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ABSTRACT ’
. by

DennisKCato

By means of an internal analysis of the views of three
ma jor propocnents of philososhﬁcal analysis in educational
thought from the perspective of Michael Polanyi's theory of
"personal knowledge," an attempt is made to show that such
views incorporate criteria which are inconsistent with tHeir
presuppositioﬁs. While employing D.J. O'Connor's tripartite
structure of the concept of education as consisting of a set
of values embodied and expressed in terms of the purposes for
which education is given, a set of theories which purport to
explain or to justify a furthér.§€t of techniques forwimparting
knowledge, skills and attitudes, the study seeks to reveal
those personig ar "tacit" elements which Polanyi has shown to
lie at the basis of all our noetic constructs. Whether con-
ceived empirically .as in the case of O}Connor ér linguisti—
cally as with ﬁ.é: Perers and Paul Hirst, the nature oﬁ the
activity of clarification as that by which the set of values
embodied in the purposes for which education is given is itself
clarified; in respect to its qualities of explanation ans
justification, the nature of educational theory is considered;
in fespect to the set of techniques for imparting knowledge,
skills, and attitudes, a scrutiny of the néture of learning
is undertaken. While O'Connor, Peters and Hirst maintain that
the éctivity of élarification, the nature &6f educational theory,
and the nature of learning may be explicated by reference to

"objective" criteria, analysis of their claims shows that such

explication ultimately appeals to persenal or tacit grounds.
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INTRODUCTION

a. The New Dogmatism of QObjectivism

For Polanyi the history 6f Western thought has been
“one, of alternating'belief and critical rationalism. The
flowe;ing of Greek rationalism in the fourth.century B.C.,
which ha@ supplanted an antecedent mythopoetic world-view had,
by therfourtﬁ century A.D. become an enfeebled cgricature of
itself in the form of sophism and sﬁoicism. It was St.
Augustine who redressed the bélance of rationalism and belief
with the first "post-critical philosophy" which maintained
that "all knowledge was & gift of grace, for we must strive

under the guidance of antecedent belief: nisi crederitis,

non intelligitis."1 Howgtgr, as Greek rationalism had declined
into sophism, so the faith which provided the grounds for
knowledge in the mediaeval cosmos similarly declined into
dogmatism, to be 6vertaken in its turn by a new critical
rationalism drawing ;nsﬁiratioﬁ not so much from the unzided
powers of the mind as in Greece bqt rather from the empiri-
cally demonstrable findings of natural science. The floruit

of the néw rationalism extended up to the last century and,
Pélanyi points out, it has‘"enricheq us mentally and morally

to an extent unrivalled by any period of similar duration.

But its incandescence has fed on the combustion of the Christian
heritage in ﬁhe o&ygen of Greek rationalism, and when.this fuel

. - ) 2
was exhausted the critical framework itself burnt/ away.” If

A

%Michael Polanyi, Personal Knowledge: Towards a Post-
Critical Philosophy {(Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1862), p. 266. Hereafter P.K.

7 : .
“Ibid.
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the ideal which gave life to that critical framework has burnt
itself away in the struﬁture in which it was initially housed,
that is, in the realm of science, both the perveréion of that
ideal and its structural husk has not. A new dogmatism has
emerged, not a dogmatism of faith as at the end of the mediaeval
period, but rather one in which ' -

- . . the critical mind repudiated one of
its two cognitive faculties and tried com-
Pletely to rely on the remainder. Belief
was so thoroughly discredited that, apart
from specially privileged opportunities,
such as still may be granted to the holding
and profession of religious beliefs, modern
man has lost his capacity to accept any
explicit statement as his own belief. All
belief was reduced to the status of subjec-
tivity: to that of animperfection by which
knowledge fell shor% of uvniversality.

This new dogmatism, which pronounces that all ¢iaims to know-—
ledge which do not accord.with the findings and procedures as
embodied in the natural sciences and therefore do not con-

stitute knowledge claims at all, Polanyi has termed "objectiv-

-
"

ism. As with the corrupted versions of antecedent exemplars,
] - . . . L

objectivism has spread to infect the range of contemporary

intellectual endeavour and, indeed, has become in its own

fashion the exemplar of such endeavour. Modern man, Polanyi

points out,

.+ . . has set up an ideal of knowledge the
conception of natural sciences as a set of T
statements which is 'objective' in the sense

that its substance is entirely determined by
‘observation even while its presentation may

3Ibid. As shall presently be seen, for Polanvi
critical rationalism constitutes but one of the "cognitive
faculties” of man, the other being the "fiduciary framework"
of belief within which the powers of critical rationalism
are exercised-. : :
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be shaped by convention. This conception,
stemming from a c¢raving reooted in the very
depths of our culture, would be shattered

if the intuition of ratiecnality in nature
had to be acknowledged as a justifiable and
indeed essential part of scientific theory.
That is why scientific theory is represented
as a mere economical description of facts;
or embodying a conventional policy for draw-
ing empirical inferences; or as a working
hypothesis, suited to man's practical con-
venience—interpretations that all deliber- 4 .

- ately overlook the rational core of science.
"3 - .

>

In response to this craving for impersonal certainty, objec~
tivism has served to separate the act of knowing from assess-
ments of the validity of the outcomes of that act. It heas
served to separate man's reason from his own experience. The
new dogmatism seeks to place the product of thought beyond
those processes in'te;ms of which that product acquires co-
herence. It‘aspires to plaqe:man oﬁtside of, and i; servitude
to, the denatured rebultsﬁbf ﬁis own intellectualﬂactivity.
A new éliénation is envisaged, oné surpassing that of
existential absurdity characterizing the confrontation\of
modern man and his social world to one where he stands as
passive and estranged spectator to his own comprehension.
"Economical description,” "conventional policy,”

"working hypotheéis,"——all such representatisns of scientific
theory Polanyi has labelled "pseudosubstitutions" designed

. . . to play down man's real and indispen-

sable intellectual powers for the sake of

maintaining an 'objectivist' framework

which in fact.cannot account for them. It

works by defining scientific merit in terms

of relatively trivial features, and making

these function then in the same way as the
true terms which they are supposed to replace.

“Ibid., p. 16.

5Ibid., pp. 16-17.

(3

P
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In the separation of reason from experience, the new
dogmatism embarks on a career of pseudosubstitution acrosé'
the modes of human understanding, a pseudosubgtiCUtion de-
signed, on the one hagd, to eliminate reference to personal
accreditation or belief in the formulation ¢f such understand-
ing, and on the other to disguise the reductionist nature of
explanation to which it covertly appeals. .In the sciences
of inanimate nature, objectivist theory proclaims itself but

a "convenient summary of the facts,"

that its practice serves
merely "in establishing functional relationships between the
data observed by our senses and that any claim thét went be-
yvond this was undeponstrable. A reality underlying mathe-
matical relations between observed facts was a metaphysical

nb

conception, without tangible content. Objectivist explana-

tion in the sciences of animate nature ;ees the functions of
living organisms as reducible to tﬁe laws of chemistry and
physics, without reference to "the purpose served by-them -
and by the organs and processes which perform these func-

= :

r:'ions."7 In-the study of higher life forms, an objectivist

psychology "depends on cove;tly alluding to the mental states

which it sets out to eliminate."8 Such mental states, of

6"Science and Reality," The British Journal for the
Philosophy of Scjence, Vol. 18 (1967):178.

tt

- ’"Science and Man's Place in the Universe," in
Science as a Cultural Force, Harry Woolf, ed. (Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins Press, 1964), p. 66.

8"The Structure of Consciousness," in Marjorie Grene, -
ed., Knowing and Being (Chicago: University of Chicage Press,
1874), p. 216. Also in Marjorie Grene, ed., The Anatomy of

Knowiedge (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1969),
and in Brain, Vol. 88, Part IV (1963): 799-810.



course, are constituted by the consciousness of living things

which, in its turn, is reduced to "an ineffectual accompani-

ment of. neural processes, controlled by the laws of physics
and chemistry."9 The learning theory of such psychology

- ... strives for objectivity, achieving a
semblance of its aims as follows. First it
curtails its subject matter to the crudest
forms of learning. Second, it exploits the

- ambiguity of its, supposedly impersonal terms,
so that they will apply to the actual per-
formance which is covertly kepr in mind. I
have called this pseudo-substitution. -It
consists in using objectivist terms which
are strictly speaking nonsensical, as
pseudonyms for the mentalistic terms which
they are supposedly to eliminate.lO

Beyond the sciences of inanimate and animate nature, the new
dogma of objectivism continues the programme of pseudo-
substitution and reduction, extending to embrace the broader

interpretive frameworks comprehending man and society. .In

-

social theory an objectivist causal interpretation

- .+ . disintegrates all rational grounds on
which man can hold convictions and act on
those convictions. It leaves you with a
picture of human affairs construed in terms
of appetites checked only by fear. All you
have to explain then in order to understand
history, and with it politics, law, science,
music, etc. is why at certain moments the
appetites of one §roup gets the upper hand
over its rivals.

"Science and Religion: Separate Dimensions or Com-
mon Ground?", Philosophy Todav, Vol. 7 (1963):9 .

lO"On Body and Mind, 3§he New Scholasticism, Vol.
XLIII (1969):204. v

llThe Logic of Libertwv: Reflectlons and Rejoinders
(ChlcagO' University of Chicago Press, 1951), p. 28. 1In dis-
crediting belief, the objectivist heritage had, for Polanyi,
more pointed results in world affairs. His own social
theory in relatlon to recent world history rests on his con-
ception of moral inversion" where the beliefs discredited




Sociological theory cloaks its moral asses;ments in
the form of neutralist mechanisms such as "saciél stability"
which, sc disguised, "may not only protect Ttheir substance
against nihilism, but even allow them to operate effectively
by stealth, This is how great reformers like Bentham and
Dewey have been able to use'their utilitarianism for moral

Fa

purposes."” Where philosophy has not simply adopted the
programme of objectivism wholesale in the form of thorough-
going empificism, it hés fled to embrace doctrines of absurdity
which, for Polanyi, are founded on a "misunderstanding.spawned
o
by positivistic leftovers in our thinking and b; allegiance to
the false ideal of objectivit; from which we have beeﬁ gnable
to shake ourselves qﬁite free."13 Alternatively, philoséphy

has sought to broaden the empirical basis of objectivism to

comprehend non-scientific grounds of objective certainty such

by objectivisim were re-channelled to fuel the rise of modern

fanatical nihilism. "All the moral fervour," he writes in
"On the Modern Mind" (Encounter, Vol. XIV, No. 5 [May, 1965]:
19), "which scientific scepticism had released from religious

control and then rendered homeless by discrediting its ideals,
returns then to imbue an a-moral authority with intense moral
approval.” For a fuller account of Polanyi's social theory
see also: "The Foolishness of History," Encounter, Vol. VI
(Nov. 1956); Chapter III, "Dedication or Servitude," in
Science, Faith and Societv (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1959); "Beyond Nihilism," Encounter, Vol. IX, No. 3
(March, 1960); "The Two Cultures," Encounter, Vol. VIII,

No. 3 (September, 1959); "History and Hope," Virginia
Quarterly Review, Vol. 38, No. 1 (Spring, 1962); '"The

LA

Message of the Hungarian Revolution,” in Marjorie Grene, ed.,
Knowing and Being, op. cit.; and "The Eclipse of Thought,”
Chapter I in Meaning (Chicago: University of Chicago- Press,
1975).

2
l“P.K., op. cit., p. 234,

l3Chapter XI, "Order," in Meaning, op. cit., p. 181.

—

r.
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as is found in the appeal to "linguistic. rules” of ordinary

language. Such, for Polanyi, constitute little more than a

. ) 3 . 14
"pseudosubstitute for the things referred.to in its terms,"

while the activity of philosophizing in the light of such

rules rests on the claim that one may "contemplate and analyse

rea@ity, while aenying the act of dOingr 50."15 \ |

Polanyi's "personal knowledge" is intended as a second
redressing of the balance between faith and reason, between
critical rationalism and personal belief. It-is intended as
a second "post-critical philosophy," one, hoﬁevér, which ﬁoés
not envisage the imposition of a new dogma in the form of

) : N .
some neo-mediaevalism, but rather one which recognizes "belief

once more as the source of all knowledge."16

This then is our liberation from objectivism:
to realize that we can voicé our ultimate
convictions only from within our convictions—
from within the whole system of acceptances
that are logically prior to any particular
assertion of our own, prior to the holding

of any particular piece of knowledge. If

an ultimate logical level is te be attained
and made explicit, this must be a declara-
tion of my personal beliefs: I believe that
the function of philosophic reflection con-
sists in bringing to light, and affirming -
as my own, the beliefs implied in such of

my thoughts and practices as I believe to

be valid; that I must aim at discovering
what I truly believe in and at formulating
the convictions which I find myself holding;
that I must conquer self-doubt, so as to

retain a firm hold on this programme of self-
identification.l’ : .

P.K., op. cit., p. 113.

I5rpid., p. 114. )

161hid., p. 266.

Y1 bid., p. 267.



Polanyi's declaration to the effect that the act of
knowing proceeds under the guidance of antecedent.belief,
that one's whole system of acceptances is prior to the holding
of any particular piece of knowledge, aoes not legislate some
neo-orthodoxy of conclusions but rather that the act of know-
ing presupposes the commitment of the knower to a fiduciary
matrix which is not, in that act, an object of further reflec-
tion. This fidﬁciary matrix is, in faét, the ultimate
logical level viewed as the object of philosophic reflection.
But. for Polanyi all noetic acts share this basis of ante-~
cedent belief, rangiﬁg from simple acts of perception to
innovative discoveries which, paradoxically, may alter that
matrix from which they arose. There can be no knowing in
the absénce of some prior accreditation of, and commitment
to, a framework consisting of that "system of acceptances."

Yet, this is what objectivism denies.

Y

b. The Nature and Purpose of the Study

The present study is a theoretical inquiry into the
epistemological presuppositions of philosophical analysis in
educational thought as viewed ffqm the perspective of Michael
Poianyi's éonception of "personal knowledge:" It is theoreti-
cal in the sense that no attempt is made to recommend
particuiar pedagogical practice although such practice may
come to be ﬁnformed as a consequence of the inquiry. Rather,
the‘study qons;itutes_an_a%tempt to bring to light certain
assumptions of philosophical analysis insofar as they relate
Lo knowledge theory in general and the implicationms they

&
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have for an understanding of the nature of educa%ional theory
and the_péocess of learning. It has been prompted by certain
questions which arise.in conpectioﬁ with such assumptions,
the most central.of which is the nature of the process of
analytical clérificatién.

Even a cursory review of analytical'literature in
educational thought reveals that the object of analysis lies
in the clarification of meaning. R.S. Peters, for example,
points out that to ask about the aims of education is not to
ask for the produ;tion of ends’ei&?insic to education itself
butlis rather to ask abbut‘"a way of. getting people to get
clear and focus their attention on what is worthwhile achiev-~
.ing."l8 israel cheffler sees the task of philosophy itself
as."the clarificaticn of basic notions and modes of a}gu—
ment. Paul Hirst, in similar fashion; maintains that to
engage in bp;losophy is to be -"above all concerned wi{h the
clarification c¢f concepts and pgopositions through which our

') .
n20 In spite of

experienﬁe and activities are intelligible.
the.fact that, for Glenn Langford, philosophy has no distinc-
tive subject matter, the analytical philosopher still has a

task which amounts to "that of clearing up the puzzlement

created by supposing that problems exist where none in fact

18 . . . .
R.5. Peters, "Education as Initiation,” in R.D.

Archambaulct, ed., Philosophical Analvsis and Education
(New York: The Humanities Press, 19723, p. 93,

—_— :
9lsrael Scheffler, The Language of Education (Spring~
field: Charles C. Thomas Publishers, 1962), p. 7. :

2
“OPaul Hirst, Knowledge and the Cuyrriculum (London:

Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1974), p. 1.

