rhetor's

- Judge, nopmgls victim., Perelman entltles an essay, et and Person in Argunent "3
't

end Kenneth Burke insists that his rhetorlc “1s built atop the proposltlon that

thinss move and persons act. nl Indeed the' reality of hitman action 1s presumed
by any concept of a rhetonic which is advisory.' If, man does not really have °

cnonces to mzke, it is simply superstltlous or hypocrlt;cal nonsense to think

’ l/ . . . \ .

-

d /bf rheoorchadv151ng hln as he mekes chof%es. i ' .

) A second feature is that argument is properly 1nformed not -only by facts

/

but by vo lues as well. Rhetoric brings fact and value to bear in its zppeals

to actlon- in so d01ng, it 1np11es that no unbrldgeable chasm d1v1des value from

'yl
.

- Third, the trgdition hzs consistently given us three nodes ‘of proo#

‘ proper to rhetoric, not just one. Richard Weaver o%jects to the ™notion that

lts

m2n at his best is 2 logic machine,™ and already in the ancientsfﬁe'sée thit
3 @s well as its logicil diﬁensdon, rhetorical argument properly embodies . ,
oo . . ' ‘ N
. dimensions of emotion and of ethos. “ft embodies intellect, emotion, and will —

" -
. 4 o £

if we'beiievé in faculty psychology ~-=-or it implies that .these ‘three are’ somehow
f s ‘ . r / 1

inseparable, if we do not.. ' ‘
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Fourth, we recall from Arlstotle that the premises of enthynemes are

“not usually rendered eXpllCIt. In taklng that stznce, I belleve nrlst0ule and

3 - ,
others 1n the tradltlon are 1nslst1ng that rhetorlcal argument is based on |

beliefs shared by rheton and audlence and that those bellefs can and should ‘

offen remain tacit. Generallzlng, meanlngs exist which are not explicit, a

’

point Carrolk Arnold suggests wnen he says, "Orality ... . is itself meaningful®

[

end continues to talk about "meanings [}hlcﬁ]are seldom verballzed b .
P . Rhetorlcal argunent is based on meaningful but’ ta01tly shared beliefs. 5,~.
n ’ ). . : ’
. ' Fifth, since the often-tac¥ly shared heliefs on which the rhetor

constructs his argumenbs are at least partly a product of.past experiences and

Judgments, rhetoyic presunes thét'the'pasg is relevant to the present.
Weaver puts it strongly, "Rhetoric depends upon history.“7

* < -
The comprehensive nature of rhetorical proofs’and the tagit character

vy
bow

. A &
., + of some rhetorical meanings are surely some of the features whi lead
. ! , ‘ e . . ‘ ‘
. contemporary theorists to insist that rhetqric addresses "the whole man,"
8 * .

who participatés tacitly in meanings shéred‘by°his fellows, whose acts afe;

‘/’
1nformed by his passions and purposes, not by loglc alone. The presumption is
, thut man;is different qualltatlvely from other anlmals, still more dlfferent

8

from mute, insensate things apd &s Henry Johnstone among others has argued
. ¢

. A .
that his difference lies' not in an ability to transmit and store informathn,
but in hig freedom to persuade and be pérsuaded. :

Perhaps the notion of man as persuader returns us tp a concept of manh

. . - N - " s S ) ._1 ’ . "}
as agentj certainly my next fegtureugdes. Theorists have poiyited out that

man faces problems; he addresses situations which are problematic because

inherent in them is no logically or empirically‘compelling resolution. Bryant

s [N
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’ Rhetoric . . . is the method, the strategy, the orga on of
the rr¢n01pLes for deciding best the unde01dable questlons,
for zrriving at solutions of ‘the unsolv- ble problems, for
instituting method in those vital phases of human gctivity
where no aeuhod is 1nherent in the total subject matter of

. decision. o BN .

thought. ' nrlstotle 1nslsts, "The duty of. rhetoric ls to d al with such matters

- . . . >

v ﬂooulctlc, it Wakes sense for him to inguire. W&thou

zbsolutely and cépricigus positlons assumed arbitrdrily. The'prov1n§e of

conclude in certainty.

_ Rhetoric presumes that man 1s agent that/ he acts on the basls of
\ values as well as facts, that His past informs Mis present actions, thé% the

cts and’is moved to actlon,~'

Nhole man — not just’the faculty of logic ~-

£

that the spezker a d his felhpws embody and sh re meanlngs that are not )

of varlous sorts it makes sense

- srticul~ted, and t at though he rlsks fallure

1n acts of ‘inquiry when faced w1th problematlc 51tuﬂtlons, to

{

tazxe action in the ab§ence of conclusive ev1dence or gogic. ) “,
: &

<., for hlm to eng3

»
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It ccems to me that tnese are features undergirding rhetorical gy e
< theorles generally, among those which form the foundztion fep—any rhetoric—— — | _ _
which aspires to be respon51ble. They are characterlstlcs on whose basis = -
any rhetorical theory, whether classical or conﬁemporarykcan be a theory of | .

‘ t
more thzn mere mznipulation.
Turning specifically to the study of rhetoric in the centemporary

+

world, it t00 has ‘some characierlstlcs we should briefl ly remark. The flrst is

the quality of/interest which fhetoric now excn,es.ie Though we. flnd the - 7~

- S 4 : : ,
breadth of tHit interest sometimes baffling, even embarrassing, many of us also
are finding the study of rhetorig to be profoundly evocative. Think of the

f
number of

‘ [

" .
oYATs Who heve moved to rhetoric from study in some other field.

1

Perelr 2n 1s the clearest example, though not the only ones* Buﬁ you and I are

ny ndst accesszble ev1dence for the p01nt I zm now suggestlng, A centur& ago,

we would not have been at a meetlng of this sort. Nore likely, 1f we' had,

4
LX) i

E con51dered rhetorlc st 2ll, we would have thought of it as some anthuated dis-

01p11ne,,1 leSolcal cur1051ty,_to be stored away wi%h other artlfacts of a

pre-scientific age. Today, wé suspect that that may not be the whole story, .
7

that there mzy be 1z tent in rhetorical 1n51ghbs a W1sdom which we are worklng
L ) {

to recover. It ' may be that rhetorlc’s hour is come round at last an idea

~t -

R ¢

|«
we are l,borlng.to see reborn. S .

e

ra ‘ P v _”,..-A-“"

e

If so, T would suggest that one of our noclves is the 1mage of men I have

sketched, | d on man's capabll;ty for actlon,,actlon% 1rredu01b111ty to mere

y .

¥ motion, ind therefore grantlng force to such concepts as dignity, freedom, and

responsibility. The 1mage, in a worg, is humdhistic. Perelman, for example,
. . { .

‘ sneTks of our need for a)philosophy which would Mintegrate into its structure

v

" the processes of argumentation ptilized.in everﬁ,gomain of human culture® 2nd




1 racsane
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goes on to say, "A renewal of rhetoric would conform to the, humanist aspect of

L the aspirztions 6I‘our age."}l Henry, Johnstone ifes rhetorical acts”as

. ‘. Ling ]

dnstitutive of self.1? Weaver calls rhetoric "the most humenistic of a1l
. ‘ \

. . . l * '_' \ .
/ the disciplines 3 and complains in the scme pagggraph that contemggrary

. culture-"has no azdequate theory of man{" Perhag one of our ambitions in

\
‘ \ ' N \

AN . studylng rhetoric is to regover sofe” sehse “of the' ‘human, 1nage whlch informs it
“ N N
. Anothefr, equally anbltlous, chara terlstlc éf contenporury rhetoric

.1s the scope it seems tS asspme. Under Fhninger's deflnltlon of rhetoric” 0
as "the rationile of symbolic,inducement,"lh it is difficult to see how gny
\ . 6
3\ N . ‘ . . .
stktement could escape its purview. Kenneth Burke's definition rendgrs | -

rheyoric.coextensive with meaning.15 Perelman sees man 2s "an essentially

-
1‘ .

,’,,LA rhetdrical animel. "16 All three woula seem to agree with. Weaver, who ckaims, -

Men are born rhétoricians « « « . Rhetorlc is cognate with Ianguage nl?