Xiv
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exists. Of first importance; for D.J. O0'Cennor, in philo-

sophical investigation is the "criticism and clarification

w22

of value judgements. In any .inquiry into philosophical

analysis it would appear-that scrutiny must be directed to .
[~ 4

the nature of.the clarificatory activity. What do these
philosophers do when they clarify a concepi}lproposition q{
value judgement? If philosophicél knowledge generally and
khowledge be;ring upon education-.in particular is the out-
come of clarification, ﬁow.is such knowi?dge attained? What
does Peters do when he gets people to get clear about what
is worthwhile achieving? What is it to clarify our basiec
notions and modes of argument? Just how does Hirst render
intelligible the concepts and propositions we employ so that
.our experiences and activities, in their turn, may be ren-
dered intelligible? 1In what manner is it established that
philosophic?l puzzlement is hisﬁonceived, that cla;ification
will digsolve theoretical perplexity? What is involved in
0'Connor'$ clarification of value judgemeﬁts?

The present study is itself in the nature of a clari-
ficatory activity, with the difference that it is directed
at the clarification of that activity as conceived by the
proponents of philosophical analysis in educational thought.r

T o . .
Its purpose is not to minimize the contributions of those

analytical philosophers but rather to suggest that the pre-

) . ‘ ‘
"lGlenn Langford, Philosophv and Education: An Intro-
duction (Toronto: Macmillan Co., 1968), p- 18.

3]

')l
“D.J. O0'Connor, An Introduction to the Philosophy
of Education (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1965), p. 53.
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_suppositions grounding the exercise of clarification as they
understand it £fall short of providing an adequate foundation

for the results obtained. Put differently, the present pur-

- ‘
pose is to.suggest that the activity of clarificatiion so

conceived igsorporates in its exercise the very elements

such presuppositions purported to transcend. It is to sug-
gest that the ﬂrocéss of clarification viewed as a neutral,
impersonal, or objective -activity is, in fact, a practical
impossibility. More sﬁecifically,'it is to suggest that the
process of clarification, whether derived from presuppositions
drawn from a positivistically conceived paradigm of knowing
in the natural sciences or frqm.the broader paradigm gmbodied
in the conventibfis of ordinary usage, employs ‘elements
irreducibye to the terms of either paradiém. These elements
have been éivén explicit formulation, to the dégree that it
is possiblelto do so, in Polényi's theory df "persoﬁal know-
ledge." -

The point to be made here is that Polanyi's conception
of personal knowledge or "tacit knowing" is not‘go be taken
as a cri;erion of judgement in terms of which the analytical
philosophers in education thought are to be measured and then
accepted or rejected, but rather“és an alternative point of
view from which a theory of knowledge.in general and the
process of learning in particular might be considered. No
issue is taken here with the value of the contributiods
philosophical analysis hés made to the study of education

and no suggestion is made here that such contributions

N
should be dismissed out of hand as having been superseded by
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the principles of personal knowledge. What_is suggéstéd is
that Polanyi's .views can be brought ﬁo bear on the.analytical
conception of clarification which will help us go further in
our understanding of what is involved in the process of know;
ing and, in its educational aspect, what is invoived in the
process of learning. ' . .

The theory of "tacit knowing" is gxpléined‘elsewhe}e.

Briefly stated, however, its main contention is that there is

and that there can be no wholly explicit or impersonal know-

-ledge, that all such "focal" awareness derives its coherence

by virtue of a tacit or "subsidiary" awareness which is hot,
at that time, a further object of conscious or expliqit re—
flection. . The structure of knowléddge so conceived is mani-
fested in the vectorial nature of the process by which it is

acgquired, a process Polanyi terms "indwelling." To come to’

know, to comprehend, is to indwell or interiorize, to rely

subsidiarily upon the particulars of a comprehensive entity

while being focally aware of, of consciously directing one's
attention to, that which those particulars jointly cqnstituqe.
This bi;polar character of the process of knowiﬁg ranges for
Polanyi throughout the spectrum of pﬁrposeful human activity,
fromwéimple acts of perception tﬁrough the performance of
skills to the most sophisticated feats of abstractlintellec-
tion. Any attempt ko expunge this taéit or subsidiary ele-

ment in accounts of such processes or their outcomes in the

interests of attaining explicit or impersonal criteria of

25 :
"3See below, Chapter V, Section B.

Xxvii
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knowledge is.not to secure greater clarity or precision but

is rather, in thé théory of tacit Enowihg,.to render thosel
processes or outcomes at best intomplete and at worst mean-
“ingless. But this, and here we arrive at_ the focal point of
the present clarificatory activity, is just wba; philosophica%
analysis iﬁ educational thought which appeals to objective
criteria proposes to do. It is-in the interests'of fprther—
ing our understanding of what it is to come to unde;sténd,by
‘way of a clarificafion of analyﬁical clarification in its -
philosophical and educational® contexts that the present

undertaking is informed as to its nature and purpose.

-

c. The Justification .and Relevance of the Study

As 1t 1is informed in respect to its nature and pur-
pose, SO tﬁe‘present study seeks its justification and
derives its relevance relafive to the contention that there
exists an inherent relationship between the process of know-
ing or understanding on the one hand and the educational
enterprise on the other. Its claim to philosoephical justi-
fication is based directly on the fundamentally epistemo-
logicél nature of the inquiry. Its claim to educational
justification rests on the view that the process of knowing
énd the” process of learning are correlative concepts, that
an account of the one'necessafily-either implies or presup-
poses an account of the other. While it is not maintained
here thét the educational enterprise is ﬁholly'redUFible to
serial acts of cognition, it is maintained that any coherent

charactérization of it demands some formulation of the noetic
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processes which that enterprise embodies. If this is true,
then to suggest, whether directly or obliquely, what these
‘processes ﬁight be is to secure both philosophical warrant
and educational sanction for the present pursuit.

Flowing from such a broadly conceived justification

is the more pointed derivation of.-relevance in respect to

2

the current state of knowledge theory in philqgophy of educa-

RE A
V2a

tion. If the most recent yearbook of the National Society

: : 2
for the Study of Education may be taken as a?guide,“a the

issue of the nature of knowledge and of learning may be Seen
to lie at the hearf of éontemporéry debate. ‘O% the one hand
are those who seek, in one form or another, neutral or objec-
‘tive criteria forlthose epistemic claims which are to count,
by virtue of such c¢riteria, as knowledge prOperly conceived. ¢
These criteria are taken to ﬁean'ghose exﬁernal to the knower
and in terms of which correspo;dence between subjective belief

L.

and the facts of the case might be -adjudicated, a correspond-

3

ence in which the knower is only spectatorially present., In
— ’

such a vein Donnd Kerr reveals her "tests of objective ade-
‘ " . . . . . 25 .

quacy  determinative of quality in teaching. Jonas Soltis

broadens his earlier claim to analytical neutrality resting

o) i
on the value-free findings of the social_scientist"6 to em-—

24 ‘
““"Philosophy and Education,” Eightieth Yearbook of
the National Seocietv for the Studv of Education, Part I,

Jonas Soltis, ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, .1981).

2 ‘ N '
”SDonna H. Kerr, "The Structurec of Quality in Teaching,"
ibid., pp. 61-94.

,26Jonas F. Seltis, An Introducﬁioh to the Analvsis of
Educational Coffcepts (Toronto: Addison Wesley, 1968).
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brace a "sociocentric” perspective on knokledge in which not
propositions but "proper action and human skill"™ are to pro-

vide exteriorized epistemological benchmarks.27 In an update

of his previous concept of critical thinking, R.H. Ennis
elaborates a taxonomy of "proficienciesg" and_"tendgncies,"
underwritten by an‘ﬁnexplicated "exercise of good judgement,"
as cohstituﬁive of what it is to think rationally.?'8 James E.
McClellan's "first philosophy" seeks objective grounding in

an ontology "continuous with physics” yielding an ”epistemq—
logical realism" incorporating a cybernetic view of conscious-
ness.29 ‘

Orn the other hand there are those who protest that
theqénalytical approach has failed to account for more broadly
conceived dimensions of'knowledge and their educhtional im=-
plications by.reference to such impersonal c¢riteria. SucH
protests, while evocative, are.descriptivg in nature and
ten@ to lac%lconvincing force. Harry Broudy, who might be
taken és the champion of énti—analyiical thought in education,
questions thé subfield-issue strﬁcture of the yearbook itsélf,
maintaining that "there‘ié no alternative to the study of the

n30

isms somewhere in general education. Jane Roland Martin

B : ) . .
“7Jonas F. Soltis, "Education and the Concept of Know-
ledge,"” Philosophv and Education, op. cit., pp. 80-114.

28p .H. Ennis, "Rational Thinking and Educational
Practice," ibid., pp. 143-183. See his earlier "A Concept
- of Critical Thinking," Harvard Educational Review, Vol.
XXXII, No. 1 (Winter, 1962).

'j . ‘ .
. “9James E. McClellan, "First Philosophy ard Education,"
Philoscphv and Education.; op. cit., pp. 263-288.

OHarry Broudy, "Between the Yearbooks," ibid., pp. 13-
35 (italics his). ‘ C
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attacks the eplstemologlcal fallacy of deriving a paradigm
for liberal educatlon from knowledge theory generally and
from Hirst's "forms of knowledge" in particular, but is vague
as to jcst Qhat that paradigm ought to pe and just how it is
to issue out inco currlculaf prescriptions.3l Maxine Greene
attempts to provide justification for "aesthetic literacy"

as a viable curricular component in the face of current em—
phasis on objectively measurable competencies on the grounds
of a suggestive "enlargement of experience that can only

n32

derive from informed engagements. While suggestive, she

is unclear as to how such 1nformed engagements are to be
ideqtified, to say nothing of how they-might be progressively
iccorpcrated into formal learring. Finrally, D.C. Pﬁillips

bleakly concludes-his'study of conflicting Kuhnian—Popperian "
research paradlgns in education wlth the Jamesian aphorlsm to

the effect that "There are no fortunes to be told and there
33

is no advice to be given."
' L]

Clearly, if topical relevdnce of the present study 1is
at questipon, the current yearbook may be seen to lay any mis-~
givings to rest. What is to count. as knowledge itself as

well as the;proccsses by- which it is écquired would appear

to be.the principal burdens taxing the efforts of philosophers

of education at the present time, and it is upon the basis of

1Jane Roland Martin, "Needed: A Paradigm for Liberal -
Education,™” ibid., pp. 37- 59.

2Waw1ne Creene, _AestheLlc theracy in General
Education," ibid., pp. 113 141.
. 33D C. Phllllps ""Post-Kuhnian Reflections on Educa-
tional Research ibid., pp. 237-261.
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‘ L
this centrality that this inquiry derives its relevance:?

: \ T <

Again, 1in view of the less than convincing force attending

the descriptive accounts of those seeking to broaden the

.

dimensions of knowledge as well as their implications for

education, the present study may be seen to derive additional
-

relevance to the contemporary debate by reference to its

method. : :

d. Method and Organization of the Study

As a theoretical inquiry into the epistemological
assumptions underlying philosophicai analysis in education;l
thought from the perspective of Polanyi's personal knowledge
aimed at revealing that such assumptions incorporate the
very critéria analysis claims to have transcended, the
present inquiry employs the procedures of analytical clari-
fication itself. By means of an ;nternal analysis an attempt
is made to clarify or render efplicit the criteria of judge-
ments implicit in the analyticalrclarificatiop of educatipnal
concepts. In asking what a particular philosopher means by a
particular statement, proposition or concept, an attempt is
made to elucidate the presuppositions to which he appeals.

In the case of logical or conceptual analysis, the attempt

i1s to determine whether the conclusions follow from and zare
supported by the premises embodied in such presuppositions.

In the case of linguistic analysis, the attempt 1is to deter-
mine the criteria for the correct application of terms, what
constitutes typical usage, what it makes sense to 'say. Unlike
analytical clarification, however, the present s;udy departs
from the canons of philosophical analysis in that it does not
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purport to be spectatorial or theory-free in the course -of
elucidating the criteria of judgements grounding analytical

reflection. Here the methodology of clarification is embedded

in the structural matrix of Polanyi's personal knowledge.

Where the criteria of judgements implicit in the analytical
clarification of educational doncepts prov;de.the "focal"
pole of the study, the process of elucidation is grounded in
the“"proximal" pole of tacit knowing. It is, in other words,
with a subsidiary awareness of Polanyi's concept of sub-
sidiary awareness that the aitgmpt to clarify and render
explicit the tacit or subsidiary elements in the analytical
clarification of educational concepts proceeds.

In terms of its scope; the organization of the inquiry
is largelj\Qchated by its method. An in-depth, textual
analysis of xhe epistemological presuppositions underlying
philosophical analysis in educational thought of necessity
precludes treatment of all ﬁifse who march under the anélytical
banner. It is on the basis of their exemplary standing as
representatives of the empirical and linguistic wings of the
movement in philosophy gf-educaﬁion respectively that D.J.
O'Connor and R.S. Peters were singled out for scrutiny. In
addition, because of the fact that, of the iinguistic
pnilosophers, he has given specific attention to the nature
pf-educaéional theory per se and because. his "forms of know-
ledge"” currently constitute the received parad%gﬁ justifying
liberal education in analytical circles,'Pau}HE;?Et.is-also

given consideration.
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In terms of its structure, the organization of the
inquiry takes its departure from O' Connor s trloartlte view
of the nature of "education." At its most general or
theoretical leyel,'O}Connor sees education to embody a set
of values as expressed in the nurposes for which it is giuen.
It is here that philosophy has relevence‘for the,enterprise,
consisting of the clarification end criticism of those values
and purposes. The first chapter-bf this studyris ueroted to
a clarification of O'Connor's clarlflcatlon of those values
and purposes to an eluc1datlon of hls notlon of the nature.
of philosophital questions including the nature of the evi-
dence relevant to.and the approprlate method of answerlngr
them and why he. con51ders metaphy51cal questlons meanlnglessl
‘questions.

o O'Connor's second conponent of "education" consists
of those theorles Whlch purport to explaln or to justlfy his
‘third ‘component, the technlques employed for 1mpart1ng know—-

ledge, skills and attltudes. Nelther educatlonal theory nor

—_—

its_nractice are, for O'Connor, the proper object of philo-
sophieal inquiry being rather that of the’"positiue sciences"
in_generai and in particular that of psychology. Even so
tonSidered, however, educational theory is seen to-be such'

only ty virtue of courtesy since it fails to satisfy the '
criteria for theory as properly understood, that is, as it

is found in the.natural sciences. The second chapter, as a
'consequenee, is divided, into two parts. The first is devoted
to a clarification of'O'Connor's view of theory with particular

emphasis on its central function of explanation. 1In particular,
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attention is directed towards his conception of the psycho-
logical and logical conditions of explanation and the manner

in which that to  be explained, the explicandum, is related

to present knleedge. The second undertakes an analysis of

o' Connor s .view of educational theory as. "courtesy title,
‘particular consideration being given to his account of the
sciences of nature and the "sciences of man" and the relation-
ship, or lack of it;, between ﬁhém. .The‘sec:ion coﬁcludes with
an analysis of O'Connor's view of the‘metaphysical: valuational,
~and empirical kinds;of statements found in educationai theory.
As O'Connor elaborates'no theory of teachlng by way

of developlng hls third component of "education,"

that is,
those techniqnes employed for imparting knowledge, skills
and atuit§des, éna as he does ﬁot advance a correlative
théo;y ofilearning_by which'they may be acquired, the third
'éhapte; constitu;es an attempt td‘clarify,his views relative

to‘tﬁeir paradigmatic embodiment in the act of éciéntific'
discgvery., An endeavour is made to show that the hypothetical—
deductiye method, for O'Connor that by which Such'disco;efy‘
proceeds, 'is supported at each of its key points by personaf
acts of the discoverer, acts’ irreducible'to_any formal or
'explicit method.

The fourth chapter is 1ntended as both an extension
of the analysis of 0 Connor s three components of education:
as they\apply to objeciive cfiterié_draQn from the realm of
ordinary usage and as a transition preparatqry.Lo an explica-

tion of the main'tﬁemes of Polanvi's personal knowledge. The
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interests of breviiy dictated limiting the tregxment of ordinary
languagg philosophy in educational thought to one chapter. The
~first section deals with R.S. Peters' conception of the activity
of clarification itself as derived from the lessons of the
"revolution irn philosophy" and implemented by means of the
discrimination between the central énd peripheral uses of a
term. It is to be taken as the linguistic counﬁerpart of
O'Connor's first component of education, the clarification
of the nature of philosophical qu;stions. Since he shares
with Peters the notion of philosophical clarification and
since he has provided the respoﬁse of ordinary lapguage
philosophy to O'Connor's view of educationai theg}y as deserv-
ing the title only by way .of courtesy, Paul Hirst.has been
selected as the linguistic representatiye for the second
comp%nent of education without loss of structural ﬁﬁity. His
conception of educational theory as a "domain of “thecretical
discussion‘and investigation" is seen; however, to éncguﬁter
difficulties in respect to the manner in-which such a‘domain
draws upon relevant knowledge from the foundational "forms

' while, in their turn, the forms themselves are

of knowledge,'
maintainéd to encounter comparable problems in rendering
explicit the critéria grounding their peculiar concepts,

. logica} structures, and tests against experience. Finally,
as the linguistic counterpart to the third component of
educgt;on, both_Pe£ers' learning in its "full sense" and
Hirst's "learniﬁg to coéme to think historigally" are seen to
incorporate elements which transcend tﬁe principles drawn

. —— .
from rthe clarification of usage.

i
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The point of the first four chapters is to show, from

én analysis of .the views of O'Connor, Peters and,Hirsf, that
t£ey would have to admit sémething like Polényi}s concept of
tacit knowing in order to render coherent éheir éxplications
of‘thé'activigy of clarification, the nature of_educational
theﬁry; and the process of learning. -In liﬁe with the stage
of éevelopment reached at this point, that is, that there

has been shown to exist certain lacunae in analytical accounts
of those aspecﬁs under feview; the fifth and final chapter is
given over to an introductory and explicit statement of these
-lécunae, followed by an account of the concept of tacit know-
ing. As a consequence of its nature, the style of argumenta—i
tion in the final chapter shif;s from_the internally analytical
to the descriptively'expésito;y where both the triadic struc-
ture of tacit knowing and its process embodied in the act of
"indwelling" are set forth. It is in terms éf reference to
such a structure and process that the present studv offers

an alternative or supplement to the epistemological pre-
suppositions.grounding philosophical analysis in educationa;
thought. The chapter cbncludes with a brief examination of

the possibility of reconciliation between Polanyi's concept

of tacit knowing and the - 'views of O0'Connor, Peters and Hirsc.-

@, Tacit Knowing in the Literature
.

Novelty does not attach to reference to Polanyi's
theory of tacit knowing in the literature of educational
philosophy nor, of .course, does it to the methodology of

analytical.clarifiqation. Where such methodology is employed

L
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within the framework oﬁ tacit knowing to render explicit the
subsidiary elements grounding the knowledge claims of those
typically associated with that methodoiogy, hqwever; a case
for originality can be made. o ' -
Where the theory of tacit knowing has inspired con-
¢§idefablé.workjm philosophy of science, religion, political
~-'science and in epistemology itself, its impact on philosphy
of education has tagen'the form, for the most part, of inci-

) - 34 .
dental reference.”- Where this has not been the case, some

Kenneth Conklin has invoked Polanyi in various c¢on-
-texts, from maintaining the .existence of an a priori truth
awaiting. discovery ("The Properties of Relevance between
hilosophy and Education," Educational Theory, Vol. XVIII,
\\\\hxx—ﬂ/’/"o. 4 [Fall, 1968]), through the advancement of a theory of
: - "plateau learning” in which attention is directed at a level
slightly higher than the student's Piagetian status ("Wholes
and Parts in Teaching,”™ Educational Theory, Vol. XXII, No. 4
[December, 1973]), to the ineffability involved in the com-
munication of knowledge derived from the integration of lower-
level clues ("Knowledge, Proof and Ineffability in Teaching,"
Educational Theory, Vol. XXIV, No. 4 [Fall, 1974]). David
Bohm calls upon Polanyi in support of the view that Knowledge
is concrete and active as well as abstract and passive ("In-
sight, Knowledge, Science and Human Values," Teachers College
Record, Vol. 82, No. 3. [Spring, 1981]), and H.L. Drevfus pro-
‘tests the de-contextualized picture of reality as presented
by theoretical abstraction in general and the results of
scientific activity in particular ("Knowledge and Human Values:
A Genealogy of Nihilism," Teachers College Record, Vol. 82,
No. 3 [Spring, 1981]). Maxine Greene (op. cit.) sees Polanyi's
tacit knowing as the "active mode of grasping the structures
of the world of appearances" (p. 134) while William E. Goding
employs Polanyi to show that "knowledge becomes a verb in the
seeker™ (Editorial, Journal of Educational Thought, Vol. 16,
No. 2 [August, 1982]). Polanyi has been employed also by
those typically associated with philosophical analysis. Jonas
Soltis (op. cit.) makes reference to Polanyi three times in
support of his "sociocentriec" view of knowledge, while Paul
Hirst invokes him in support of his "discipline-~refined com-
mon sense" as the theoretical base for the educational pro-
fession ("Professional Authority: Its Foundations and Its
Limits," British Journal of Educational Studies, Vol. XXX,
No. 2 [June, 1982]).
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comment is required.
Harry Broﬁdy's "On Knowing With" utilizes Polanyi's
personal knowledge as a theoretical base to argue” against
the prevailing view, at least in some quarters, that the
primary uses of Schooling are "replicative” in nature, that

ts, that onl§ those learnings which can be explicitly repro-

duced are edﬁcationally justifiable.35 In what ﬁay be taken

as an argument against a narrowly conceived accountabilicty
criterion in education, Broudy maintains that theoretical
understandlngs which are themselves not the objects of such
explicit recall derive their sanction not from their replica-
tive utility but from their interpretive qualiiy where such
understandings function in the mode of "knowing with" as

opposed to "knowing” that," as subsidiary clues which provide

@ tacit conceptual framework in the act of comprehending
' ) 36

novel entities or situations. In a later paper Broudy em-

ploys tacit knowing as a rationale for liberal education
) - .
where liberal studies come to constitute those "value exem-

plars™ in which we dwell subsidiarily while exploring further

Harrv Broudy. "On Knowing With," The Philosophy of
Educatlon Soc1etv Proceedings of the Twenty Sixth Annual
Meeting, IllanlS, 1970.

36"

1"

If Polanyi is right,” Broudy points out,

hE then the school inputs need not be found in
the outputs in their original form, and not
finding them is no proof that they do not
functlon. I am convinced that in the inter-
pretive ‘use of schooling theqlnputs function
tacitly, subsidiarily, even though when they
were learned they werc focal, but if they
remained focal they could not be used for -
interpretation later on.

(lbid., p. 100.) : v
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domains of value.37

| : 5
R.T% Allen's "The Philosophy of Michael Polanyi and

Its Siggificanée for Education"” constitutes the best brief
introductory to the application of Polényi's thought ;o some
current educational issues.38 He reviews the main points of
Polanyi's thought and the principal elements of "objectivisﬁ"
in contemporary knowledge theory, while his applicatioh of-'

the;e points is brought to bear mainly upon the issue of
indoctrination in the act of teaching. For Allen, if -the
injunctions against.indoctrination as viewed from the objec-
tivist perspectife were to be taken seriously, they "would

'make us disengage ourselves from all education and the up-
bringing of chiidren."39 )

The only sustained work on ﬁherimplications of racit
’
knowing for education takes the form of an attempt to under-
write a Deweyién expefimgntalism as fundamentalleducational
Fheory by reference to Polaﬁyi}s view of problem—solﬁing as
the archtypical expressidﬁ of the knowing proc:ess.'{‘0 Whiie

ostensibly employing tacit knowing as a method for integrating

a tﬁeory of knowledge, a theory of logic, and a socioclogy of

_ Harry Broudy, "Tacit Knowing as a Rationale for
Liberal Education,"”" Teachers College Record, Vol. 80, No. 1
(February, 1979).

38R.T. Allen, "The Philosophy of Michael Poianyi and
Its Significance for Education," Journal of Philosophy of
Education," Vol. 12 (1978} .

>9Ibid., p. 174. _ )

, _

4OJ.W. Wagener, The Philosophy of Michael Polanyi as
a Source for Educational Theorv, unpublished Doctoral Dis-
sertation, University of Texas at Austin, 1968. A synopsis
~.has been published as "Towards a Heuristic Theory of Instruc-

tion: Notes on the Thought of Michael Polanyi," Educational
Theory, Vol. XX, No. 1 (Winter, 1870). ’
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knowledge to form the basis for.a unified strategy of educa-

tion, J.W. Wagener seeks to revive the "pragmatic experiment"
in education directed at the reconstruction. of society which
has failed because "the experiment has never really been"

tfied;"al

The reason why it has never really been tried is
because, in turn, "the school.as an agent of change has not

been widely welcoméd,iat least not by those occupying positions

42

'of power and influence in the institutional structure." It
is by way of reviving the experiment that Wagener calls upon

‘tacit knowing as a theoretical source since "The parallels

. Ll 43
between Dewey and Polanyi are striking."

In the course of explicating the nature of thege
pérallels, however, Wagener unearths several "divergencies" |
between the gwo wbich both,rendefs the parallels less than | (
striking'ang throws the réﬁi?ai of the experiment into doub{;//

In the realm of values, for example, Wagener observes that

while for‘Polanyi there is no ground for choosing a new set

of values explicitly outside the action of submitting teo

them, for Dewey "values are chosen explicitly through the

S .
use of the scientific method." The two are seen also to

diverge on the nature of "truth. "Knowledge for Dewey is

"true,'" Wagener points out, "when it is empirically tested.

Knowledge for Polanyi is 'true' when it is intellectually
8 ; _ }

/,
“1pi4., p. 115,
[bid., p. 118.

SIbid., p. 120.

Ibid., p. 203.
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45 Further, the two diverge as to

pleasiné to the kﬁower.h
the'communicétibn of-knowledge since, "Fér Polanyi, a great
deal can bé known which is got socially translatable; for
Dewey, whaﬁ-cannot be translated int§ society‘is a furile

- 4
abstract;on."_6

ﬁivergence émerges again as to the nature

'§f society and iﬁs institutioné, a rather fundamental conflict
if Wagener hopes to harness Polanyi té the pragmat;c expéfi4
.ment. Where Polanyi views social institutions "orimarily as
conserving agencies which balance the breékiﬁg out of bounds
and moving ahead of individual discoveries," Wagener observes,

"Dewey lets his revisionism extend to the reconstruction of
. . "4‘7 .

society itself. Finally, and most fundamentally for a

work designed to seek its theoretical grounds on the nature

of the knowing process, divergence extends to embrace the

Polanyian and Dewevian conceptions of knowledge. Quoting

from Polanyi's Personal Knowledge, Wagener remarks that:

Dewey contends that all problems are sub-
ject to the rules of an experimental method.
Polanyi, on the other hand, contends that
discovery has an irreversible character

such that 'no solution can be accredited as
a discovery if it igyachieved by procedures
following definite rules.'

No resolution for the first four divergencies is
offered. For the fifth Wagener suggests that "discrepancy

between the two men may be ameliorated by giving discovery

“31pid., p. 208.

4, .
*6Ibiq., p.. 209.

“"Ibid., pp. 209-210.

J
“81pid., p. 211.
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as'éolenyi sees it and p;oblem—solving~as Dewey uses it oif—
ferent valences;"aQN What these "different valences" amount
to, it appeafs,.is—assimilating Polépy; to Dewey.. In spite
of his own recognition of the fact that Polanyi's_concept of
discovery, which is 1dent1cal to hlS view of problem- solv1ng
ras taken from the perspective of the flrst pereon constitutes
a "breakthrough which transcends already esbablished.modes-of

procedure,"”

Wagener goes on to femark_that "If problem- -
. eolviqg is limited to those issues which can be fitted into
phe prevailiﬁg worldview and experimEntél method, then'tﬁe-
tension between the positions is lessend [Eii] if not dis-

n30 Tension, of course, may 1ndeed be lessened if

solved.
vnot dissolved by so flttlng Polanyl to Dewey but such relief
"would be purchased at the prlce of the surrender of Polanyi's
concept of problem—solving, discovery,’and the Polanyian act
of comprehension itself. 1In consequence; it is also por;.
chased at the p{icewof Polanyi's endorsement of'the "prag--
matic experiment.”

. In view of the foregoiog review of the literature in
philosoph} of education incorporating Polaﬁyi's concept of‘
tacit knowing, Qhether incidentally or'toematically, a
theorctlcal 1nqu1ry into the cplstemologloal presupp051t10ns
of phllosophlcal analv51s in educational - thought employing
the methodology of clarification itself yet felfing sub~

sidiarily .upon the conceptual f;amework.of‘persohal'knowledge

;)
49 hid.

2Orbia.
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‘serving to ground that iﬁquiry may legitimately’clgim some -
qriginality.sl So viewed,-the present study assumes the form
of a test. Polanyi's éoncebt'of "objectivism” poses‘the prob-
lem: Do we find such objeﬁtivism in the analytical‘acéivity
of cla;ificétion.and in the Qiew of educational theory and of
the nature of learning derived from the presuppositions incor;
porat?d in tha; activity? Can the presént study: confirm the °
viewé of Polanyi Qh objectivism, that is, can. such objectivism
be seen to be self-defeating in educational thought as he
maintains it to be elsewhere? The test here.is not of Polanyi's
principles themsevas which are in the forﬁ of aQLopceptual
framework serving to guide'iﬁs applicazion. :Indeed, an internal
analysis of the epistemological présuppositions of philosophical
ﬁnalysis.in educational thought might weli bé made indegendently
of Polahyi's theory of personal knowledge. Rather, the test
is of the exefcise of analfticél clarification and of the nature
of those -educational concepts issuing ?rom thapnexerciselas,
embodied in the precepts of its éxemplary proponents, The -
place offPolﬁnyi in rthe present thesis is then by way of sug;
gesting a poss;bie epistemology which could supply an answer

: o -
to those questions unveiled by that internal analysis, not to
provide a standard in terms of wh%ch-those questions'arg to
~be‘pre—judged.r It is now to ﬁhe'adminigtration of that tést

"that the reader’'s attention is directed.

r ’ ’ . '

: 51The phrase "conceptual framework™ 4is to be taken here
as that generalized view of the nature of things, that broad
background of ‘ultimate presupposition serving as the foundation
for its more pointed and articulated .expression in the form of
theory. Theory, 'in other words, presupposes a conceptual
framework, but a conceptual framework need not presuppose -a

theory. ;
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CHAPTER I

THE NATURE OF CLARIFICATION: KEEPING OUR MINDS

FREE FROM NONSENSE

To understand the nature of—philosophy, for D.J.

O0'Connor, is to'tnders;and that it can offer nothing in the

way of positive knowiedgé of man or the world. He concludes’

his discussion‘of.the natufe'of philosophy in his An Intro-

duétidn to*the Philosophyv of Education1 with the view that
ﬁhilosophy‘haé_brimarily a purgative effect on our beliefs,"

that its exercise serves only to "keep our minds free from
nonsense." :

- s

Both the. present state as well as the past
history of philosophy cannot encourage us
to look upon philosophv as more .than a
laborious piecemeal effort to criticize
and clarify the foundations of our beliefs.
Such successes as philosophy can claim

" have all been of this kind. And this -
means that in the present condition of
human knowledge we cannot hopé for more
from philosophy than occasional and frag-
‘mentary glimpses of enlightenment along
with' a reasonable confidence that_ its
continuous practice will keep our minds
free” from nonsense. But this is some- '
thing very vgluable that only philosophy
can give us,”~

Two questions. emerge ff&m this.yiew of philosophy:
(1) ﬁhat is ﬁhe nature of that "laboéious piecemeal efforc™’
of criticism and clarification which, directed ét the founda-

tions of oar beliefs,-yieids only those "occasional and

fragmentary glimpses of cnlightenment?"and‘(2) What is the

~

1D.J.'O'Cc.;nnor, An Introduction to tﬁe Philosophv of

Education {(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1965);

7
“Ibid., p. 45.
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nature of that "nonsense™ wﬁich, by virtue of the continuous
practice of that laborious piecemeal effort, .our minds are
to be kept free? To answer the one, of course, will be to
answer the other, for to cl%;ify the nature of O'Connor's
clarification of the foundations of our beliefs will’Hé to
understand the nature of that nonsense which such clarifica-
tion is intended to expose. Such clarifica;ion as here
undertaken will yield_its own occasiopal and fragmentary
glimpses of enlighte;ment, principal among which is the aﬁpre-
hension ﬁf objectivism in O'Connor's clarification,‘that is,
the view that one can, in the absence of further beliefs,
criticize and clarify the foundations of one's own beliefs.
Indeed, it is here proposed that O'Connor's clarification
embodies the quintessence of such objectivism for not only
does he maintain that one so can clé}ify~the foundations of
3 3 =

one's beliefs but that those further beliefs constitute pre-
cisely that "nonsense" from which our minds must be kegﬁ free.