~ .

" Robert Oliver says, 'Philosophy 1tself is 2 form of rhetorlc."18 And Jayne
Booth acknowledges, "Every statemerit is in some sense rhetorical. "19 leen
our emerging understanding of rhetoric, it is difficult to see how.any statement

can be exempt fram its scope. .
. . .\ ";‘ - . X
3ut that brings me to the last characteristig of contemporary rhetoric

to be mentioned, actually a problem‘which\Provides inmportant motivation for '
this paper. Rhetoricians argue that all statements are rhetorical, yet they
also often assume that statements claiming scigntific st%}us are in no way
- rhetorical. Rhétorical st;tenents are informed by vaiuegfaa well as facts, bu‘
- Iarle H. Nichols speaks of the "ants alone,"20 presumably uneffected by A
valuations, wiich science offers. Rhetoric properly encorpasses three modes

of proof, but science is presumably limited to impersonal logic (and equally

\f impersonal observation) alone. Thus Perelman at times feels that formal logic .




21 . - , \
is a countergart to rhetorical argunentation; the two aré mqﬁﬂally exclusive.-

Co . . o,
N ' ) :
[ . .
“ ¥ . '~

of c%uroe,‘lt 1s*d1ff1cﬁlt to mention Perelman without mentioning his "unlversal .

[
4

avdience,™ of which scientists would presumably be one ma.nifest,ation.22 Thus Y
the notion of "audlence" itself would presunably place science under the aegls/

A of rhetoric, but on this pomnt Perelnan 1nstruct1vely equlvpcates, as’ ca: be /_' ‘

\\ .‘ eff%ciently seen: "maxlmally efficdcious rhetoric, in the ca;e of a unlversai |
\- auoieoce, is rhetoric eﬁploying nothing but logical proof,"23 he says, but he *

continues, "It is always hazardous . . . to identify with logic the argumenta-

tion intended for the universal audifance."le+ Weaver agrees tHat science,
- . - JI ’ ’
unlike rhetoric, is restricted to logic alone: "The method of’scientific

4

o -investigation,™ he says L K- TP merely the method of loglc.'25 Unllke the

v
. 5 .

rhecorician, Weaver says the scientist "has to denonstrate every(Proposition in

t"-26 science.presunably 13 restficted to the apodlctic. It

‘ ' . . “

presunably gives us 1nconbcﬁvert1bie knowledge since 1ts method is apodictic

hf% argume

oo logic and eince the scientist's observations are themselves’ 1ncontrovert1ble;

he observes things "that Jjust anybodé could identify, like an elephant in a '
parade."27 Since his methods are certain and his arguments-oemonstratioe, since
therefore he risks no error, unlike the rhetor the scientist can never"properly .
base his work or his argument on appealg to authority, a polnt made by both

. ’ /Ieaver28and'Perelman.29 Perelman's eqplvocatlon aside, presunably the same
reason the‘scientist does not need an au@ience‘either; Lloyd Bitzer)claiﬁs, "The
scientist can produce a discourse,expressive or generative of knowiedge with-

out engaging another mlqd."?o Perelman seens to agree. ) - -
Contrary to what hapoens 16 science, where ;11 that is

. 'necessary ~for tne solution of a problem is knowledge of the
techniques that enable the solut;on to be reached,

: . interference,in a controversy whose outcome will affect a
"#specific group may be made only by one who is a.member of
or- otherw1se closely bound up with, the group in questlbn

’31 o




.are both neutral."33 He says, '"Rhetorical presentation always carries

L A Lo
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For Weaver, all ﬂanguaae is serionlc." ConAentlng on Aeaver, Paul Canpbell

has said that language in use is never "neutral, or meersonal, or ObJectlve "3
Thus scientific discourserig presumably a sort of rhetoric. Yet, Weaver also

.
., -

'is capable of saying that science and dialectic Mare both rational and they

-~ ) ' ‘
perspectivé. The 501ent1flc inquirer, on the other. hand, is merely noting things
- N

.as they exist in enplrlcal conjunction. "BA
The problem I am suggesting should be in sufficient focus now to warrant

a general formulation: All discourse is rhetorical, we claim, yet we often

tend.to embrace an understanding of scientific discourse which excludes it
~ " ‘

from the realm of rhetoric. Furthermore, it is not the case that these

-

oppé¢sed attitudes characterize opposed factions within our diecipline. Instead,

as my citations have suggested, both attitudes are held by  ihe same men,

ol

many of whom are among the most influenbial figures in our field.

In sore reSpects, the problem+is both understandable and peripheral. .If

rhetoric enconpasses ali, it is understandable that in a world immeasurably more
corplex than Cicero's we do not claim the univensal knowledge Crassus exhorts

Ls to. It is undersbandable that as a discipline we‘ﬁaveonot intensively R
studied the phllosoqu/of 501ence, for instance. Perhaps, too, in age of
relat1v1sn and skepticism we do not wish to relegaoe to rhetoric what little
still seems certaln, and certainly seens 13> us to be bound up with science.’

That, too, is understandable, though it seems to assume that a rheteorical -

arguzent. is one which anybody is free to-dlsbelleve, and we nay

examine that assumption. The problem is peripheral, too, in that 1ts sélution
) ‘ . ]
/poncedvably might not affect at all the ways we conduct our1;lasses pr our

.

pther work as rhetoricians, . Furthermore, it is a peripheral issue in a literal
- / .

Senk ) . ) . ¢ . .

Y .
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.. - way: doubtless one of our motives in ‘so characterizing science is to delimit
. ¥
.- & rhetoric, to give our discipline some boundary.

-
! .

In other ways, however, the probléﬁ is an absolutely fundamental one,
for our discipliﬂe and for our selves. Orie bonsidenation'is that in our age-
., science is the most ﬁé%suési;e stufg'around. Ve ne;d.think gnly of the‘wgite—
coated ™scientist™ in the latest patéﬂt;medicine ad'oT of our thoughtfui

' e - .

students! attitudes, when they come to.us humanists after ‘having left classes

in the natural ‘or social sciénces. c‘Real_ly, we need thirk only of ourselves;

P
o’ A

in ways we have seen, even rhetoricians are moved by the prevailing scientific
N

ethos. Surely it is no exaggera{ion to say that some forms of scientific A
Y . ‘g P !
| " discourse gengyate esuecially ggrvasive and powerful forces of persuasion“today.
, . v

-

~

"

s

If We:neglect to study the philosophic aésumptions underlying them, we are

neglecting an, especially vital aspect "of our own field. )
. P ’0 s ’ .
; 3ut there is deeper reason for this to be an absolutely fundamental

proﬁlém for us. The concgption of science we tend td hold turns out to be in

effect thouéh doutt1€ss dbt in. intention utterly inimical to such features as
' the ones I earlier characterized, features which I:believe underlie any

responsible theory of rhetoric. To see clearly, though briéfly, why such a t

. , * R »
' view of science simply will not do, as'far as rhetoric is cdncerned, 'I need

- ”

N - . . i
to swrarize and somewhat extend the viéw of science we have heard our colleagues -, '
. sy ‘ . ’ . \

suggestings The view I shall sketch is perhaps noﬁ\one whijch any responsible

. ‘\ . 1
person —— certainly any rhelorician -- would wish to hold. | If the sketch

. ) ) ] y
sounds at times like caricature, I can only cite the summary| form my argument

L)

nust take and say that I am working out somg apparently ine%cgpable extensions

of this view* of science. I

* ’

»
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Science, in this view, is a rmatler of "the facts alone." Significant

statenents are either.definitions or reports of scnsation; considerations of
. - SR
value, for instance, are neither; literally ™non-sensical," they really are

meaninsless. Thus this view has no place for value statements or indeed for

evaluaiions of any sort. Its methods are a matter of objective observation—and PR

|
N

lrpersonal often rathenaticized logic. Its state¢ents are thorouahly‘rlgorous,
. > ‘
¢vact, and exp1101e, eltheg self-ev1dently true or demonstrably based on

-

1ncontroveru1b e observaulons. In the voice of the early Wittgenstein it .

. . -

insists, Minhat %an be said at all can.be said clearly, and what we cannot'talk .