It will bé attempted here to show, then, thét QO'Con-
nor's view of philosophy as prophylactic clarification
covertly appeals to that which such clarification is intended
to expose as nonsense, that is, a philosophical or "meta-
physical™ world view'in'ferms of which such-clarification
proceeds. It will be aﬁtEmpted here to show that 6'Cénnor
iﬁborporates a distinét philosophical or metaphysical per-
.spective in the very act of a2 clarification which purports
to disclaim such a ﬁerSpectiQe as nonsense, that he does

not so much clarify the. foundations of his beliefs buﬁ rather

utilizes them in an attack upon those who do not share them.

C g



It is, of course, the beliefs which O'Conﬁor does not share
which constitute that "nonsense" from which our minds should
be kept freé. It will further be attempted to show that the
foundations of O'Connor's beliefs, his metaphysical world
view, is inadequate to clarify precisely those questions
which he raises for clarification, that his "réasonable con-
fidence”™ in such élarification under their auspices, is ill-
placed. It will be attempted to show that his laborious
piecemeal effort to clarify the foundatioﬁs of our beliefs
violates the first principle from which his clarification
starts oﬁt—-such is the strength of‘his own unspecified
further beliefs—and i;.so doing ¥iolates that which he lays
down as the ¢riterion of rationality. Given .the inadequacy’
of his-own further beliefs to clarify just those questions
he raises for clarification, it wili be attempted to show
that it is precisely O'Connor's further beliefs which con-
stitute the "nonsense" he so deplores in others, that his A
criteria by which his clarifigation proceeds not only de not
give out onto those occésional and fragmentary glimpses of
‘éhlightenment but rather ﬁreclude them,
. —

To show these things it will be necessary to follow

in O’Co?nor's footsteps as he moves forward to criticize and

clarify the foundations of our beliefs. The first step is

a consideration of the relation of philosophy to education.

A. Philosophvy and Education

0'Connor ‘commences by seeking to work out the way

philosophy in its "technical sense" of specialized discipline—



as opposed to its "non-technical sense" of guiding values or .
ideals—is related to educational theory and practice. - The
"technical sense" of.philosophy draws its inspiration, for
O0'Connor, from the "revolution in philosophy" which, con-
veniently, has determined both what philosophy is and what it
is not. The "revolﬁtion" has revealed that philosophy has
ceased to a&ﬁress_itself to the "big questions." It is not,
for O'Connor, "a kind of superior science that could be ex—
pected to answer difficult and important questions about human
life and man's place and prospects in the universe."> Philos-
?phy, rather, is "an activity of criticism or clarification.
As such it can be exercised on any subject matter at all,
including Qér present concefn, the problems of educational

theory."&

.3Ibid., p-4.

4Ibid. O'Connor tips his hanod slightly at this point
.in respect to the "technical™ - "non-technical” distinction,
remarking that in construing philosophy as an activity of
criticism or clarification,

) I am putting forward a philosophical theory
- which, like all such theories, finds no
- general acceptance. Nevertheless, it can be

made very plausible and part of my task in
the following chapters will be to explain and
defend this view of philosophy and show how
‘1t can throw some light on the problems of
education. It is a view which is very widely
accepted in one form or another at the
present day., (Ibid.) ‘

This is the last we hear of any explicit reference to his
philosophical theory which, as shall be seen, reduces to a
foundation of logical positivism in which meaning derives

from observation and verification and which manifests itself -
in a positivistic naturalism, the view that things are what
thex are as they appear to commonsense where, by commonsense,
~1s taken to mean that amenable to empirical check. The founda-
tion is overlaid by appeal to "ordinary language" philosophy
where meaning derives from common usage in those cases re-
calcitrant to such empirical check. The theory, of course, is
the basis of his attempt to answer those difficult and impor-
tant questions about human life and man's place and prospects
in the universe. ' : -

N



Wheré philosophy in ifs "technical sense" tufns out
to be a seccond-order activity df clarifidanion,'education,
for O'Connor,rcdnsists of a tripartite construct only one
element of which is the concern of thaﬁ sécond—order activity.

.

At its practical level ;ducation consists of (a) "a set of
techniques for imparting knowledge, skills and attitudes."5
This set of techniques is'suppofted by (b) "a set of theoriés
which purport to explain of jusﬁify the use'of these tech-
‘niques."6 At the highésf level of generality there exists
(c) "a set of values or ideélsrémbodied and'expressed in.thé
purposes for which knﬁwledge and skills and attitudes are
imparted and so directiﬁg'the amount and types of training

that is given."7 Now the thing isothat (a) and (b) are not

matters for the second-order activity but rather of "the
y | !

-

positivéxgsiences and in particuiar the science of psychology

.‘; . Philosophy has nothing whatever to ‘do with proving such *

factual questions."8 )

Now of course it is an analytical truth_that if
philosophy is constituted‘by a second ofder activity of_c;iti—
cism—or clarifiéation it can have notﬁing'to-bffer-in téfms
of proving'factuaI-questioﬁs siﬁcg faﬁtual questions are

first-order questions and.philosophy deals only in second-

order questions. What the "revolution” has made quite clear

. . * - . . - T

is that one can, in first-order activities, describe the
| S : '

“Ibid., p. S. -

6Ibid.

?Ibid. ' ' - . .

BIbid., pp. 3-6.



world independently.bf a second-order picture of thaf world

in terms of which such description makes 3ense , conversely,

-

that one can, in second-order activities, 2 fibe the rela;
tioﬁs-d% concépés governing the coherence of'first—order
agtivities‘withogt felation to that upon which such concepts
may péar. So in O'Connor's tripartite construct the (b) -
fheories of the psychologists stand in.sécond—o;der relati;n
to (a) the'concreﬁe set of operations, those techniéues for
imparting knowledge, skills 'and attitudes which flourish é;
the first order, for that is what it is to explaln or Justlfy
ﬁhe use of these technlques. But what is not ¢lear is why
(¢}, the set of values and ideals embodied‘in the purposes
for which kn;wledge, skills and att;tu&és'are impgrted’aﬁd-
which direct the aﬁqunts an&?tfpes oﬁ_training that is given
does not stand in second-order to (b) and by extension, to
(a), that is, to explain or‘ju;tify the set of psyehélogical

-

theories which ewplalned or justified the set of techniques.
The psychologists, one can only ass&ﬁe, are not Eurdened by-
aﬁy set of values or ideals embodied and expressed in fhe
purposeé-far whiéh knowledge is imparZed nor, equally, are
they hindered by values or ideals governing the amounts and
types of tralnlng that is glven This stéte of noetic solitude Ry
between (c) on the one hand and (a) and (b) on the ;ther

becomes increasingly pu4411ng with O'Connor's report that‘the
gquestion of the aims of education, that outcome of that set

of values or ideals embodied and expressed in the puqﬁoses

for which knowledge and skills and attitudes are. imparted,

is "the most important question that can be asked on the



yF

topic. For upon the detailed answer.that is given will depend
the whole of the organi%afion and'teaching practice of a
society. Different ends usually require différent means, in
education as elsewhere."9 But if the whole of the organiza-
tion and teéching practice of a society depends upon the
detailed answer to-ghe question that philosophy asks, that
i1s, that bearing upoﬁ the sét,éf-yalues or ideals cﬁﬁdd;ed
in the purpoSes'fof which;knowledgé, skills and atﬁitddes
are';wparted and_whiéh directs the émounts and types of
p;ain}hg given,,dp?s not the détermination of (a) and_ (b)
dgmand the anteifdent determination of (c¢) which then works
to inforﬁ such determination of (a) and (b)? Are not, iﬁ
othér words,'(a) and (b) special cases of (¢) and can become
the concern of the positive sciences and in particular that
of psychology only after the detailed determination of (c)
has been given? Such contradiction, of course, arises from
O'Cpnnor's "very plausible" philesophical theory, here mani;

fested as positivistic naturalism. Facts, those things with

‘which the psychologist deals, are theory-free, they simply

are what they are because the world is what it is as it
appears to commonsense. That is why the second order activity
of ‘clarification can have nothing to offer for that Set_of

theo}icsleiih purport to explain' of juétify the dserf_thése

‘techriques.

- Having clarified the relation of philosophy to educa-

tion, 0'Connor now sets his sights on that detailed answer to

.

slbid., p. 6. Italics his.



the question that.philosophy asks regarding that set of values
or ideals embodied in the purposes for which knowledgg, skills
and attitudes are imparted. To ask about this, of coukse,

is to asg of the aims of education.

Now the perplexing thing about doing labprious, piece-
meal, valug;free, second-order work on the aims of education,
thése values or ideals embodied in the purposes for which
.kﬂowledge; skills and attitudes are imparted, is, unsurpris-
ingly, .that they are value~-laden. The. first thing one must
do, O'éonnorlreveals, is to notice this. Then one must He

" he discloses, "must

careful. "Any-l;st of educational aims,
embody, however carefully they may be disguised, the valua-=
Eiops of its proposer. Like superstitions, valuations_are
"dangerous unless they are recogﬁized for what they are."10
Now if-all- valuations are dangerous if they are not recog-
nized for wﬁat they are, and what they are are superstitions,
i's not the valuation that valuations are dangerous and like
supérstitions itself.dangerous and superstitioué? Certainly
O'Cannor dogs not wish to bring himself under his own inter-
dict. Are where, perhaps, valuations which are not like
supersﬁitiéns and are not, as a.;ongequencg, dangefous? How
will thev be recognized for what they are and how will they
be distiﬁguished from those that are superstitious and
dangerous? To get clearer about the aims of education and

at the same time not to fall into the snare of imputing one's

own values to the aims of education, toesbe, in O'Connor's

10Ibid., p. 9.



“words, "safeguarded against one of the‘commonést and;most
kdgngerous_of intellectual errors—that of Falking ﬁhilosophy
unawares,"11 oﬁe‘ﬁuét'apfroach £ﬁe éuéétion obliqnelj: One
must not cémmit the'me;hodglogical‘hqwler of approach;ng'the'
;ims of-educapionfdirectly by listing one's own but one must
;ath?r clarify thé_éaﬁure.of the questions in terms of which

such a2ims are demanded. One must clarify the nature of

philosophical questions.

B. The Nature of‘Philosﬁphical Questions

What does, and what does not constitute a.philosophical
question is determined fﬁ: 0'Connor by what he conceives &Q be
the watershed of rational endeavour, the discovg;y-of the
scientific method. With the advent and development of induc-
tive sciencé over the péstlthrée hundred years there grew the
realization that the branches of knowledge were to be dié— P

tinguished "not on the kind of material that we study but on

. . .
the sort of evidence by which we advance our knowledge."l“

To distinguish philosophical questions from those that are

not, then, is to take cognizance of the "very important

logical point-thdt different kinds of statements demand differ-
. : . o onl3 . LT .

ent kKinds of evidence.™ There are the questions of science

and these can be settled, according to 0'Confior,. "bw empirical

methods, by hypothesis arising out of observation and observa-

Mivia., p.o1s.

2 )
l'Ibid., p. 18. Italics his.

13ibid.. p. 19.
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. . . wld . ' . .
tion confirming hypothesis."’ Questions of 2 mathematical
g .

-or logical SOrtf on the other hand, can be settled "by cal- ,
culatioﬁ-in accordapce with the settled rules of deduction;"ls‘.
The thing is, however, -that empirical and deductive methods
and the sorts of'evidence they embody do not exhaust all the
branches of knowledge. On this point O'Connor is clear, as
he points out that . |

. « . there are é.very large number of ques-
tions that do not seem to fall-into either

of these categories and. among these are the
traditional problems of philosophy, of ethics
and naturgl religion. But if such questions
cannot be decided either by empirical or by
purely deductive methods, how are they to .be
answered?!

In order to clarify tHe nature of philosophical ques-
tions O'Connor's operational ﬁrinciple seems beyond doubt,
that is,that different sorts of questions demand different
sorts of evidence, that such a demand is not simply stipula-
tive but is, indeed, a logical point inscribed in asking
"different. sorts of ques%ions. He has.further maintéined

that the questions of traditional philosophy, ethics and

- "natural religion” do not fall into thé'categories of empiri-
cal or deductive questions and that evidence from eithgr of
‘these categories is inoperative by way of answering such’
questions. How then, aré such questions to be answered?

In a word, they are not to be answered, for let it be

understood at the outset that for O'Coennor such uestions
_ q

L1bid., p. 22.

yphia.

161414,



cannot Be answered‘fdr the'réaéon tHat émbiriqal and Heduc,
tive eQidence jointly constitute and collectively exﬁaust

- the sorts of evidence by.which we can advance our knowledge-.
Indeed, there is, aﬁ fond, onlx one kind of evidencé by -
which we advance our knowledge'fpr;Q'Connér,-and that sort
of evidence is empiric;l evidence. The "settled r;les of

deduction"” yield only ;autblogy and necessarily 50}7

That said, let us proceed buoyéd up by the bright
pfdsﬁects offérgd by the reéssurénces of the past three
hundred years of inductive science, that is, that different

. - .
kinds of questions demand different sorts of evidence. Dis-
illusion is hoﬁ,'however, long in coming for OfConnor-next
directs his attention to that which he cojceives as his maiﬁ
task, the discrediting of metaphysics whiich may here be taken
as synonymous with the "traditional probYems of philosopﬁy,
ethics and ﬁatural_religion." This, after all, is tﬁg nén-
sense from which ou} minds are to be kept free.

Employing his own claim ta interpret the universe on
a grand scaie; O'Connor-éivulgés that métaphysical state-
ments consist of those "claims to iﬁterpret the universe on
a grand scale,” and that such claims, being superstitious,
"must be rejected for just the same reasons that the claims

: . oo : o 18
of alchemists, astrologers or magicians are now rejected.”

l7See his Introduction to Svmbolic Loglc (ALVH.

Bossom.and.D.J. O'Ceonnor , eds. [london: University Tutorial

Press, 1962]) where, it is pointed out, an expression in
- logic "

11

is shown to be true for all possible truth-combinations

of the variables. 4nd this means that the expression is valid

-or logicallv true or a Lautologv (the terms Lltalicized may
be taken as synonymous)." (p. 42.)

i3

-
0'Connor, op. ¢it., p- 17.

<
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What are these reasons? They are the reasons drawn from the
past three hundred years of inductive science, reasons which "
have determined that a metaphysical'statement is one which

- - . assumes the existence of entities or

facts which lie outside the range of human

observation and experience. An argument

is metaphysical if it purports to prove the

existence of such entities or facts. Not

that the statements are not metaphysical

because they cannot in fact be checked by
observation, but because they cannot in -

Q;incigle be checked this way.lg
"If the "range éf human'experﬁence" is reduced to that
which can be checked by obserﬁation,'then,‘of course, the
"fréditional problems of philosaphy, e;hics and natural

religion"” are metaphyz;;;l/since such problems are definitive

of-what<@t means to be metaphysical. The exclusion of these

tfaditidnal.p;oblems rests on tautolegy, but O'Connor must
'e$tablish the qajor,premise Sf ;he syllogism, that is, that
the "range of human experiénce" is so reduced, and not simply
_Leli us that it is. Further, it might be pointed out that
O'Connor's own statement that metaphysical statements are
such by virtue of the fact that they cannot in principle be
checked by observation ‘is itgelf metaphysical, under the
definitioﬁ, $ince it qannot,<in principle, bé so checked;
To‘contrast that ;hich can be checked by observation with
thatlwhich‘ﬁanﬁot be so checked is to Franscenq in its vefy
utterance the bbunds Bf‘observatibnal check. To‘invoke an
"in printiple* éondition is ﬁo slip loose, in principle, the

chains of sensory .verification. Further still, while O'Connor,

19 . .
QIbld.‘ Italics his.



of7toorse;-violates his "very'importent logical point," the
'operational effic1ency of the test of empirical check itself
requ1res scrﬂtiny, for presumably the purpose of the test

is to distingu1sh those traditional ‘problems of philosophy,
ethics and_natural religiOn from legitimate philosophical
'qqestions. Now O'Connor' S point is that such probléms are
metsphysical and not legitimate philosophical questions:
~Such metaphySical statements are reJected because they. failed
the test of empirical check, but sc1entif1t statements,

which are not legitimate philosophlcal questions either, wunder
the definition, ‘are barred although they ‘pass the test. One
can only conclude that the test of empirical check is then
‘irrelevant as a determihent of what constitutes_a legitimate
philosophical question.