‘-

about we must consign to silence."35 The knowledge it offers is wﬁollr formal-

-

ized.and testable.. It insists that what can be doubted.must,nof‘pe believed and .

x
’

iust certein;y ot be eﬁbraced as a basis for any claim to Rnowledge. Rigorously

defined and objective;y observed facts alone are to be countenanced; the

"s¢ientist is thi passive accurulator of such factg. Through trial and error

| - .

/he arrives at theories, merely convenieft - fictiohs which help him catalog his .
. J° « " * . . - * 4
facts. If facts ever turn up which do not fit nis theories, those theories

- e . . '

. Jlll Have been tr&ed and found in error, they riust be immediately abandoned g

and theorles wh:ch catalog more efflcmently”must be found. Since its aim i§ to

! &1Ve know]edge Whlch 1s incontrovertible, science has no use for beliefs .

‘
]

eﬂbodled in a tradltlon and the scientist can properly make no appe3l to o,

P

e .
authorily —- his  own, his co-workers?!, or their preé;gessors' ‘Since his
-t NI N

,.methodolOEy‘generates demonstrative knowledge, the scientist may choose bo '

v

.

share his, findings with an audience, but he has no need of an audience to -
. ~ B [y »

~ O W

8

judge his findings. This view of scieﬁce; as I have broadly sketched it, has ¥ 3

had many eﬂinent advocates; It is a stance labelled as positivisn or object1v1sm,
“the term wnich Polanyi often uses-and whlch I w1ll adopt in sub%eqpent dis~

< 3
cussion. It is a view of science whose general truth has long ﬁeen assumed in

.
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the West, one which may still seen unquestlonaole to a few, pqllosop ers of
501ence, sone sc1entls§s and Wanj laymen, rhetor1c1ans among them,

-

ths ObJeLVIVlSu view of science seems utterly reaspnable, yet the

) <

v"ethqglology it endorses is radlcally at varlance w1th the methods the”

¢

(]

i% .. rheuorlcal t"adltlon con515uently has advocated. At the risk of repetltlon,

I need tS mention a few illustrative dlfferences:: the rhetor addresses

. -
+ . -~ -

~ probler:s whieh demand attention, problems which exist because available evidence

and iogic do noé'éntaii a single ¢lear and demonstrative resolution; he speaks,

--'thounn glven the nature of the 51tuat10n .he cannot speak clearly The rhetor

is advocaee rather, uhan 1mpa551ve observer; it would be unthlnkable for hlm to-
. b4 3
abandon his position-in llght of same bit of evidence whlch apparently cohflicts

with his case 1ndeed the existence of conflicting ev1dence, e ﬁlght say, is

. . *.

what calls, thi&ﬁheuor 1nto play. The ruetorlcal tradltlon encouraves blm to
~

. )

draw on value as weld a? fact. ‘e appéals in terms of ethos and pathos, not

.

in terms of lpgic alone. His arguments are not rigdrous or exact; they always
. )

risk being mlstaPen. Nglther are they wholly expllifi they are based instead

o .

on shared and often uq§po&en beliefs raditlons, H;sﬁhethods 1ﬁp;y that

3 w

. -
some meanings are tacite. The q?gecthlst's stance leads hlm to the p031t10n

1
*—1—-.

2 £
that dewonstrable‘Lnowledve 13 all and thau beyond the boun@arles of knowledge

b
all that exasts are equally-arbitrary oplnions. As one objectivist has

-
o -

~candidly put it, ™he opinion mf the wise man is on a par with that of the

ignoranhs-"36 Such a posltlon obv1ously banlshes ethos. Horé fundanmentally,

.

® .

it implicitly~ denles that it maPes sense to debate op2nions, thus denylng a

prestmption which a respopsible rhetoric must'surely hold. ' ,

-
-

»

Should. rhetors and theorists abandon the methodologies advocated since

+

//—~\;‘5ristotle, in favor of those radically more restricted ones embedded in an

.

$

-




.
4 [

objectivist view of science? Even presuwiing we do not abandon the nore loosely
. “ - .
défined'and wide. ranging methods advanced in the rhetorical tradition, should

objectivist scicnce be accepted as the norn for rhetorical processes?. It rmay
seem utterly unreasonable not to; yet as we have seen, ruch of that‘pro(fergd' ~
norz would lead us to discount features which have always been ceatral to

. .

. 4 .
the rhetorical.tradition. . Any reascnzble answers to these questions rust be

4

uch more cogplicated than the questions thenselves, and I will not offer - .

any, directly. I point up‘the questions to focus some serious issues arising

from our assunptions about science and about our own discipline,\?ssumpﬁons
at suca varlance that an ob3ect1v1st view of science and a respon51 le view of

rhetoric ray Havqﬁl’flcul ty living in the.same world or the same "1nd. I

v -

believe that such questi ons as these inform the instructive ambivalence ~ which -
' . v

it eeens to me that twentieth-century rhetoricians often betray’%owérd:tﬁeir >

' ' /’~' o '..’ . 7 .
ﬁom dlsupl‘me. , A .

{

,} ‘Bven if we could leave'a51de methodologlcal issues, there is another

funda entdl issue fa01ng us, having to do with somt subject matter viewed
I

through objectivist methodology, when the subject is man.
The rigor and explicitness which are apparent chaxacteristics of

.( objectivist method mean that only what appears countable iéhaccqrded status
; S ) Iy
as reality. Walter Ongtdevelops this thesis with regard to ihe Mempirical®

schools of associational ps:,rchologyf‘g’:7 W. J. Bate argues, "Cartesian rathe-

- .
. v

. naticis%feventually had to discard as unknowable — and therefore, since the +w’

N nthenatlcal reason 1s 1nfallltle, as nohexistent -— all éxeept the mechanical

itselfs! 8 When obJect1v1sﬂ turns its attentlon to nan, ‘such works as

IaMettriets‘L'4o~me lachine shows that it sees man as a mechanical dev1ce.
+

! . .
*achimes have no roon for contingencies. The contingent, wnlfh is an essential
PR « . ¢ + .
' 9

A r




elewent in Aristotle's thought and specifically. in his rhetoric, is now scen

as rmere iJ%usion. tachines are not open to ar&ument. That was:seen with
characteristic incisiveness, by Dr. Johnson: ™"If a man would rather be a
rachine, I cannot argug with nim," he said.>?
} lany peopde, rerhaps 1nclud1ng even sone rhetoricians, would te wllllng
) ) . }
to forego thg wars of words, if that were all that is at “stake here. But - 1t )
i§ not. BQrtrand Russell illustratas the point nicely: .
Cartesianism was rigidly deterministic. Living organisms,
just as much as dead matter, were_ governed by the laws of
physics; there was nd longer need, as in the Aristotelian
philosophy, of an entelechy or soul to explain the growth
of organisms and the novenents of animals, AP )
' . . ' . \ ‘ .
All is rigidly determined; choice and action are nerely illusion. ﬁumans;
like any other machines, do_not;act; they are moved. OCbjectivism iﬁsistsb

that apparent Mactions'" in response to "chcices®™ are merely movements by a.
typé of rachine whose causal factors and operational principles we as yet
imperfectly understand. Really, choice is an illusion. In a world where

neither organlc self nor act is real it is doubly nonsenslcal to think of .

> o
-

\
rhetorical acts e0nst1tut1ng the self. MNeither "risk" nor "commituent™ can have
any realiiy. If acts are illusory, interactions must’ be also. To believe that
rersens, thrbth dlscourse, might constitute cormrunities and create soclal

harronies is a dangerous illusion -- as danverous, perhaps as the 1llu51ons of

. “
-r

‘M"freedom and dignity'™ which huzans superstitiously persist in holding.. Instead, .
social conesiveness is to be gained by the control of behavior. Or, only a
bit rore precisglf, it is to be gained by manipulation of envoronmental factors

which conirol behavior. Anything more 'than manipulation is literally unthink- :
able. {anipulation, not. interaction, is rezl; we might as wpli face that fact

and rake the nost of it. in brief, the notion of man as agent, which was'

t

*
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' : ’ o Vo .
central to ancient rhejoric and which I have sugrested as one motivation for

rhetoric's contenporary rebirth, that notion under ‘an objectivist view is
seen as simply nonsense. Objectivism, begun in a laudable attempt to purge
error and undergird epistemic claims, in effect underinines features

' -
absolutely .ceniral vo a responsible rhetoric.

Despite their often objectivist views of what science is, rhetoricians
A 1 . . \

have becg uncasy in l{th off objectivisa's disastrous implications for rhetoric
. I3 ‘
L s 1, . . e L .
and for the irage of man whiglk rhetoric embraces. Peré€lman has instructively
. . f
. inveighed against the.objectivist restriction of the rational to the demonstrable,
. . . A

,

and both he and others have nentioned often if in passing Perelnan's movenent

from "positivism" to rhet,oric,l+ Journey he way not have yet completed.

denry Johnstone sees himself movimg away from a view whlch "had much, in”

v \
common with"the Cartesianism it attacked."hz Lawrence Rosenfield argues against

-~ v . .

» ., Miogical positivism and Skinnerian psychology‘both¥gf which deny man's

’experientiél capacities! and limit their notion of man to that of an automaton
consisting of a nétwork of observable beifl.\a.viors."l+3 Ralph Eubanks argues, "In

the world of semantic positivism there are no rhetodrical issues."hh- Richard .
Weaver sees that rhetoric will never be eliminatqd.hs *But he “sees thé danger

that ObJec»lVlst concepulons will persuade contemporary man: !

o o
i

. For afhat man tells hlmself he is manifests itself soon, -y
eno\gh in what, he does and may even predetermine what he
T Can Yo o o o o The irrninence of . . . a dark night .

e mind is the subject of-this essay. . « « o  Man is
€ing told by the representatlves of that body of know-
ledte zhlch today enjoys the mosi prestige that. he is not -

- { * ’
Weaver says elsewhere, "The word is almost in lirbo, wnere the positivists

nave wished to consign it."h7 Under the objectivist image, Weaver sees,

"The modern mind is trying to surrender its constitutive powers to-the ~

-




obJect1Vg55 ansﬁ{ﬁL world, mi®

)

scandards, and u;tlracely of pnowledge, wnich lies at the source of our

Such a surrender entails the""denial of

-

desradation. k9 We:ver calls for Mg’ more complete eplstenology"50 than the

QJGCLIVISu one, which denies the validity of rhetorical methodologies and

dcnies the existencg of rhetorical beings. Contemporary rhetoriéians!?

|} . ’ :
equivocations concerning the nature of knowledge and of science are instructive;

they help show tne‘QOmplex1ty of the problens being ralsed here and the dlfflculty
e ™
of ad qpatelu addrcssv*g those problems in a culture pervaded by objectivist

i

,7onceptlons, wnlp in effect are 1n1m1cal to any tnqory of a respon51ble \

Fhetorlc. / ‘ - . . . .

[ 8
f ' if we have found tng>ob3ect1v15c conceptions simply will not do in the

T /

} nealn of rhet prlc, lb 1s part of lichael Polanyl's achievenent to show that

they can have dlsastrous conseqpences\&n_vhe realm of science. Polanyi's

achievenent .ranges beyond that critical tasky though "rhetoric™ ds not one

of Polanyi's profe551onal concerns and 1s an 1ten which appears only rarely in ..

¢ -~ ° .

hls vocabulary, Polany1 1s also artlcul%*%ng an image of sc1ence, I belleﬁe ﬁ;
vlcble One, which” youtand I would consider thorouvhly rhetorical.

. , In the remainder of this paper I will sketch some arguments through witich
*  Polanyi dlscovers ser{/ys dlfflcultles in ob3ect1v1st formulatlons, and I will

suggcest the al%evnat1VD conceptions he offers, conceptlons originally grcznded

A

“in his understanding of sclentlflc cormunitiess I will trace his conception
8%

<
of sc1ent1£1c conﬁunltles, a cogceptlon both chronologically prlor to and

-

concep%ually conerent with the eplstemology he has since developed. There will

not be space to consider his epistemology itself in any detail, though

nost conren*acors con51der that to be Polanyl's most 1nportant achievement.

"In this paper chere will be space only ‘for the claim that Pylanyi's thought is

-
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(peply.ﬁonercnt.wlth fcatures undergirding rietorical tneory, A clainm’ which

shculd provide crounding for Lhe subs»qpent claim, which rust be developed
1 ’ \

(3
elsgwhere,{&h;t Polanyi's cpistemology offers a v1able foupdauion for ‘

i
. rrnetoric, a £ .ndation denied it by objectivist formulations in weys I an -
) : ’ . * , ‘

su’: cesting. ‘ : : y
13chael Polanyi did not set out to become @ professional philosopher;

S K . ¢ 5 . e n . g
. he was a’'redical doctor, then a remarkably fruitful research chemist, before
) being called to philosophic issues by a deeply felt cultural exigence. 'Thoge .

circurstances doubtless qualify Polanyi as a vheuor, Yut I am unconcerned in

this paper w1th executing rheuorlcal crlulclsﬂ qon his.work or w1th e.pllcatlng

v,
‘

in great detall the rhetorical eriticism Polanyi in effect offers of his

.
Yoo

\\ adversariest positions, beyond suggesting that Polanyi's work itself shows Qpat
\\' w. rhetorical crl;lCIS” ﬁoeds to be a deeply searching activity. E
\ . *Polanyl, working then ‘as ; research qpeélsé, fled Germany afﬁep ﬁ§z11am
\¢ . cgme to power. He fled to Eﬂglahd, ﬁhere ne still resides'éﬁd where, in the
\ 1¢3C's and '40's, ne found efforts under way to "plan® the digﬁbtiOp of future .

. . \ . ¢ .
\\ scientific endeavors, shaping them in directions deemed to Qe -socially or ' -
\ ..' - .\ . ’/\) . ,v
\ raterially useful. These effortsyinforied by the Farxist attempts of the time

/

X

to shape the directions of scientific work, Folanyi resolutely and sucéessfully
opposed. The example of Farsdst ideology was to becore enblematic for Polahyi

. '

of the exizence whicn cal%ed him to philosopnical issues. \ ‘

L)

The exigence Polanyi perceives is a matter of* essentlally ideological

-

threats to the pursuit of knowledse for its own sake, to free thought in

’

‘general and to the autonoy of scientlflq inquiry in partlcular. Armed only

. - -
with objectivist formulations, when faced with ideological threats the liberal
o

AN

ERIC ‘_ -
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+ * rind can only "starger and funble" (PX, p. 228);5l objectivism offers no

«defense for the autonomy of thought anywhere, even in the sciences. In fact,
+

~
. -

contenpofari'ideolo;ical threat;/ o science ironically derive their persuasive

force from objectivist .conceptigns of what science is:

. /
I first met quesiions of philosophy when I came up against
the Soviet ideologzy/under Stalin which denied justification ,
o the4pursuit of geience . . « + I was struck by the
fact that this derfial of the very existence of independent
, sc¢ientific thought came from.a socialist theory which derived
. its tremgndous rsuasive power from itgs claim to scientific ~ -
certainty. The/scientific outlook appeared to have *
produced a mechanical conception of man and history in
which there wab no place for science itself. (ID, p. 3)°

We nust briefly see hoy, according to Polanyi, it could be that objeé\;ivism,'e

intended to undergird/science, could come instead to afford persuasive power to

ideologies whnich underaine scientific activitdes.
) - !l . . - . . - - -
. Jestern nan's increasing pagsion for objectivity, essentially a passion

L] ’ '

owledZe, has led him to view an increasing range of subjects

1

s
. to rerfect nis k

. 5hrough objéctipist spectacles, until now it is widely persﬁmed that persons . ~

\ e

and societics fthemselves ought to be studied '"objectively."® Through the

spactacles ir'Hobjccﬂivity,"‘however, there are some things which siﬁgly
X ) - ‘

"‘cannot be seen. /In particular, the Mcriteria of objectivity must deny reality

to any roral claims" (K & B, p. 46). Thus, for example, "Justice, morality,

custon and law now appear as nere sets of conventions charged with emotional

* approval® (LL, p. &). Conterporary ideologies substitute appetitive terms.~-

terms of poier, economi¢ interest, selfish desire (See LL, p. 5) — for terms

~ S I
of roral motivaginn, since genuine noral notivation is now pregurmed not to
exist (See PX, p. 23L4). Any individual or institution claiming to be acting

on roral grounds is seen to be engaging §n self-deception or, more likely,

e

‘ hypocrisy, and is bitterly denounced. .
SRRy o . i
.\‘. . ) .