Beyond showing that philosophical questions are_noo
sciehtific questions or those of deductive logic on the
grounds that different sorts of questions. require different
sorts of evidence and that, paradotically, proper phileoscophi-
.cal questions are not the sort. ot Questions asked by )
'traditional philosophers sinte they-are metaphysical in that
they are not amenable to the tests appropriate to scientific
‘questions, O'Cornor does not reveal what the hature'of a
legitimate philosophical question is or whet.it might look.
-like. What he does reveal, however, is that the past three
hundred years of inductive sciehce had‘shoﬁn the philosophers

of the time that what was needed was the determination of a

method peculiar to 1ts questions. . .
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This is the problem that has been set to
philosophy by the success of natural
science. Of course, we see it more
clearly at the present day 'than did the
philosophers of the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries since we have the
. advantage of profiting by their work....
But it was well understood by most of
them that the first problem for the . ,
philosopher had become the problem of v
finding a method. '

Most of those philosophers of the seventeenth and

eighteenth cénturies for whom it was well understood that
B Y

the successes of natural science had impelled the ‘discovery
of a method'sui;able to phil&sophical¢guestions proceeded
po-muddle things however. What they df@_was to simply
replacéithe specuiation on the nature of the universe and
man's place'in @t characteristic of the classical and
mediaeval philosophers with speculatioanbout the nature and
the powers of mind. They did not realize that they were
being équally metaphysical and their‘eff;};ssresulted,
O'Connor reports,‘only in "the inciden&al~suﬁces§xof opening
up a new field of inquiry," an incidental suceess which,
. -paradoxically, gave rise to that "group of imporéant prob-~
lems concerning the origin, nature and validity of human

21 . , . '
" The reason why the success was "incidental"”

knowledge.
and the probléms were "important” is explained by the fact
that "as long ag the pfoblem of method was unsolved, this
addition to the field of phileosophy was rather liké discover-

. . s - . . 22
ing new diseases without finding cures for the old ones."““"

201bid., p. 22.

21 .
Ibid., p. 23.

”
"2Ibid. -
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Will 0'Connor find ‘a“cure fof‘the old diseases? Will he

e~

uncover the nature of the virus which incubated in the .
speculation on the nature of the universe and man's place

in it so characteristic ofthe classical and mediaeval

philosophers? He will do so, oddly in view of the fact that

we see things more clearly than the philosophers of the

seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, by speculating on the

.powers of the human mind for, ‘as it turns -out, such con-

‘ L

stitutes "a“verywgood starting point for the search for such

|r'23

a2 method. What, then, is the nature of the human mind?

. -~ )
What is the nature of reason? ) -

C. The Nature of Reason

-

"For Q'Cofnnor.reason ‘consists in "the capacity to solve
problems, of whatever kind they-may be; or, to put the same
point in another way, reason is the ability to answer ques-

- . . 24 . .

tions appropriately. Now the issue, of course, is what
is involved in-solvimg problems, in what way the capacity to
"do so might be characterized, of how, precisely, the deter-

mination is made that a problem is solved; or, to put the

. same point in another way, what constitutes appropriateness

in the ability te answer questions? Unfortunately, O'Connor
does not .reveal his\aiﬁ conception ‘of that capacity or

abilicy but his presupﬁositions as to -both are revealed in

his passing on those.-who have reve¥led their concepbgpns'of

-~

that capacity-and ability and, what is more, in shewing the

) ’
~3Ibid.

oy
“*Ibid.
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inadequacy éf those concepfions thus revealéd. For it appears
eﬁat those who have so revealed their conceptions of that
capacity and ability fall, according to 0'Cognor, into two
groups, those who expected "too much" of reason, and those
who expected "too little."

It was the mediaeval philosopher who incubated the
virus to which the philosophers of ihe seventeenth anéf”f
egighteenth cehturies fell heir, for it was he who was overly
'sanguine about £he nature gf reason. The reason he was
.overly ‘sanguine was owing to the fact, for 0'Connor, that he
Yacked "a corre¢t conception. of what the human mind was
capable of knowing and hog it should set about-acquirihg the
knowledge that la;‘within its power."zs- The reason why he
la;kéd the corrétt.conceptidn of what the human mind was
capaﬁle of kpowing and, consquently, why he botched the job
bf determining how it should set about acquiring the know-
ledge that lay within its power was, by further consequence,
that he had not.settled the prior question, "What kind of

]

evidence would Be)appropria:e te the sort of questions that
L

: . 26 . . .
we are asking?" He did not realize that for different

. ; .
questjons different @brts of evidence are required. This is
] [

clear, for example, where the mediaeval philosopher mis-
takenly thought that he could prove the existence of God

from common sense and self—evidequ principles. He did not

. S
realize, O0'Connor points out, th&t
-

=
,
231bid., p. 24.

7
2O1phid., p. 25.-
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« « . in either mathematics or in natural
science, their 'proofs' on these subjects
have not commanded any general assent
among equally competeht and well-informed
philosophers. That is to say, the meta-
physical findings of the mediaevals do not
meet the criteria that we would ordinarily !
apply to the theories offered to the world
by scientists, mathematicians, scholars,
economists .and so on, namely the criteria
of independent checking by experts in the
same field and coherence with the estab-
lished body of knowledge in that field.

-~ There is 1ndepd no such established body
of philesophidal knowledge; and philos-
ophy being the sort of entergrlse that
it is, there never could be.

Hav1ng laid it down that different sorts of ev1dence
are demanded for different sorts of questions and that the
answers to those questions are, or are not, appropriate in
tgfms of those different sorts of evidence and, furdher,

]
having equally laid it down that philosophical questions

constitute d'part of that very large number of questions
which cannot beﬁdecided by either empirical or deductive evi-
dence, O'Connor.then proceeds to invoke precisely those sorts
of evidence appropria;e_to empirical or deductive questions
to disqualify the "mediaevals" and their proofs. Although,
in other words, the questions of the mediaevals wefe not the
sort of questions for which empirical or deductive sorts of
evidence were appropriaﬁe, it is precisely bgcause their ques-
tions were not amenable to the methods of mathematics or

. - " ,
natural science that their proofs failed, that they went ©
wrong. The mediaevals did not realize that tgeir proofs

would not meet the cpiteria that we would ordinarily apply

7.2
“'Ibid., p. 24.
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bad luck.

to the theories offered to the world by scientists, matﬁg:_
maticians, scholars, economists and so on. That is.why'tﬁe
mediaevals expected "too much” from reason. They had missed
out on the past three hundred years of inductive seiencé
which has shown that different.sorts of questions-require
different sorts of evidence. It was just a bit of bad luck.
Elsewhere Oﬂannor shows where the mediaevals went
wrong in expecting too much from reason.”% Here he directs
his attack on the Thomistic conception of essences and the

view that such essences can be apprehended by virtue of

intuitive reason. !Aquinas also, so it seems, suffered from

.
LT

A man, for Aquinés, is a rational animal;
.ot . . - A, . .
and he himself is the most rationzl animal

of us all. Unfortunately, the will to . '\

rationality, even ‘allied to great philo-
sophical acumen, is not enough to guide a
man to the truth., He must know ‘alsp (a)

¢ what rational argument can do and what are
its limits, and (b) what evidence we can

appropriately use as material.for the pro- ,ég

cesses of reason._ The rise of natural
science, mathematics, and formal logic in
the past three hundred years has ‘made both -
(a) and (b) clear te us. But St. Thomas
has a very imperfect idea of both. ‘We are
lucky enough to have the right models for
rationality; he had the bad luck to be
born too early.29 : ’

While peripheral to this thesis, it is of interest

.to observe O'Connor's attack on Thomistic essences, that by

R X -
which an entity is marked off as being of a particular sort.

The method involves first drawing on ontological “realism &

28D.J. 0'Connor, Aquinas and Natural Fkaw (Toronto:
Macmillan and Co., 1967). ,

,
291kid., p. 6.
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while concurrently restricting the.meaning of essences to their
empirical sense; that done, he proceeds to invoke epistemo=-- .
logical rominalism to undermine such ontological realism. So,’

St. Thomas was muddled in believing water was an "element" .

- v

for we now know that it is not an element "but rather the

combination of two elements in the proportion of two to t

30 . . .
one." Now, St. Thomas was mistaken in believing that es-

v

sences are presented- to us.in expgrience'"pre—paqkageﬁ for
us by nature in pigeorn holes that divide cone kind of thing

frem another. In fact, such”classifications are largely the

outcome. of our practical interests and our linguistic equip-

2 . 31 ' .
ment and conventions." But O0'Connor does not show whether

water, consisting of the combination of two elements in the -

- ) . . ’ - N Lo N
propertion of two to-one, is the outcome of our practical

interests, linguistic equipment and conventions. He does not.

show how our classifications, that to which the theory of

essences 1s addressed, correspond to that which is c%gésified,

. L.

how we apprehend the object having the p;operties it does.
before we can assign to that object specific empiéical com-— -
pongnts such as‘those pertaining_to water, consisting of a
combination of elements in thihpraportion of two tvoné.

- Ofﬁmore-central concegn here is O'Connor's attack on
Aquinas' v£ey of rational igtuikion, that is, that the ultimate
premises upon which reasoning rest‘are‘knownlﬁ§ direct.inéight

and are, consequently, self-evidently true. For O'Connor as

OIbid., 5. 16. - y
bid.
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. -

for Aquinas, all reasoning proceeds from propositions accepted
as true, that is.~we must know such premises to Fe,true.if we

\\ . . . -
are to be safe in believing the conclusions of reasoning

which rest upon such premises. There are those preﬁises,
however, which are not themselves the conclusions of previous
acis 0f inference, that is, those ultimate premises upon which
subsequent inference res;s. For Aquina; these ultimate
premises-are-%nown'by rational intuition. FoF 0'Connor, oﬁ
the other hand, such rational intuition confounds-psychology‘
and philescphy. "The psychological process of gfasping’a
priﬁq}ple»common to particular. cases is real and important,"
he observes, "but the philosophical problem of justifying

—y

'self-evidence' as a criterion of truth is evaded. The

-k . ) ' -
_ “efiterionm of felt €2rtainty is demonstrably pnreliable."32

The issue then becomes one of C'Connor's attempting such
philosophical justification. Does he succeed in the attempt?
He does not. ©Rather, he points out that;

- Like all empirical concepts, thé concept’
of rational activity is clear-cut only in
its application to®central standard cases
like mathematical and logical demonstra- )
tions and scientific reasoning. Contempo- -
rary philosophy would generally dispute
the classification of intuitions of first
principles or of essences as a way of work-

. ing of the human intelligence.<

If the concept of rationality is an émpirical concept
and is clear-cut only in relation to its "central standard

cases" will O'Connor show how contemporary philosophy

21p54d., p. 12,

, CTbid., 9. 37..
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arrives at the agprehension of the first principles of such

- -
standard cases? In the case of the *standard case of

scientific reasoning, O'Connor simply assumes that which
he  must establish. The working of the human inteiligence

in the standard case of scientific reasoning, O0'Connor re-

veals, is associated with the "so-called hypothetical

deductive method," that is, "making conjectures about .facts

that we do not know on the basis of facts.that we .do kﬁow;"B&

But it is, of course, the nature of the derivation of these
"facts that we do know" which is at issue and which O'Connor
nowhere reveals.

O'Connor, unfortunately, does not pursue a considera-

tion of those other "central standard-cases" in his treatment

of St. Thomas, but.'he did manage to diagnose an identical

" : " = s 1 . 3 5 . .
- "disease"”" in Aquinas' mentor. Here he clearly maintains
that in order for the conclusions of a logical demecastration
to be true, the premises from which they are deduced must also

.be true and necessarily so. . -

Tlf a statement S} is both necessarily true
and demonstrably so, we must be able to
prove it from prior premises, S, and 83,'
say, which are themselves necessarily true.
For.-no statement can be necessarily true
if it is'proved from premises that are not
themselves so. Now what of Sy and S5 them-
selves? If they are to be demonstrated too, " B
there must be further necessary statements,
S¢ + - . Sk from which they are deducible.

"It-is clear, as Aristotle points out, that

Y

4 Ibid.
33D.J. C'Connor, "Aristotle,” in A Critical History
of Western Philosophy, D.J. O'Connor, ed. (London: Macmillan
Ltd., 1964).

r
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such a process of proof cannot go on ad
infinitum. Sooner or later we must come

Lo a starting point in g_set of statements!
Sp - - . Sn which, thog:atwtrue and neces-
sarily.so, are not themselwes demonstrable
and do not contain any of- the statements .36
S; - « . Sp-1 which they are used to prove.

The issue could not be clearer. There can be no

infinite regress of statements serving as the premises of
loglcal demonstratlon as sooner or later we Rmust come to a
startlng point in a set of scatemente S ... . Sn which are
necessarily true and not themselves demoﬁstrable. Arlstotle
and Aquinas claim that such a set of statements is known by
rational dintuition. What does O'Connor say?

Intu1t10n of supposedly self-evident proposi-
tions cannot guarantee their truth. What
appears self-evident to us will depend upon
our intelligence, our interests, and our
training. Thus A may accept as self-
evidently true what B will reject as false
. or doubtful. The history of mathematics
has in fact shown that the axioms at the basis
of a mathematical system do not have to be
"true,' still less, 'self-evident.' They
merely have to be consistent. 'True' is not 37
an appropriate predicate for such propositions.

It was "clear" when Aristotle pointed it out that a process of

proof cannot go on ad infinitum but thatr soorer or later we

must come to a set of statements whieh are necessarily true
and'hot_themselves the outcome*of.a.further pfocess.of proof.
_Now.we find that such a éet of statements does not have to

be true affer all, it is not ae "app;ep}iate-predicate for
such propositions.”" In addition to self—contfadiction,

O'Connor passes by the point at issue, for i%&is not a matter

0154, p. 48

"Ibid., p. 49. Ttalics his.

W
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of intelligence, interests, or training but rather of the
manner in whgch a set of ultiﬁate statements is known, how
A will accept as self-evidently true what B will reje&t as
false or doubtful. -Further, there must be some reason for
accepting certain axioms as qépoged to others, else O'Connor
merely replaces infiﬁite regress of ‘basic statements with
infinite conventionalist relativity of psychological back-
ground condi;ion.'IWhere the ;fitefipn of "felt-certainty"
is "demons;fably uﬁreliable," if intuition of supposedly self-
evident proéosiiions cannot guarantee their truth, what is
one to say about intelligence, interests, and training?.
.0'Connor, of course, is guilty of that with which he chatged
Aéuinas, that is, he haS'eyaded the pﬁilosophic§l‘ppoblem of
Justifying "self-evidence" as a criterion of truth.

O0'Connor’'s appeal to "consistency" fares no’ better,
since such consistency is operative only after the first_

premises have been grasped. With logicél demonsﬁration,

O'Connor points out, -

-9
First, the evidence or premisses from which
-we make our deductions must be true. And,
secondly, the deductions themselves must be
correct or valid. Of these two conditions,
logic can guarantee only the second. The
‘truth. of those propositions which are not
formally deducible from other propositions
has to be established by means wh1ch lie
outside the scope of logic.

1t is clear, then, that either 0'Connor is dodging the question
of the derivation of first principles by appeal to the gon~

sistency criterion, since that criterion properly belongs to

Introduction to Svmbollc Logic, op. cit., p. 1l.
ftalics his. .



Q

the second condition of logical

its validity;39 or, C0'Connor is
the truth of those propositions

ducible from other propositions

24

dembnstration, that is, to —
seriously suggesting that
which are not formally de-

and which have to be estab-

lished by ﬁeans which lie oﬁtside the scope of logic is to

be found in the intelligence, interests and.trainihgiof one

who selects those propositions.

Such intelligence, interests

and training'constitute those "means which lie outside the

" scope of logic." The question then becomes a reductio ad

absurdum as to whose intelligence, interests and training is

to take precedence in the determination of the truth of those

propositions which are not formally deducible from other -

propositions. Unfortunately, O'Connor does not pursue this

point in his treatment of symbolic logic, Aristotle, or

_Aquinas. By failing to do so, however, he has equally failed

Lo give some form of non-intuitive account of. the derivation

of such first principles and, by exteﬁéion,_failed to show

how the mediaevals, and St. Thomas in parficular, expected

"too much" from reason. He has

b4

himself not shown the "correct

conception of what the human mind was3cépable of knowirg and

how it should set about acquiring the knowledge that lay

within its power."

39"Validity" in logical

the derivation of tautology which,
axiom set being.both complete and consistentc.
complete if the formulas as laid out in the logical

table"

demonstration is secured by
in turn, is secured by an
Such a set is
"truth

cannot be extended without running into inconsistency.,

and a2 set is consistent if every derivable formula is a

tautology- :
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Where the mediaevals went wrong in expecting "too

‘much” from reason, O'Connor next reveals, the sceptic fares

. - \‘ A :
I'ittle better since he expected "too little." He "expected
too little because he maintained the view of "the fallibility

of the human mind and the untrustworthiness of all the sources

of our knowledge from our senses and ‘memory to our powers of

deduction and so—talléd‘intuitions:"ao ﬁore specifically,
the sceptic slipped up in his failure to recognize the

"reliable standards for distinguishing true statements from

: . C . 41
false ones and for assessing probabilities with success."

Now O'Connor could not determine the manner in which the

.premises of science or the ultimate axioms of mathematics or:

formal‘logic were derived; will he be able to specify those

-

"reliable standards'" by which we distinguish true statements
from false ones and for assessing probabilities with success?.

Will he, furﬁher; be’ able to do this in the context here

under consideratibn, that is, for philosophical questions
which, under the principle, "cannot be decided either by

empirical or purely deductive methods?"

-

According to O'Connor what one does when one uses

reason, when one employs that capacity to solve problems or

——

answer questions appropriately, is to pro ortion "the degree
: pp 3 prop . 8

o

—

of conviction with which we hold our various beliéfs to the

strength of the“evidence that we have to support them. The

abuse of reason consists in holding beliefs on insufficient

/, ) * . )
An. Introduction to the Philosophy of Education,

“op. cit., p. 26. - 7

Z
“Irbia.
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evidence or holding them with a degree of'certainty that .the

42

evidence does not justify." The "reliable standards" for

'distinguishing'trﬁe statementg from falée ones and for

: : ; _ ~ '
rassessing probabilities with success, for solving problems
.or for answering qﬁestions appropriately, are.now revealed
té'coﬁsist of standérds for the determination of evidential
sufficiency. ‘Howevgr, it is obvious that to maintain that
rationality'%gsts_on the correct.préportioning of degree of
conviction to such evidential sufficiency and itswébuse in
‘incorrectly so propo:tioﬁing it is platitudinous unless some
further "reliable stanaards"'regulative of such broportioning_
are forthcoming. How, in other words, do we know when the

degree of our conviction is correctly proportioned to the

. strength of the evidence?
The point is not lost on O'Connor, who muses that

people "do not disagree—on the principle of using appropriate

.evidence but on the standards by which we decide what is

. ' 43 R
evidence .for whar." In addition to controversy over what

- T m—— . N
is evidence for what, one might add, in view of the above,

that they also disagree over what constitutes ‘evidential suf-
. — o~ ‘

ficiency, and, correlatively, its correct proportioning to

degree of conviction. ' There can be no question: Unless

some specification of ;héée "reliable stapdards" is forth-

coming by which we distiﬁgu;sh true statements from false

ones and for assessing probabilities with success, in .addition

) ’ )

TIbid., p. 27. -«

A AL . ' )
Ibid., p. 28. Italics his. S ‘



to some determination of those further

',adJudlcatlng the correct proportlonlng

’

-
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"reliable standards"”

of degree of convictioen

to strengkth of evldence, o' Conrnor wxil himself stand gﬁilty

of falllng to so proportlon the degree

of his conviction in

reSpect to these rellable standards™ with the strength of

evidence he has to support them. What, then, are thesg

"reliable standards?"

0'Connor, unfortunately, does not know what these

"reliable standards" might be, that, in fact, he has merelf:'

employed platitude to counter the sceptic. It appears,

‘all,

that

- - . 1t cannot be said that there is vet
any final agreement on the point. I do not
want to suggest that nothrng useful can be
said on the matter. It is certain however
that anything that can usefully be said will
not be so platitudinous as what I have said”
so far. It is well to remember that in

philosophy any statement that is not a-tru-

ism is controversial. Nevertheless, even a
truism may. be true. Truisms are often
worth re-affirming just because what is
ocbvious to one man is not so to another.
What we find obv1ous. depends to a large
extent. on our training, knowledge and pre-
conceptions. ' .

. "

One must, of course, agree with O'Connor that

that can usefully be said oﬁ‘the-topic will -not. be so

after

anything

plati%

tudinous as what he has said so :far. This, then, is his

delaved response to Aquinas in regarq to the apprehen51on of

the ultlmate premises of 1og1ca1 demonstration.

St.

Where for

Thomas they were "sclf-evident" for O'Connor, after much

deliberation, they are "obvious." Further, in rebuttal to

/,
“Ibid., p. 28. TItalics his.
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the sceptic who expected "too little" from reason, O'Connor

invoked his Mreliable standards" yet, admittedly and ex-

Ca plicitly, he has failed te show what what they are. He is,
. then, under his own criteria, in abuse of reason.

In attempting‘t; keep our minds free from nonsense
_O'éonnor éouéht'to clarify the'relatiqh ;f philosophy,_fhat_
set Qf values and ideais embodied in the pdrposes_for which.
énﬁwledge. skills éﬁd attitudég are imparted and which direct .
._,«{{e amount and types of training given,-tg the enterprise of~
education. Such clarification reqqiigifngurthéf considera-
tion of the aims of eduqation, which,_in_tu;n, required a
clarification of those values embodied in fhoge aims if we
were to bé.safeguarﬁed against that most dangerous of intel-
Jlectual errors, that of talking philosophy unadares;«'Ndw
the clarification of those values'demanded a still further .
clarification of the natgure ;f the ﬁuestiohs in terms of
which the aims of education and their embodied values are put,
and this required a still further clarification of the method
by which odne.might answer these questions. But any.clarifi-

cation of the method of answering these questions requiréd,

still further, a clarification of the hétﬁrg of reason, of \\g:
what the human mind was capable. This is the point we-have

now attained, but. the fruit of such resolute, piecemeal,

second-order and value-free exercises of clarification has

been paltry. We do not.know what a philosophical.questipn

-y

ﬂ/ﬂlght look like, aithbugh it does not lodk‘Iike an empirical = .

. a ) .
or deductive questicn.  We lack 2 method for its appropriate

answering, although we are assured that empirical and deduc-



tive methods are not applicable. We are not clearer as to -

the nature of reason, we do not know where the premises of
science-or the basic statements of logical demonstration come

from, nor do.we know what the "reliable standards™ might be

by'wﬂich we may énswer questions appropriately and assess _.
probabilities with success. |

It is now;time, however, to circle back, to regain
‘some ﬁurchaﬁe on the question lost duriﬂg the descent into

“the nature of reason. The fact tﬁat, on the basis of

0'Connor's clarification, we do not know what it is constituteg

T

no barrier for a return to the question which the clarifica-

tion of'th?:i?turg of reason was intended to presuppose. v .

That quéstion, it might be recalled,_is'the question of ‘the

methodrapprop:;éte for philoscphical questions and the nature
of the evidence by which such questions might be ‘answered.
What, then, is the appropfiate method for philosophical

questions?
c

D. The Appropriate Method for Philesophical Qubstions

.‘ Oddly, in view of his attazck on the mediaevals who

expécted 'too much" from reason as they were not aware that
their proofs did notlmeet the criteria "that we would
ordinarily apply to the theories offered te the world by

bl ) -
scientists, mathematicians, scholars, economists and so on,"
O‘Cénnor' now points out that "it will not ﬁelp us here;ﬁo

tse the same methods to deal with-the intractable questions

of philosophy that have worked so Qell in enabling us .to

el
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4 .
understand the natural world."*> If such metBods are of no
use in respect to those intractable questions; one may, with
some just¥ce, .wonder why they were brought forward to serve.
As criteria for judging the mediaevals who directed their

;ftention to jagt those intractable questions. What we can
learn from-such he££ods, ho@ever, is that "n& set of problems
is fikel& to yield its solution until we find the right
method for apﬁrohching it. The key to probfém-solving of

. . z
2ll sorts is first to find the general method for the kind

of problem in question."46 This has a rather familiar ring—

it was, it might be rvecalled, why the philosophers oflthe
seventeenﬁh and egghteenth centuries slipped up. They were
speculatiné on the nature of the human mind, just discovering
a new. disease, iittle realizing that the quest was quixotic
"as long'as the problem of method was unsolved.” With the
failure of O'Connor's own quixotic quest, the question is
now”directiy faced. What, then, is the right method for ab—
proaching those intractable questi;nS'of philosophy in order
. that they are likely to yield their solutions?

O'Connor makes-éhor; work of dgtérmining the appro-
priate hethod for philosop@icél qQuestions. The fact is that

there is no such method for experimental science and logical

demonstration exhaust between them the only methods by which

-

solutions may be secured. "There can be no philosophical
’ o .
. proofs,” O'Connor emphasizes, "because philosophy cannot pro-
’ : .
“31bid., p. 29. =
46

Ibid., p. 30.
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ceed either.by the axiomatic method of mathematics or by thﬁ
experimental way of the gcientists. Aﬁd there are no other -
kinds of proof but formal deduction on the one hand and the

w7

establishment or refutation of hypothesis on the other.
AN ’ .

To possess an appropriate method, in other words, is to know

what sort of evidence is relevant to the question as well

as the proper method of collecting it, and "this is just what
a M r

we do not know in many questions relating to philosephy,

morals, politics, religion and so on—all those questions
- .c' -

that seem perennially contrdversial because there is no

established, agreed and tested method of approaching them:"as
- : j
. h . 4
O'Connor's principle of different sorts of evidence /

JJV S " .
for different sorts of questions, initially to have been

interpreted as the precipitate of the past three hundred . e

years of experimental-science and a beacon of rational liberal-

3

. r
ism, turns out to be more exclusive than inclusive. Initially ~

raised to demarcate the modes of knowledge sand the_questions‘
. i ’ . .

appropriate to those modes, the principle so viewed was

promptly vioclated with qupect to, metaphysics :and those who J
expected "too much" of reason. Yet 0'Connor -could not account
v - T ¥
= . )y , . .
for the genesis nor for the application of his two ex%mplary

modes.+ Conversely, he could not account for their operation
by way of articulating their "reliable standards" agaiﬁiﬁ,

the charge of the sceptic. The principlg is carried over to

“ethe determination of uncovering thé right method” for philo- -

NS

“81bid., p. 31.
3
-
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sophical questions with the cqnsequenF-discovery that thefe
are\no other methods than those of scienée an& mathematics.
The ryb is that philosophical questions are controyeréial

questfons and” they are controversial questions because there

-
.

. 3 . s - . st
1s no appropriate method for their "solution. If there were

a method fpr their solution, then they would not be con-

troversial.
e N
But O'Connor himself has admitted that the question

of what is evidence for what in science is conmtroversial.
People do not' disagree on the principle of appropriate evi-

dence itself but on the standards by which we decide what is

evidence for what. Equally controversial were those standards

-

constituting evidential adequacy as- well as the proportioning

.~

of degree of conviction to strength of evidence. In addition,

\fince the establishment of the truth of the premises upon

~
s " . . R - .
which deductive demonstration rests lies cutside the realm

s

of such demonstration, it being a matter of intelligence,"
- . ’ V -
interests and training, it also is controversial. But if

contrbve;siality extends to-the axiomatic method and the

™~ .

‘efperimental way, 1s not the barring of bhilosophy, morals,

politics, religion and so on,on the grounds of their con-

‘troversiality, itself controversial?

Now, if philosophical questions are controversial "ques-

tiong‘behause.there is no appropriate method for their solution,

and there is no appropriate method for their solution because .

_one does not know what sort 9f evidence would count towards

"

such a solution nor the - proper method of collecting it, the



. issue raverts to the questlon ‘of the standards by which we
decide what is ev1dence for -what, one, by the way, which was
controver51al, Since there is not yet any final agreement on
e * the point. If O0'Connor w1shes to ground his controversial
Y -~
barring of-an approprlate method for phllosophy, morals,

politics, religion and so on, on the basis of their "contro-
versiality, he must bestir himself. from platitude couched

- ~ .
in the observation that appropriateness resides in the pro-

portlonlng the "degree of our conviction WIth Wthh we hold
our yarious beliefs to the strength of the ev1dence we - ﬁave

to support them." He nust, 1n'other words, give some account
<

of evidential relevance.
It is in terms of evidentiaI relévance that a question
has meaning. A mcanlngless questlon lacks such ev1dent1al

relevance. ®0’ Connor p01nts out that were we confronted by a-

question where we do not know what the relevant evidence

would” be, "then we should in all honesty admit that for us

' . . . 4
- tfre question is not a meanlngful one."*?

‘Now asking the right question means, among
. o ‘other things, putting gquestions that specify

. ' implicitly the tvpe of evidence appropriate
to their solut¥on. . . . Tf the questioner
cannot tell you what sort of evidence would
be relevant to hisanswer, his query is a C®
mere pseudo-question - hav1ng the grammatical
form of a question but not its interrogative
function. For if the Questioner does not ' -
know what Sort of evidence would be relevant—-
to his problem; he is in no position to dis-
tinguish a relevant from an irrelevant answga,
st%?l less a true nswer from a false one.

bid., p. 31. Italics his.

4 Ibid., p. 32. Italics his.
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There are, for O'Copnor, -two sorts of meaningless ques-

/

tions. Meaninglessness may be relevant to the questioner,

-
-

where he cannot tell you what sort of evidence would be relevant

-

to his answer, or relevant to the respondent, where he "per-
sonally did not know what kind of evidence weould answer the

21 In addition, there may be meaninglessness in

guestion."”
R
principle, relating to those questions where "there was not
N o C 52 . ' .
and never could be any such evidence."” Meaninglessness in

principle extends beyond present practice to embrace "a

possible range of Tvidence tbéi; were it obtainable, would
: 8
* ,153

verify the statement or answer the question. The thing is

that to possess an appropriate method for answering questions
is to know what evidence is relevant as well as the method

. .
for collecting it, and this, for O'Cpnnor, is just what we
do not know in many quest;ons relating to philosophy, morals;
politics, relfgion_and"so'on.- Are, thén, these questions
‘meaningléss?

The answér to that question, following 0'Connor's seg
quence of argument, shall be postponed momentarily Sy way of
«comment oh hgs distinction betwegn relative and absolute

meaninglessness. The simple point here is that the standards

by which we decide what is evidence for what has been passed

. -

by, or, in other words, is presupposed in the accoun? of rela-

tive meaninglessness or meaninglessness in principle. The

~ 2t1bid., p. 33.
22144,

>31pid., p. 34. Italics his.
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latter merely drives the guestion back':o the issue of what,
in fact, does constitute oktainable evidence which, of
course, presupposes those standards by which we decide what
, e

0] * N - L ) !
is evidence for what. In.the absence of such standards the

possible range of obtainable evidence would extend to cover

. all cases of questions since it-is by such standards that the

‘meaningful are discriminated from the meaningless. Similarly,

, . S . ' : - ' . =3
if asking the right questions means, among other things, :
. .o : : R

;Sbeéifying the type of evidence appropriate to their solution,
LI

such appropriateness will;natu;ally feature as a function of
the SLandérds of the dﬁestioner or respondent. The gquestioner
may spgciﬁyt in .his question, the type of evidénce appropriate
to its solution bﬁt such abpropfiéteness may or may not satisfy
ﬁhe i}andards of the.respondeﬁt, and conversely. -Bu;_so what?