" ' A
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Zut that denunciation would not be made if the objectivist view of :
\

' ) .
worality were an accurate one, for such denunciation is itself grbunded, in

8 . . v o

noral paSS;ons. Thus ninilists, in Polanyi's an3lysis, are "sirict materialists,
“/\

who cozbine pheir total denlal of genuinely —oral 1deals with a frenzied o
0 4,

natred of sociely on account of its irmorality" (K K% 3, p. 15) Nagiism provides .

[

. . anolner illustration. Thous. YThe Nazi disbeliev[g@] iQ public morality"

(LL, p..106), the llazi lvadcrs had "= sL,ronb féellnr of runelﬁ) own moral .

§upe- rity over the ﬂo”alizln° statesmen of other couniries'" (K & 3, p. 9).
. B M -
Under the derand for boundless ionzsvy, "iolence alone is still honest, but

;raQELtous violence is authentic action"(Pi, p. 236). Having suffered
T ; . : .
«an.irversion of standards, the only valid sign of rorality is faken to be

N 4 4
irmersion in frmoral action. ’ : - .

.

.
)

- Inportant to Polanyi's analysis is his conviction that npan embodies \
» - ' . . a

. moral passions, though they are denied by thé objectivist and though, unacknow-
A N .

ledgeé, they are subject to terrible perversion. Such "homeless' moral

b s

rassions and ovjeclivisnm, though contradictory principles, mutually reinforce
o~ LI . ~

v » .
each other, in modern ideologies. Increasingly.ruthless ingistence on objec—- .

N - f 4,

ivity drives moral passions even further underground, where they encourage > .
- . ! -~

- . -

us’to increasingly boundless aspirations. .At the same time, moral® passions ,
. » - N . R )
inform the very objectivism which with Yncreasing.in§istence denies their
. ‘ ) : ' ’ ’ P [

existence. Perfectionism in knowledsge and perfectionism in morals breed eath -

.
[aal

.

’

other; the confluence of these two cbntradictoﬁy principles is highly

’

volatile, and it can be ruthless. A - .

. And this confluence is tremendously persuasive to the modern mind; its, !
contradictory elei.ents jointly provide the convincing power characteristic-of 1

conterporary ideologies: MThe more inordinate our moral aspirations and the v ot

pore conpletely anoral our® objectivist outlook, the more powerful i$ a .

)

!

{

;

’ o ®f -
o
!

]

:

a

]

|
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CO'blﬂ“thﬂ in* which t*ese cortradictory pr1n01ples mutually relnforce cach

«*

_pernaps he qfferé us a way.-to understand £hé'dynamics of those inversions

- ¢

other® (PK, p. 228); Thus Larx1sn, Polanyl's most abiding target, Qxecubes all

moral sentinents of hypocrisy, while the moral 1ndlgnatlon which 4$he [}arx1sﬁl

tnus expresoes is safely dlanlsed as a segentlflc stateﬂent" (PK, p. 233). '

@

Conte pporary idcologies' persuasive force derives: fram their clalmed—sclentlflc .o~ !

>

status, when coupled with,their unspoken moral passlon: t . ’ <.
Alleged scientific. assertions, which are accepted as such

because.they satisfy moral passions, will excite these "
passzons further, and thus lend—increased convincing: pcJer .-

to the s¢ientific affirmations in guestion ——- and so on,

LT indefinitely. Moreover, such a dynamo - objective coupling
is also potent in its -own defense: " Any criticism of its -
S _ scientific'part is rebutted by the moral passions behind

it, while any moral objections to it are coldly brushed
aside’ by inyoking the 1nexorable verdit of its 301ent1f1c
findings (PK, p. 230). A .

. . N ‘

Iarxlst 1deology gathers its per§u351ve power from the contradactory
x ‘)

princip%ej - boundless moral asplratlons, render d eovert by an obJect1v'~

»

<

whlch deqles the ex1§tenee of morallty. IArxlst 1deology car +¢s Msuch supreme

¢onvincing power [iecause] o o it enables_yhe modern mind, tortured by

-‘-
)
L] . ,

moral self-doubt to indulge. 1ts noral pa551ons in_ tefﬁs whi ch also satlsfy

i

-y
its passion for ruthless ob;ecthlty" (2K, .p-. 228) Polanyi promises the -

rhetorical critic important insights, I believe, as he sketches how mutually
contradictory p051t10ns, simultaneously eﬂoraced, can j01nt1y offer persuasive

’

efficacy. He ray help us deal, for 1nstance, with. 501entlstlc arguments, and

¢ L}

which*drownéd an Anerlq?n adnlnlstratlon i Water g&iel A -

v -

Polanyl sees culture as. an.unempr9551bly delicate organlém‘ and he sees

s

P |
scieﬁbe as one dlmenslon of the more generai culture (LL, D. 7), prey,to the

same- fqrces Wnlch undermine cultural instltutlons and tradltlons 1n general. .

)
.

'Polanyl's analy51s of 1deolbgy shaws how the logic implicit in obJect1v1sm can

. -
e " ’

* -

— e, 4
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. . be ?inallf destructive of free scientific inquiry and how the objeétiVist who '
8 [

0a&6,defend the autonoxy of science is rendered 1npotent by h1s notlon of

' ,
what science is. Though my discussion here riust be brigf and therfore fairly-“...
' theoretical, both Polanyi's writings and the last decades of or& in the )

p

.* . f-
oov1et Unlon and elsewhere show that ehe issue is“Rdt rmerely a theoretical one.
: . =

2 . . .o . . .
Recall that under objectivist analysisj nan's movenents are determined

by nis. imnate, essentially selfish, appetites and by environmental factors

over wiich he has no control: Unfortunately, there is no'way to exempt the

- scientist from this analysis., Even state ients of fact are dlSSOlVed into

" declarations-of purpose'(éee BK, pp. 240, 242), Past scientific advances are

read as solutions nobtivated by practical, essentially technological, prpblems..

» ' f * [l

: . . . L ,
) If the scientist claims independence of inquiry he must be denounced as self-

deluded or hypocr:tical: "To claim independent status for pure science;l}sj
Ca : -
. ' ridiculed as mere snobbery" (PX, p. 238); since objectivign has.Mdenied

.- altogether any 1ntr1ns1c power to thought and thus denled also any groun&s

o

for clainihg freedon of thought™ (1D, pp. 3-4). In terms that we have already

vneard SUEE ested by Richard Weaver, the. loglc of obJect1v1sn entdils the “self—

.

des,ructlon of tnefnunan nlnd“ (PX, P.. 2&091 C
* . \ \\ )

To ‘come at essent;allv the same analysls fron-a sonewhat dlfferent point

o A
v » ~

of v1ew, recall that for the objectivist tnere ex1sts no middle ground between

A ]

the absolute and the arbltrary - tne absolute characuer of data and deWOnstra-

"
- v
'

ble'knowledge and the arbitrary ‘character of any other claims. ' If thé s01ent15t
’ is who the objectivist says he 1s, if he is the 1npersonal and obJectlve observer,

collector, and codlfler of data, waat he observes, collects, and COdlfleS'

“
t »’hl

éhould be'a matter that is essentlally arb1trary “(LL, p. 49). If the choice

‘t
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of a problem.is"arbitrary, it should not natterwho chooses’a problem,for.
— . 4 -

» sclentists to tackle. The samé\npral passion for perfection, which informs

~

the objectivist ideal of knowledge in the firs{ place, also seeks the :

’ B

improvement of man's life. Since scientists are in any case arbitrary in

’ ¢
their,choice of problems, they should address themselves to problems whose s ¢

. 4 - .