Of course a person is in no position to distinguish a relevant

f}om an irrelevant answer, still less a true from a false one,

if he does not know what sort of evidence would be rele;ant
to his problem, but that is not'ﬁhe;issue. The issue remains
;haa it has been, and that is fhe determination of those
standardslby which.we decide what is evidence for what. If
0'Connor wishes to maintain that.those questions relating to

philosophy, morals, politics, religion and so on are meaningless

questions, it is this he must establish. Having invoked the. .

. . b A
principle ob meaninglessness on the grounds of evidential
relevénce, vet having suppressed the criteria by which such

relevance is,to be determined, O'Connor proceeds to archly

.
>

observe that:
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Indeed, some philosophers have suggested, .
. perhaps unkindly, that all metaphysical -
' statements are of just this kind. Un--
fortunately, it is not possible to give
any useful general rules that will enable
us to proscribe such statements and -ques-
ticns in advance. We have to test each
one and pass or fail it on its merits.o%

«But, of course, O0'Connor has himself given just such

Q _ ) .
a general rule for proscribing meaningless or metaphysical

- -

questions” in advance, ‘that general rule being that in order

for a question to be meaningful it must specify implicitly

‘the type of evidence appropriate to its solution. If, on the
‘ » -

other hand, one is to take this pronouncement at face value,

1

that is, that there is no general rule that will enable us
. L

to proscribe ‘such statements and guestions in advance, then

. : ‘ .o >
it is, under the criteria, itself meaningless and metaphysical

since it has failed to.specifi impiicitl& the type of evidence
@ppropriate to iﬁs answer. On the o;hef hand, 2 third way
béckohs. ‘If there is indeed no general rule ;hat will enable
us‘ﬁo‘p;bscribe such statemgnts'éhd questiong in advance and
that each-has to be tested on its merits, and‘the statement’
is to avoid the ofprobrium of being itself metaphysical and.
meaningless under the_criteria,'O'Cpnnor must reveal what
these merits might be, that is, on what basis do we test each
one -and pass or %ail it on its'meri;s._ Will O'Conhqr_show
of what such tests might dopsist” where such merits might
.

reside, and the criteria by which such statements and ques-
ti;ns pass or fail,'aﬁdiwill he do this in the iigﬁt-df his

< : ‘ .

own principle that there is no final agreement on the stand-

~ S%pid., p. 35.




ards by which.we decide'whgz'is evidence for what? l_f‘ S
To this poiht we have iéarned.that there is no‘appré—
prlate method for phllosophlcal questlons because we do not
know what sort of- ev1dence would be relevant to such ques—yq
tions. .They are controversial questions,just because they
lack such an épprobriate method'bécause,.iq‘turn,‘that is
what it means to He éoﬁtroversial. But are such,queétions
meaningless.queétions?. Meaningless questions are such by /ﬁ?
. . . rd
“virtue of the fact that we do not know what sort of evidence
would be feleyént to‘ﬁheir Znswer or even if such evidence
wgre-in‘principle’qhtainablé. The determination of whether'
we know what éort of evidence would be relevant to their aﬁs—
wer or if such evidence were, in principle, obtainable,-isw
in turn, é feature of the determination o4 the standards by
which we decide wﬁ%t is e;idence for what. It is by such a
determination that we will be enabled to test each question
and pass or fai;‘iﬁ on its merits. Whether philosophical
questions, together with ﬁhose of morals, politics, religion
and so'on, are in fact'?éaningful questions will turn on the
determinat%on of the ;;andards by which we decide what is

evidence for what, on the determination, in other words, of

what constitutes evidential relevance.

«

E. What Constitutes Evidential Relevance for Philosophical Questions?

.

O0'Connor has maintained that meaningless questions are

of two sorts. A question may be meaningless if the questioner

does not know what kind of-evidence would answer the questiog.

Meaninglessness here is relative as it attaches to the ques-
- q
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[N ' I

ards b}iwhigh-we.decide'what'is evidenci for what? . fj'
To this point we have iéafned.thgt there i's no'appré—
priéte metﬁbd for philosophical questions because Qe do not
know what sort oﬁ-evi@encé woﬁld be relevant to such'dueSQ
tions. .They gre-cont?oversial questibﬁs_juét because they
lack such an hpp;oﬁriate.method'bécause,‘iq.turn,_that ié

what it means to be controversial. But are such _questions

meaningless questions? , Meaningless quéstions are such by e

< s

"virtue of the fact that we do.not know what sort of evidence
would be felefént to‘their answer or even if such evide;ce
wgre-in'principletpbtainablb. The determination of Whether
we know what éort of evidence would be relevant to théir aﬁs—
wer or iflsuch‘evidence were, in pfinciple, obtainable, is,
in turn, a feature of ﬁhe'detérmination of the standards by
‘which we -decide what iﬁ evidence for what.> It is by such a
“¢et;:Aination tH;t werwilllbe énablgd to test each question
and pass .or fail.it on its merits. Whether philosobhicai>
questions, together with those of morals, politics, religion
.and so'on, are.in»fact'méaningful questions will turn on the \*=\\;/)'\\
determinatioﬁ of‘the standards by .which we decide what is | A
evidence for'what,fon the'déterminaﬁidn, in other words, of
what constitupés evidgqtiai Televance.

L3
\

E. What Constitutes Evidential Relevance for Philosophical Questions?

O'Connor has maintained that meaningless questions are
cof two sorts. A question may be meaningless if the questioner
does not know what kind of evidence would answer the question. .

Meaninglessness here is relative -as it attaches to the ques-
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£

;tioner's‘éQideﬁ£ial”framework. However, meaningless quespi6n5
may also-be.sqch in priﬁciﬁle, where there_yés~and never .could
be any such é;idence in te?ms of whieh the ﬁuestioﬁ might be

~answered. Méaninglessness here is such because there exists
no evidential framework in';erms of wﬁich the question makes

'sénse, gecausguthere.existslho range of evidencé which might
be brought to bear upon it. Relative'meahihglgssness then
presupposés meanihglessness in principle for cﬁere coﬁld be
no meaningless quemﬁnn.fof one whé‘did.not know what sort -of
ev%ﬂence'would answer the -question if thé ﬁuestionef were in
prior possesé$ion of the standards of meaninglessness.in
princiglé or,ﬁalterna;ively{ eve;y question wBu;djbe meanihg—
less to that questioner if suéh questions did not cqnform fo
his standards of meaninglessness in principle. 'Tbrpossess
the standards of meaninglessness in principle, in other words,
is to possess knowledge of ah absolute eVidenti?i framework
in terms of which not just{relative meaninglessqus-ﬁay.be

~judged but, which is saying the same thing; that by which’

the validity of differing evidential frameworks themselves
may be tested and passed: or failed on their merits. Now it
so happens that O'Comqgiﬂfs in prior possession of just such
standards. ' = i

It seems that there are questions in respect to which
both questioner and respondent know what sort of. evidence
¥ ..
would be relevant to the question, yet that gquestion may still’

be meaningless. This is just the case, 0'Connér reveals,

with metaphysical questions.
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The metaphysicians who debated about God,
mortality, human destiny and so on were
assuming that these problems were similar
to scientific questions about definite
matters of fact to ‘which answers were in
principle possible. Yet it is.obvious
from the history of philosophy that
equally honest, intelligent and well- .
‘informed men may have all the relevant
facts at their disposal and still disagree
about such matters. This indicates that
I the facts which they supposed to be rele-
vant were not really relevant-at all. -If
they had been, it is incredible that
generally accepted ahSwers on these mat-

ters should not by now-have been reached.55

Meaninglessness in briﬁciple is now seen to be
analyﬁical with appropriate meéthod, as both turn on the issue
of consensus. .Thére was no appropriate method for philosophi-
.cél-qﬁespioqs since_such Quéstioné were ¢Bntroversia; and

such controversiality picked out what it was not to have

such an appropriate method.- Similarly, meaninglessness in
principle is such by virtue of the fact that equally honest,
intelligent and well-informed men hay be in possession of

*

all the relevant facts at their disposal yet still disagree
about those mat:‘ters- to which such facts refe'xf',- that is, to
God, mortality, ﬁuman destiny and so on. Such disag}eément
shows that the facts which they éupposed to be relevant were
not really relevant at all and that questions employing such
facts were mean;ngléss in principle. Such is no£ the Ease

with scientific facts where equally honest, intelligent and

well-informed men who are in possession of all the relevant

facts ot their disposal do not disagree. Their agreement

>Sibid., p. 35.
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establishes such 'scientific facts ‘as facts, for .that is what

it is to be a fact. .

The fact is, however,—it is obvious from the history

of science—that equally hopést, intelligent and well-informed

men have been in possession of'al} the relevant facts at their.
dispésél‘and‘yet have disagreed profoundly about their rele-

56 s : . o . . . -~
vance. Again, O'Connor's conventionalist-naturalist reading

of the history of science has served simply to render what it

is to be "relevant" as analytical with what it is to be "agreed
“upon." In such a reading;‘things are what they are, facts are _

. facts, and the world is as it appears to commonsense. In such
a case, of course, there can be no disagreement between
equally. honest, intelligent and well-informed men who have

all the relevant facts at their disposal since such relevance

1

is tavtological with consensus in respect to those facts.

That is what "relevance" means. Fhrther, under the aegis of

-~

empirical naturalism, to be a "fact" is analytical with

things as they are, for that is what is meant by "definite__

T

matters of fact," and things as they are, under the concurrent

v

aegis of conventionalism, is what it is to be "reievantﬁ and
e M. ‘ " N . .. . .
agreed upon. It 1s‘ﬁ$§p such empirical, naturalistic and

conventionalist standards, constitutive of what it is to be

meaningful in principle, that O'Connor rules against meta-

physical questions as meaningless, for-to violate such

standards is what it means to be metaphysical.

3

2%See below, Chapter III: "The Nature of Learning:
D.J. O'Cornor and the Discovery of Neptune." -

i



It is by the light of such standards that O Connor

has eséled the dlfferenca.between sc1ent1f1c facts and
philosophical facts, for where scien;ific\facts are analytical
with their truth, with thiﬁgs as they are, as well as with =
tﬁeir'relevance for ‘they are agreed upon, phllosophlcal
.facts fail the consensus test and are, consequently; analytl—
cal with nelther By circular implicature, it }s an all or
nothing affair “But wha't i§ not clear is, preEiéely,gwhét_ -,
these phllosophlcal facts are, If equally honegst, intelligent
and well- 1nformed men may have all these relevant facts at' <
their désposal and still disagree about such mé;terst where

by "matters" is_to be understood G&d{ mortality, human destiny
and SQ on, whéﬁ, eka;;ly, are these facts-which éhey’hévé at-
" their diépésai? Are they éhe gospel tqi;é? The structure
"of the snowflake? TheLwritinés of‘O'Connor?. In any‘e?eniw
‘two terms appear'ih OfConnd:'s construct, the fact and that
to which the faét is relevantt Unlike scienéific faces, With“:
.philosophical facté one may be in full possession of all the
relevant ones yet sgiil disdgree'wiﬁh another'equaily endowed
“about thét‘to th@h such facts are relevént; that -is, about

God, mortality, human destiny and so on. Such disagreement,

0'Connor reveals, shows that the facts themselves were not

really relevant at all, that is, that to which the facrts
. .4
were'relevant remained untouched but, as it happened, one
il
Just had the wrong collection of facts. One's collection of

facts may well have been relevant to something else, but they

were just not relevant to God, mortality, human destiny and



. . . s . . ) .
so on. The conundrum then arises as to how one is to deter-

-

mine if-one’'s collection of facts is relevant to that to

which the facts refer. _ -

.This pseudo-problem throws O'Connor's empiricist stand—

ards into relief, that is, the view that facts have somehow a

-

life of their own and can subsist in a realm apart from and

in independgn;e of Tthe conceptual framework which establishes

: | : .. 57 .
the fact as a2 fact and bestows relevance upon it. it is,

of course, O'Connor's own empiricist conceptual framework
-

~which has so reified the fact in isolation from its theoreti-

cal foundation in his attempt to secure the primacy of the

. scientific fact at the expense of the philosophical fact, a

reification which then appeals to conventionalist consensus

A

a2s .the mark of its relevance. Where 0'Connor has merely
rendered consensus and relevance as analytical terms in?

respect to scientific facts, it might ‘be pointed out that
such consensus as to the relevance between the.scientific
- . ~ .

3 :
~fact .and that to which it refers is not itself the foundation

of ‘such relevance. The absence of consensus within the

o 57D.J. O'Connor, "The Status of Sense Data,” in
Impressions of Empiricism, G. Vesey, editor (London: i
Macmillan, 1976). 0'Connor, .oddly, supports the contrary -
view of the concept-dependency of "facts," a dependence
which extends to the level of perception.

Our visuval fields as now given to'‘us are so
toncept saturated, so moulded by the struc-
ture of the wvisual world that it is almost

impossible for us to prescind from the cbn-
ceptual load that gives meaning to what is

presented to us. Certainly any expression

ir Tanguage of a visual experience, however
primitive and ill-definéd, is already con-

ceptually tainted. (pp. 83-84.)
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.
sgientific community.is not itself sqfficienp to disﬁonfirm
gélevaace,.for the-fact 1s that the conteht of‘such consénsus
rééts:ultimately on the 5elief-or commitﬁent to relevance,
and it is-by such commitment th;t sciengific evidential
frameworks work to esFablish-scientific faces, not the re-
verse. ‘As such, then, scientific facts do mot differ from
éhei; philosophical_counterpafts. - , : .f

'On'the basis of consensus as the criterion constitu-
.tive of evidential relevance, 0'Connor next mgvesﬂto exténd}
that criterion in'gwo;directionskx“Fipst, he proposes to
raise such consensus from its status of crlterlon%é rele- o
vance spec1f1c to. the evidential framework of the questioner,
from that of the criterion: of relatlve meanlnglessnéss, td

that of absolute standard, to that of the criterion of

meaniégleésness\in pfinciple.lllﬁ will thereby come to dis~ .

;tﬁnguish thoée qqestioﬁs for.whieh‘there was anq never could

bé any such evidence in terms of-yhich an énSuer méy‘be

given. Concﬁrrenﬁlf; he proposes to widen' the scope of con-

gensus S0 raised to embrace—oéher disciplines where there'

a;e "definite matters of fact," and in so doing to further

distinguish meaningful questions. from those perennially ‘contro-

versial gquestions of philosqphy,”morals, politics,ﬁr_ligibﬁ;'_

anﬁ so'dﬁ. O'Connor sees.historg és such a disbrpline; one

in which, as with science, disagreements.db occur but’ which,

also'iike science, tﬂey may in p;inciplé be settled.
Historians and scientists mav, and bfteﬁ ‘.
do, disagree on the way in which the

available facts are to be interpreted. =
But their disagreements can, in principle,

k7
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always be resolved by the discovery of
further relevant facts; and no historical
or scientific disagreement could outlive

. the knowledge of all the facts, if they

were even attainable. Yet this can and

does happen in metaphysical disputes. It

] is ipdeed one more way by which we may /

-7 - Tecognize that the dispute is metaphysical.

2] . . S
While one may look in vain for those "other ways"™ than

38

-

‘the consensus’criterion by which we may recognize that the

dispute is metaphysical, it is not clear how evidential rele-’

vance may be secured by raising consensus to the status of

. operational principle, by eventual agreement attendant upoen

discovery of all the facts.. WHf,"in other wordé, should it

-

be supposéd that disagreement over the interpretation of

the "available facts™ will be resolved by the discovery of

- "further facts" or even knowledge of "all fhe facts?" W11l

not that disagreement in interpretation over which conflicet

arose in relation to the available facts extend to the dis--

-

covery of those further facts and to knowledge of all the
facts since it is by virtue of those interpretations that

those further fagts are established 2s relevant? Why should

a

such disagreement of interpretation be .erased by simble

enumeration? Disagreement over interpretation of such further

relevant facts could outlive knowledge of all the facts since
the relevance of these facts is determined by that interpreta-
tion upon which such selective enumeration is based. The

Marxist and capitalist historian, for example, may indeed
. Y - .
‘have ggdwlgdge of "all the facts," yet their disqgfé;ment

wouid outlive "such knowledge. -Similarly 'with the Newtonian

1 : .
. SSAn Introduction to the Philosphv of Education, op.

¢it., p. 35. ‘Italics his. -
!