- * “solutions would pronmise practical, social benefit. The direction of scientific

. .
work 1s no longer a —atter to be determined by scientists; it becomes a matter
* °

N ’

for ppliticai ralers instead. Sciéné@ thui sacrifices its autonomy to a

.
.

. - ¥ . N
., superior authority, an authority which judges which problems scientists should

2

address, grants or withholds suppbrt fot scientists and, in effect, judges

their findings. ¢ C -
o %

~e -

If sc%ﬁpce were what the objectivist says it is, this would be the most
¢ . . i .

beneficial way;for‘science to proceed. . But it is not. In abrogating\the

< , "
autonomy of scientific activity, this rationale in effect threatens the existence

- 7

’ ’ g . 1 ’ . o‘ ' . Y .
ofi science, as bizarre pogroms against scientific communities in Communist
countries rost clearly have sho‘.«n}.52 : ' - —— -

" Science is not what the objectivist believes it to be. It i{instead\a
consentval activity, cafried on within a self-actredited and self-governing C,

- .

comnunity. Any movement which in effect threatens its consentual basis or the Q

€

. K \ P

.corrunal frarework within whiéh\fonsent is.achieved — including any philosopﬁy
. . . P

son

of science which does that -13poses a dangerous if unintended threat to scien-

tific activity itself. What follows is the view Polany% offers of an individuall!s
\ .

A -

initiation into a scientific community and same relevant functions such

cormunities serve. The sketch implies some serious inadequacies in objectivism's

jdeal and it foreshadéws the shape of Polanyi's owh epistemology. The sketch
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doubt less will geem. arpely corronplace; what is Surlklng is its incoherence

>

ith Lhe. objget tivist ideal and its resulting implication that the ideal is

‘.
. ~
mistaken. .

The facts relgvant to a scientific discipline -are by no means self-

B

evident ; }hey are not at all things that "just -anybody' could see. Indeed,

]
.

the candidate nust lcarn to see in certain ways, ways which characterize his

v,

discipline:., "different branchés of science are based on different ways of
seeing."53 The wark of sciqntific ability is the "gift of seéing things where

others see nothing" (K & B, p. 107). .. ;

’ . L

-

Furtnerriore, the candidate rust strive to see matters which no explicit

- description can ever demonstrate to him; the aspiring biologist, for example,

-

[y LN ! .
must learn to distinguish specir@s which, after explicit description, still N

seem identical to his untrained eye. Far fram simply Jearning the'explicit '

for-ulae, theories, and rigoreus methodology qurrently existing in hié discipline,
_the aspirant comnits himself to an education that could not be conveyed by

any textbook. He is Jearning an art, and "Since an art cannot be precisely
. ‘ [ . . .
= defined, it can be transmitted only by examples of the practice which embodies

%

&~ - o
it" (SFS, p. 15). The aspirant serves an apprenticeship, imitating and
beinz -uided by men already accredited as’ﬁu&horities in the discipline.
R
Contrary to what a sélf-éonsistent objectivisn would say, the apprenticé's role

is not to doubt and repllcate ﬁhat his sclence.offers — he obv1ously has not

world enouzn time, or co.apebénce to do that. Instead, ‘the gulded 1aboratory

3 d
’ ) N . oA
WOrK essentlal to his education eﬁables him to asslmllate a-critically what

his science offers him and no text could ever teach him. "Each such acceptance

N\

appears o o aa a submission to a vast range of [ﬁas@] value gudgments

exercised over all the domains of sciencey. whieh the newly accepted citizen of

-




science hence forth endorses, although he knows hardly anything about their

R

.

<
g

»

subject—rattert (K & B, -p. 66). The aspirant accepts’as generally true, and as

a celiable guide to further truths, the achievements of his own field and of
N ‘ ! 'i 0
other scientific fields on which his own is partly dependent § he-comes, in

v

short, torinhabit the tradition which his {ield erbodies, a set of shared beliefs

and wayé of looking at the. world that.are largely unépgken. Having > arned

o

to uedcrstand
is accredited

accreditation

the commriity

and to speak the language of his aiscipline, the initiate's voice

the authority appropriate to a member of the field, an

which can be given only by men who alncady are mermbers of .\

3

waich the aspirant is striving to join.

o
-

-

-

N

s

H

I have said that the candidate must learn to sge, ’in new ways that
t.extbooks, lectures and formulae can never directly show him. If he is at
all i%aginative and therefore holds prozise of raking ,future discoveries,

through his training the candidate will have chieved ancther Sort of vision
< ¢ .,

ag well, a vision nu¢h less specifiable than even the sorts of sight I have

A N

mentioned, yet one which is §ﬁared by the most fruitful members of the community:

thoroughly embodying as a matter of tradition and belief the past achkeverents
of his corrunity, the scientist!s visidn extends to what exist in his field
g ‘

Q . o o .
as problens yet tq be solved, discoverieé yet to be made.
b 3

LI have said that the scientist assimilates to himself the past -,

¢ ‘

.achievenents of his‘field as a generally reliable guide to reality, eBut if

. that framework were utterly reliable, it would leave no releyant problems

unresolved. MDiscoveries are made by pursuing‘pogsibilitiés\suggested by
existing knowledge" (TD, p. 67). Existing scientific traditions are indispens-

able in pointing toward a problem and providing clues to its solution's
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.,dlscoveny, but a problem is a problenm precisely .because it defies existing

" for-ulations; that is what it méans t® call so.ething a problem. A scientific -
O . ¢ . . - P

problen, a "sap within a ;onételiation'of clues pointing toward somet,

»

. unknown" (K & 3, p. 171), can be peréeived and addressed by a qua

scientist, who dwells so thorouvhly w1th1n the a551mlla ed achi

»

“tradition of his d1501p11ne that they prOV1de‘clues to the oblem?'s shape,
. 7. . . :" l‘ -
%hough they never formally entail its solution.. o ' L .

. To attempt discovery is to engage in exhaustin and irpassioned
striving, in wach’the 501entlst is inforfed by tne/tradltlonal insights and
.« criteria of nis dlsc;pllne. But because ex1st1ng fornulatlons leave the problem
L !

unrecsolved, he nust seek‘beyend them,-establ;é%ing his"own criteria and setting

* hnis own,stand rds: e T LoD " A
J e, e owmsiandarier, S :
. Heyis dlnSelf the ultimate jydge of what he accepts as . \ *
) ~true. His brain labours to/satisfy its own demands accorg-- :
g ing to crlterla\applled by its own judgments . . . The

. scientist appears acting/here as detective, policeman,
Judge, and jury all ro}led into'one. He ap rehends .certain {
clues as suspect; forrulatessthe charge and examinesg the -
evidenice both for-apd against it, admltting or rejectinng . °
such farts of it he thinks flt and' finally pronounces

. Judgment. While A1l the.time, far from being reutral

Lo at heart, he is Himself passionately interested in the

' outcome of thes rocedure, »He must be, for otherwise he will ~
) ) never discover a problem at all and certainly not advance - ’
.y, tolmrds its solution. (SFS, pp. 38-39). . ~ 7, .
k' In the 1n§erest of achlev1ng a dlscovery, a deeper understandlng of

’ 1
what .is really tnere, the. 501entlst must set his own standards, but that
obviously does not mean that he acts wh1m51cally. Instead, he acknowledges ;

hd N . ] v . R i 'z

*  these standards? "jurisdiction over himself" (PK, p. 303); with ™universal

intent,™" he believe$ these standards ought to be followed by”anyone seeking\\\ . .
the dlscovery his problem 1nt1mates. Just as a "jddge's discretion is . . . }
'narneded dodn to zero by ,the strangle hold of his own unlversal\lntent“(px, p.309), - - !
V 4 © |
"

. l
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-

the scientist's "compnls?on by universal intent establlshes responsibility. « «.%

"
.

s. The freedom of the subjective*person to do as he pleases is overruled by the

!

. =$4beedom of the responsible person to act as he must" (PK, p. 309).

1 -

Inquiry represents the scientist?'s operations in areas for which no g

adequate rules yet exist. Discovery is the sci ntistn? leap of the heuristic

11

gap, unbridgable by formal operations, which s€parates problem from discovery.

He finds that existing formulations, whicH pointed toward.the problem, are.
oW irreversibly“altered, in light of the discovery he believes~nimself to, .
: - ‘ v
thave made: : ’ ) ‘
. A problem that I have once solved can no longer puzzle MEase e
. e Having made a discovery, I shall never see the world again
as before. My eye€s have becohe different; I have made
<, . myself into a person seeing and thinking differently. co
- I have crossed a gap, the heuristic gap which lies betWeen
. problem and discovery (PX, p.. 1&3) . caom
\ . -»“ a
fort he devotes to a problem;

as we have just seen, he risks changlng himself in light ‘of his discovery.

o

Given the necessarlly‘hazardous nature of his’ enterprise, he also risks
2

being mistaken concerning the discovery he belieyes he has made.

-

The inqnirer risks wasting the time and

But having
convinced himself of his discovery,/the'scien;ist now finds his heuristic
pa§sion transformed into a persuasive one; he 'seeks an audience of his
peers, as he finds himself called to persuade them to share his new gonviction.

However, as accreditation procedures suggest, any comunity of scientists
’Yf: has a vested and justifled interest in ignoggng rognes and fools, to abandon }

a ex1sting beliefstin light of eath proferred disccvery or bit of appé;ently i
conflicting ev1denc3’would only guarantee that a disclpline would lose the
direction of,its development, wasting itself instead in a chaos of presumed‘

’ * ‘findings. Scientists therefore properly neglect a great deal which seems to

.
. ,
. ’
N
.

_
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conflict with théeories they believe to be true, In the case of Velikovsky, for
L instance, "Authority prevailed against facts" (K & B P. 76). ._The discoverer's

credentials create the presumption that he is worthy to be heard, but even his T
LI

reputation does not guarantee a hearing for his findings. Instead, a community

" of scmentists W1ll ‘establish for its societies and journals same members, as -

-
. ] - .
kS v,

S

referees, who evaluate proferred contributions and refuse publication to .

-

’
<

outlanuish claims, .often w1tnout comment , certainly w1thout conclusive proof

o -

that the claims are mistaken, an enterprise for which no referee would have

-

time, 1nclination, or ablllty. "The whole machinery ‘of scientific institution,

e
[RRROppY S

13

R ds engaged in suppressing apparent evidence as unsound, on the ground that

[

£

it contradlcts the currently accepted view about the natung of things" (K _&B,. p. 66). .,

. This is not to say}nof course, that any scientific community seeks the . ;
. o
, unaltered perpetuation of its own tradition, accepting as worthy contributions

B U -

only essentially routine surveys which confonm to views already held. Instead,'

- ;' —
.the traditionﬁs very life depends on its renewal by continuing modification.
N e -
Thus, "The same soientific authorities pay their highest hqmage to discoveries C -

which deeply modify the accepted v1ew of the nature of things" (¥ & B, R 56)? .

LN

Referees? judgments of 4 contribution’s plausibility are balanced agaigst *

their judgments ofrits originality, the extent te which it seems successfully

1 = -

to'address a genuine problem in the field. L Lo : )

-

If granted an audience, “the scientidt seeks to pérsuade his peers to

.his new’ cOnviétion.,~H1s appeal like'hzs inquiry will be rooted in ‘the.

tacitly shared beliefs, the cotmon tradition, which renders his discoVeny

N

plausible to his fellows, he appeals 1mp1101t1y to "tradition as the common

ground between himself and his opponents" SFS, p. 52) Howéver, a further :
© 2

implication of the nature of‘problems is that he cannot persuade his fellows .

of his‘discovery by the impersonal inferences of .me strictly fonmgl logic. *

» b . ( . . v )
K . ot i

| IERJ!:‘ 5 , ' . T 2%;' ' e SRR
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"To the extent 'to which [a discovery] represents a new way. of r;%§0ning, we
cannof convince others of it by formal argument, f;r 8o 'long as we*argue within
their framework, we can never induce them to abandon it" (PK, p. 151). He
canr.ot ;ppeal without reservation to the tradition which other scientists
;till hold and which he himself still largely shares, a body of opinion which. S
had.pointed to the probleﬁ but left it problematic.‘\He "yill always meet
R any opposition of 301ent1flc opinion as it is by appealing agalnst it to
301cnt1f1c opinion a8 he:thinks:it ‘ought, to be" (SFS, p. 52). "It is part of

.

hls commission to revise and renew by pioneer achievements the very standards
. 3 .

by which his work is to be judged ® (LL, p. 50). - : .
The \discoverer, as advocate for his diécovery; finds ﬁimself attempting
ss a lagical gap analogous to the one which'had

-

separated his proBlem frog His discovery of its solution: .

to persuade his fellows ac

Like the heuris¥ic.passion from which it flows, the persuasive :
pagsion too finds itself facing a logical'gap. To the extent | .
: to which a discoverar has committed himself to a new vision .
of reality, he has separated himself from others who still
. ’ think on the old lines. His persuasive passion spurs him
- . now to cross this gap by converting eVerybody to his way ‘
N of seeing things, even as his heuristic passion has spurred
him to cross the heuristic gap which separated Rim from 1
discovery (PK, p. 150; cf. ps 172).

“As advocate, the ?cientist risks an esgeci;i;y precious attribute, his
rerutation. His audience also'risks'wa§ting fime, ?eing mislef,.and convert— ] i
ing themselves to a new view. "Those who listen sympaphetically will discov;;
for themselves what.they would otherwise never. have undérstobd. Such an

acceptance is a heuristic process, a self—modifyiné act, and to this extent a A

cgnver31on" (P, p. 151) Acting as audience, "The scientist must decide . . .

1ssues, left open by opposing arguments, in the light of his own scientific

conscience™ (SFS, ps 15). What is more, the community of scienpists, the

Y

embodiment of scientific tradition, must make such decisions Mabout the merits

I’
.

. ,. |
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of a discovery tyhilég its future repercussions are still unknown" (PX, p. 48),

including those repercussions which may eventually be. kndwn as “verification"
L ]
of the discovery. The “tomunity must decide the merits of proferred statements

before much relevant evidence is in, partly so that evidence relevant to

proferred discoYe?ies,may be uncoveredf ’ 8
A‘community of scientists,. in short, ‘is always making decisions ané

and uqderﬂaking coazmitments on the baéis-of eviﬁence which is in no way’
comﬁelling, informed by a tradition whiEh exists’in the interest’of its%oﬁn ‘
renewal, a éet of sophisticated but-to some axtent unarticulaieq beliefs cormonly
#hared withiﬁ the c§mmunity. Its operafions imply a' middle ground between the
absolute and the arbitrary.  Withoy¥ such processes, "sc{encé could not operate

. ) X

)

at all" (Q’/ po 13 )-. * ‘ . ’ . I3

" The first conclusion to be seen from Polanyi's analysis 3T scientific .
éommunities is that scienée iFsA}f does not operate in accordance with the
objectivist ideal. "It simply is not true that science is an impersonal
collecting of rigorously defin;d facts,vcgrried oﬁt under a setiof explicit and
inflcxiﬁié rules which el%mina;e all eveluations, all'claims that are no; tested,
and all appeals to tradition, authority, and belief. It is misguided to
believe that scientists accept past sdient%fic'achievementsﬁonly tentatively
and that they”sﬁbje;t_those achiévements to continual testing; striving for
their fdlsigioation.5h‘ It is not‘true‘ihat a relevant scientiric fact is
observable by anyone, and it is doubly untrue that a promising 301entiflc
problem can be set by anyone and that it should therefore be set: by those
non-scientists who have society's practical needs most clearly in mind. Tﬁg

. (
objectivist ideal gives a picture of science which is distorted at best;

-
‘e
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’
undercutting the autonomy  of science, this ideal, 'having first exalted

science to thé seat of universal arbitrament, now threatens to overthrow and
% ’
destroy it" (LL p. 9).

Undcr the obgcct1v1st view, Polanyits analysls of scientific operatlons would
: produce only thc cynical and destructive conclusion that even science fails
to live up to what it ought to be. Polanyits own position is 'profoundly

different: his analysis gives no reason for cynicism; it instead shows that

the objectivist ideal is itself mistaken.
Science is a much more subtle and complex activity than the objectivist
s "
ideal allows. It is a consentual activity, carried on within a self-accredited * ..

cornunity of qualified peeré,‘and characterized by features which objectivism

L]

would disallow, including features which undergird any theory of rhetoric. The

~Jpitiate to any coammunity, of. science commité him$8elf to a vision he cannot .

totdlly articulate, one whdse truth he certainly is unable rigorously to
demonstrate. Rlsklng the p0351b11ity that his commitment is mlstaken, he

nonetheless. embraces the past achievements of his science, accepting them as
4) M . )

- -

authoritative and as, generally reliable guides to further truths; discoveries

in any field are open only to those who most thorotghly have embodied the

knowledge existing in thatyfield. As inquirer, the scientist risks himself

&n gpgsionate‘striving; continualgyjmaking evaluations whose gfbunds he cannot
) exhaustively speclfy, relying generally on the traditloh he representg but’

\~.sett1ng to hlnself the sf/;dards he believes he must set, in light of the

- o>

Problam pe addrcsses. Believing himself to have achieved. a discovery,,the

-

scientiét as advocate seeks: on the basis .of his own authority and the

\

bcllefs he still shares with his peers, to persuade them to a view he cannot '; \\

prove tqQ them, to the new standards required in light of his view. ILike

.
é '
~
.
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scicntific problems, which must be scf Wwithin a cammunity of scientists,
"the logical antecedents of science are internal to science kgﬁ, Pe 171).6
Other sciehtists, acting as audiéneé, must‘decide'whcphcr to reject o?“Esmmit
themselv?s té the proferred giscovcry'énd thc/reviscd standarhs it implies.:
They must make that decision oh the basis 6f beliefs they share but ‘
éannd} exhaustively articulate or prove, at a time when anything approaching
demor:3trable -proof of the discovery is yet unavailable. ‘
Features central to Polanyi's analys%g,are also ones which I havé
argued underlie theories of rhetoric: 801e;£13ts are agents, and their actlons
gre informed by values, not just by facts., Their strivings are characterized
by passions and acceptance of their own and each other?s authority,.not by an

impersonal logic alone.’ Inforﬁed.bffa comnon tradition, they share tacitly held

beliefs, on whose basis they argue 'and which they revise in light of new .

‘1 ! : e as : . .
insights. And they actively inquire, committing themselves to the fruits ogl

~

their inquir%es, though given thégnatq?e oi'inqpiry theri can be no ruies
guaranteeing certainty. ﬁichard Weaver writes, "Rhetoric speaks to man in his
whole Peing and out of his &hole past and with £cférencc to values which only

a human being can intuit."ﬁé, Replacing "rhetoric! witﬁ("scicntific argument' and
Yman," "human being" with‘"scientist" y&éldSva stétemgnt remarkably;close to
Polanyi's positi. . Iﬁdﬁéd, as a neasure of the distance we havé\traveled,

we should recall a, cltation fraom Perelman earller in this paper (p. 8).

As distinct from scmEncc, Bcrelnan says that a controvorsy ma, be entered only’

by a member of thb group to be affected by the outcome. In Po i's analysis,

t,hat, dlst,lnctlon 1s er@scd. ._; t ; ' g

| Polany1 § purpose, we recall’ \\\to defend the autonomy of thought in
the sciences and, by extension, ihiall dlsc1p11nes. We have seen higﬁoing so
by enph35121ng the dynamlcs of dlscovery and the role in the accreditation of

' . \f\

ra
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knowledge of persuasive acts between mcmbcrs of a sc “entific ca**ﬁh}gy

quanyi puts it, "Tne vewlflcaulén of a statement is transposcd into giv1ng
reasons for deciding to accept it" (zﬁ, pe 320). In .ffect, Polanyi defends
the independence of scienti}ié acﬁivity by emphaéizing its rhetorical char~ '
acter. As one student of liichael Polanyi, a physicist, has put it, "Science

\
is.the attempt to render nature persuasive to one's colleagues."56 As another

3ay8, '"Rhetoric « . surely is the only word we may use oncJ we have dethroned
poéitivisﬁ."57
.. Perhaps, then: it is not surprlslng to find Polanyl voicing his ambi- '
tions and ideals in terms which will be famlllar to our fields He is attempting
to re-establish "rational gréunds on which ﬁan can hold convictions and act
om those convictions™ (1L, p. 28), he wants to affirm grounds for "popular
belief in the reality of justice and reason?(LL, pe 5), and he affirms faith
in "the reality of truth and . « . the e}fibacy of reasoned argumenf"‘(§£§, pe 75)s

Polanyi's project has taken him well beyond the analyses this paper can

sketchs In particular, it has led him to ad&ance a distinctive epistemology,

of ™sacit knowing,™ which is grounded in the reali%y of heuristic acts,'insists
that all our knogledge is grounded in and sustaineé by the informal matrix of.
inarticulate, tacit, presuppositions to‘wﬁich we are éommitted, seeks to
. pertain to knowledge of all kinds — fram the reiative}y."objective" thsical
séiences,(wﬁere operations of the tacit are minimal, except in acts of discovery,
to the bhorougﬂgoi%g cormitments of art and ethics, where th; tacit dimension |
is especially dkep. Throughout Polanyi sees thought embodied in persons

rd

seeking truth not as the mechanlcal operations of scme disenbodled intellect.

.
L

Indeed, the general thrust of Polanyl's eplstemology can be séen most efflclently

. . .
¢ . Ly
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-3n the title of his most extensive work, Eérsonal Kmowled ret  Acts of kncﬁing

.involve the whole person, and they ‘somehow establish contact with what is
_ really there. The epistemology of tacit knowing seeks to overcome the
dichotony between "subjectivity" and Mobjectivity," either side of- which must

’

maintain that opinions cannot usefully be.argued, a dichetomy which therefore

=
L] -

is disastrous for réﬁtorical theory. ‘

I have devoted the first half of tpis paper to uncoveripg same gengral
features whilch underlie rhetorical theory apd to'skétching what I, believe is
an understandable but unfortunate confq;ion we rhétoricians cuérently hayé
concerning the nature of ,science and, by extension, the natﬁ}é of our own -
fiel@. I believe that'problem Feservéé our attention in its own righ;, and
I believe it warrants our study of Michiael Polanyi and any other philoscphers

. '
of science who are developing simidar ipsights. I have sketched Polanyi's
concerns and his cohception of scientific cgémunities; I have only suggested
the shape of his epistemologxt - .

There are several reasons I believe Polanyi in particular deserves

further study by rhetorical theorists: both his héing called to ﬁhilosophy

by the same broad concerns that aniﬁéte contcemporary rhetorical theory and his’

formulations that I-have sketched argue his kinship with the tradition of

rhetoric. He offers us significant rhetorical criticisﬁ of contenporary .

iceologies which are informed by objettivist poncqpﬁfbns. His association ofg
Lo , , i
heuristic acts with-acts of persuasion may deepen cur understanding of the

tpq¥itional link between invention and any rheétoric that is more than L

merely verbal. He shows that acknowledgment of rhetorical processes need hot

unfertut our knowledge claimé, that it' can instead undergird inquiry that is

both autonomous and responsible; in ‘effect, he undergirds autonomy by

R
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L

emphasizing that cormunities of men achieve-assent through rhetorical oper-

ations.58

Finally, though I have not directly attended to the issue in this

paper, it may be that hi§ epistemology answers the call we have heard

Richard Weaver makq for a "more caaplete" epistegglogy than any currently

avpilable, one which undergirds rhetorical transactions generally and sanctions

and helps us more adequately tk understand the vast range of dlscourse which

our c%?rent deflnltlons o% rneiorlc are calling us to embrace. ¢

-
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gan Paul, 1963), pp.+88-97. “See also L. Olbrechts-Tyteca, "Rencontre avec
hetorlqpe," Logique et Analyse, 6 (1963), pp. 3-18 and Max Loreau, |
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*

,

) 55languagg is Sermonic, pp. 183-84: - ,' ; ' - ¢
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