[




and Einsteinian physicist. O'Conner's atgument for consensus
= 3 _ . )

in principle as the criterion of evidential relevance fails

for the same reason that his own evidential framework of

empiricism-naturalism failed to account for its own reliable

i
- -~

'standards for the selection and discrimination of "facts,"

- 4

for such consensus equally presupposes the criteria by which
- .
it is achieved. In q)Connor's scheme, evidential relevance,
. ) <
is- tautological with\ﬂff is,agreed upon and what iidggreed

upon is tautological with dg¢finite matters of fact, but the

problem of determining if omie's collection of facts is relevant

to that to which the facts’ refer remains. In other words,

.0'Connor's conventionalist. consensus criterion of evidential

relevance i% parasitic on his empiricist-naturalistic concep-

tion of ‘what it is to be a fact, and what it iSN\to be a fact

el . - .

"is, in its turn,_paras{:ic on what it is to be agreed upon,

on what it is to be relevant. The circularity picks out

- -

0'Connor's essentially objectivist position, a vid&¥ which

.seeks to divorce facts frqm the interpretive matrix by which

1} / ' .
they are established, to dgyorce the product of thought,from

thought itself. "Facts" aré¢ seen to subsist in independence
: 4
of their being known yet, paradoxically, the (justification

. - . - 1 .
of the relevance of those facts rests on consensus in respect

Pl

to the knowledge of those'favps. However, where the emﬁf}ical

4

‘element in the scheme renders such knowledge incomprehensible,

A2 . :
. sl . s . - . . . PR
‘the conventionaliSt’ justification trails off into infinite

-4
»

& . . e
regress for such consensus, to be itself justified, must

appeal to further consensus, and so on.

o
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0'Connor takes his consen#us criterion of evidential

-

relevance by which he-maintains he has established the objec-

tivity of the scientific and historical fact to attempt, in

“the case of philosophical questions, to "re-interpret such

-

empty propositions in such a way that we can see what they

are really asserting and come to some agreed decision about
59

- .

Such re-interpretation shall be done in the -'&
. . '
light of ‘an "important discovery about language.”. That dis-

their value."

covery is the,/realization that "The meaning of a word is

! 60

‘

created and controlled by the way in which it is used.

To say what the meaning of a word is, then, is to say merely .
. . . that the relations between a word
and its meaning is not a part of nature
independently of human wishes but rests
upon social conventions. Words and
phrases have the powers of ‘communication
that their habituated modes.of gfe have .
endowed them with, and neo more.

Here the consensus criterion of evidential relevance
has passed from the "fact-stating language" of the factual
disciplines to the non-fact-stating language of philosophy.

The propositions of philbsophy are "empty" because they are

-
not "fact-stating," yet a re%iduum of meaning may be retrieved

o

in terms of their habituated modes of use with which_the

terms and phrases of such propositions may be conventionally

employed. Now metaphysical and philosophical propositions—

the two are identical—have certainly been sanctioned by use,

-

. ' ‘
5% bid., p. 36.
07p54., p. 37.
6lipid.
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- and if such use is the criterion of meaning of such non-fact-

stating ;anguage, then such propositions must havefmeéning
which such habituated modes—of use have endowed them with,
and no more. Will O'Connor grant them, then, such meaning?
On scrutiny, unfortunately, it is revealed that when
]

philosophical terms are compared with those in everyday usége

it can be seen that "most of the key terms of philosophy must
w62
"

be both vague and irremediablv so. Terms employed in

everyday use, O'Connor maintains, are "common,"™ while those

-

.of philosophy are "uncommon," and they are uncommon because
they are "used much less often and in much less concrete con-
; ‘

texts than the words describing the common features of our
63

everyday experience." However, the uncommonness of philo-
sophical terms does not mark them off from ordinary usage

completely, since such ordinary usage is often vague and
o '
ambiguous as well. The modern philosopher, it seems, resolves

ambiguity and vaguenésé in the one much as in the other.
The modern philosopher who is sensitive to
this natural feature of language often looks
( to the ways in which we remedy vagueness
AN when it troubles us in everyday spegch. We
o commonly do so by poimting to examples. In
the case of 'violet,' for example, we can
point to 'examples, some of which ,we are pré-
pared to call 'vielet' and also. of those
that are gzst too red or blue to qualey for

S the term. &

. . '\ .
O'Connor does not pursue here what is involved in the

. : .-
modern philosopher who is sensitive to the natural features

62

Ibid. Italics his.
z - >
'63Ib;d.-

‘6£‘Ibi.d.,. pp. 37-38. ’
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o

of language being prepared to call certain examples "violet"

-and others as being jhst too red or~plue to qualify for the.

[

term; He elsewhére peints out that mple sensing is to be
distinguishgﬁ_from observing fof, in the latter case, similar
to that of poiniing té examples of "vioiet," "we clothe a
bortion of'our‘visuaf field with concepts. And perceiving
and misperceivingndepends on choosing the right set of con-

nb5

cepts to clothe the-raw data. What, then, is involved in

‘the modern philosopher's pointing to examples of "violet "

of choosing the right set of concepts to clothe the rék\\
data, the'undifferentiated bo}our patch? In what sense,
further, can ordinary usage determine the selection of the
right .set of concepts? Tge difficulties confronting the

modern philesopher sensitive to the natural feaE}fﬁ/of vague-

- . . ' /
ness and ambiguity in language, however common such vagueness

and ambiguity may be, do not appear to be resolvable éimply

in terms of such usage but point themselves rather to the

concept dependency of such pointing and.to the denotative

.~
" bSO T T .
intentionality involved in theg discrimipation and selection

T [

of such cbncﬁpts.‘ For O'Conngf himsélf qQﬁQSSizes &iscrepancy

between the qualities of the physical object; in this case

1

"violet," and the visual field, the conceptualized visual

world.

Let us congﬁd@;( from a large rrumber of
possible examples, the following: We have
several instances of. a shade of colour
which vary gradually from Cl to Cn. It
often happens that Cl is not distinguish-

65"The Status of Sense Data," op. cit., p. 84

N
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able to the normal eye from C2; nor is C2
from C3; nor is C3 from C4. However, Cl
is distinguishable from C4. Thus there

. must be variations in the qualities of the
physical object that are not matched by
variations in the visual field (and this
concluSion can, of course, be reinforced,
by evidence from phygiss). Thus sense
data; in such instance$ cannot be identi-
cal with.parts of the physical world; for
the. physical world in question differs
qualitatively from one part to another
and the 'corresponding' sense data do
not. ) ¢

Now either the modern philosopher who points to the

i

. . . . r
colour "violet" does so under the impreegsfon that the example

"corresponds” to the physical object, Ar he does so becausé

the term "violet" is commonly empfoyed in association with

such an example. In the first case he is clearly mistaken

sfffce the qualities of the physical object are not matched

, _ .

by variations in the visual field. In tﬁé second the question
. o

of objective "correspondence" is evaded but the question of

referral still remains, embedded here is what is involved in

choesing the right set of concepts to clothe the raw data

and by means of which one is prepared to call something

"violet," together with the nature of that further consensus

e .

on the consensus that the term "violet" .is commonly and cor-

. 2
rectly employed in association with that particular -example.

.

The modern philescopher in pointing to examples to remedy

- . - . - 1 .
" vagueness when it troubles him in everyday speech, in other

words, overtly appeals to denotafioﬁ, which can be disproved

by physics, while tacitly invoking consensus oOr COMmMON usage

- ‘ 66

Ibid., p. 86. Italics his.

o + .
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as its justiTlication, but he nowhere shows 'how such commonness
legitimizes such usage.

Unlike "violet," however, the examples to which the

modern p ilosdpher can point, to things like examples of
. _\' R -4 . °

thinking," show for O'Connor, "how fuzzy this and similar -
. -4 f

concepts are round -the edges and how there are no standard

examples of them with a unitary set of properties that all

w67

genuine instances of the concept possess. "Thinking,"

.for example, might mean "when I am daydreaming, when I am

foing mathematics, when I am writing a lepéqr, when I am

playing chess, when I am ‘talking wi;h/?riends and so on.

/

n68 )

There is no end’to the examples to which the modern philoso-
pher can point to illustrate "thinking." If, then, the
unitary set of properties of philosophical concepts are
recalcitrant to simple pointing, if they are too fuzzy round

the edges to be so elucidated as was the case with "violet,"

»
~

does this mean that ordinary language is inadequate as a
criterion of evidential relevance for such toncepts? On the
contrary. The fact is that such "consideration of the work-
ings of language has thrown new light on‘the nature of a

t ” :
concept and has gone a2 long way towards disposing of a

philosophical problem that has;beeufﬁﬂgétanding since Plato."69
The "new light™ that has been thrown on the concept

of "thinking" by consideration of the workings of language

6J1;troduction, op. cit., p. 38.

- 68

Ibid.

. 69Ibid.
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is, of course, that no one use exhausts the concept, that

"

its uses ar® legion. "Thinking" is then to be seenr as "not

,an.all—or—none affair but a2 matter of_degreeu"7o To ask
what it is a degree of which the "new light" has illuminated
is to miss the point, that point being that -all uses of the
term in ordinary usage are to be embraced, all discourse is
valid. The difficdlty is, however, how.the determination
can be made that daydreaming, doing mathematics, writing a
-%&tter; playing chess, and talking with friends are all o
ﬁ;gitimate usés of the concept "thinking" without soﬁe prior
possession of just that concept by which such instances are
identified. But this is just the other .chimaera which the
"new light" has dispelled for, in addition to that contained
in the illumimation that no one use exhausts the concept,
the consideration of the working of language has also shown
that there is, after all, no such concept. There is only
usage. This was tﬁé? problem which had been ocutstanding since
Plato. . e
Now if there is only usage, if éhe meaning of a term
is created and controlled by the way it is used, surely such
uéage for those_perennially controversial questions of
philosephy, morals, politics, religion and so on constitutes
their evidential relevance. Im spite of the fact that the
tgrms‘emﬁloyed_may be fuzzy around the edges and may lack
those;"stquard examples” with'a unitary seé of pfoperties

- L

that -all genuine instances of the concept possess, does not

.

90 hi4.
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SuEh uéage of itself render them legitimate? 0ddly, in spite
of the revg;atioﬁ that there'indeed exist no such "standara
examples," O'Connor proceeds to disclose that there exists
"énothef imbortant application™ of the principle that ﬁhe
meaning of a word is created a#d-conﬁrolled by the way in

which it is used. This important application of the prin-
. a : .
ciple is the appeal to the "standard case."
If the word has’'no application to the stand-
ard cases of its use, it.loses its meaning
and has, in consequence, no application at
all. . . . This kind of appeal to the : )
standard uses of words has had very wide
application in contemporary philosophy and
has proved a very effective logical weapon.
It is particularly powerful in exposing ﬂG}
the emptiness of those metaphysical theories h
whose point depends upon_using ordinary words
7 in extraordinary senses.

It appears, after’all, that there ié noﬁ only ﬁsage
itself but usage which mu;t conform to the "standard case"
if such usage is to éspire to meaning. Now in order to ex-
pose the emptiness of those metaphysical theories whose point
depends upon using eordinary words in extraordinary‘senses,
0'Connor must reveal wha:t these standard cases are to.ﬁhich
meaningful terms m;st have application. O0'Connor, unfortu-
nately, has véry little to say on this crucial point, one,
indeed, upon which his argume;}\for meanifg from use depends.

He does mention one "extraordinary use,"

¥

that of the term
"cause" employed in connection with the "first cause' argu-

ment for the existence of God. Such an argument, for

. . ) . . v
'cause' in a sense entirely.different-

O'Connor, "uses the word

7

Livid., p. 39.



.- -

from that coﬁferred.on it by'ordinarf‘usage."72 But .what ‘he
nowhefe.eﬁplains is why the kerm "cause" as here used is
_pﬁtraordinary, why it is entiféiy differenﬁ from that confer-
red oﬂ‘it by ordinary usage. Of course, why it is entirely_
different from the seﬁse coﬁferred upon it bywrdinary usage
is because it is entinelTy different from the standard cases
of p'C&ﬂnor's usage which restricts ordinary usage to conform
to his émpirical—naturalistic éssﬁmptidns. But is such

restriction, under the criterion, legitimate? Are not the
. ..

. ‘ . N )
uses of a term, under the principle, legion? If, in other

words, the relation between a word and its meaning is not a
part of nature.,independent of Thuman wishes but rests upon .

social conventions, are only O'Connor's wishes, only Oytonnor

.

conventions admissible?

In addition to the first "important discovery" about
languége,_that meaning is created and controlled by use,
there is another to which the modern philosopher sensiﬁive
to the natural fe&t;re of’vagueness and ambiguity of language
has become privy. Tﬁe discpvefy could not-have been long in

coming since it is tautological with .the first importart

discovery. This second discovery consists, for O0'Connor, in

.
-

the disclosure that "langfage is not a picture or map of the

world and, in consequence, no. conclusions can be drawn from

the nature df’language to the nature of reality."73 This;

of course, is where the mediactals went wrong, for they thoug

-1

- — )
7"Ibid., p. 39 (Footnote).

I .
Bibid?, pp. F9-40.
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that they were talking about reality when all along they were

simply exchanging linguistic counters in a meaningless

‘language game. What they did was to mistakenly assume "that

l\?\ '

our thinking about the world mirrored what we found there,
at least when our thinking was not mistaken and that our
language mirrored our thinking."

The harm lay in the supposed split between
thinking and its expression as if thinking
is some sort of mysterious inner process
apart from language or from any other kind
"‘of symbolism whatever. Both the source of .-
this error and its consequences are too com-
plicated to dwell on here. OQOne of its most
damaging results is to make us, suppose that
o the actual grammatical and syntactical struc-
tures of natural languages are a key to the
nature of reality. For language on this
view, 1is a picture of the world, or rather
a picture of a picture. And what we find
in the structure of language may fairly be

supposed tgacor:espond to the structure of
the world.

-

It is unfortunate that the sources and consequences
of the error involved in the view that, on the onc haﬁa, our
thinking about the world mirrored what we found there, and
on the other, that thinEing is some sort of mysterious inner
process that can proceed apart from language;.aré too com-
plicated to dwell on here.for the second important discovery,
to say nothing about the first, demands precisely such dwell-
ing. It seems that ﬁorg is required t%an the simple assertion
that our thinking does not mirror what we find :Sgrg and that

thought cannot proceed independently of its egglession‘in

language for presupposed in such a contention is an unsup-

T41bid., 5. 40.

\_\
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ported view of the relation of thought, reality and language

which does mirror the reality, that is, that thought, reality -

and language are not mirror images but that rather language

_—

is constitutive of both thought and reality. It is, of
course, in the realm of fact-stating language, that dealing
with definite matters of fact, that O'Connor's assumed

empirical naturalism does establish such a mirror image be-

tween our language and whatywe find there, that the structure

of such language may fairly be supposed to correspond w;?h\

\

couched in "non-fact-stating" language that such correspond-

the structure of the world. It is only when language is

>

. .
ence collapses, %pere usage becomes the north star and where

: - L
the standard case discriminates appropriate from inappro-

priate use. But the odd thing is that O'Connor is now himself '
i~ ]

engaged in the non-fact-stating mode, not that mode where the

. : : : /
world §s as it is and language makes no difference but that ¢

b Y

mode where language.-is constitutive of thought and reality,

where 1t comprises that all-enveloping context and where it

is simply being metaphysical to suppose that one tan trans-

cend it. But has.0'Connor ndt himself transcended those .7

forbidden barriers and stands, as a consequence, guilty of
exactly the c%arge he levelled at the mediaevals? Put

baldly, to maintain .that no gonclusions may be drawn from

the nature of language to the nature of reality is to draw

‘

just such a conclusion from the nature of language to the

nature of realicy; inﬁattempting to quash the theory of

correspondence O'Connor has merely invoked his own theory' of "
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non-correspondence and in so doing has not only presupposed
. - . .

on unargued grounds the validity of that thedLy but "has

traduced in the process the principles upon which that theory
rests. As with ordinary -and extraordinary usage, so it

seems, it is O'Connor's view of correspondence which provides

the standard case. t

[ =

Connected with the error that thinking about the world
.
mirrored what we found there is the other, the view that

thinking }s some sort of mysteriaus inner process that can .

proceed apart from language or aﬁy other kind of syﬁbolism

—

whatever.. The view is that thought is identical with its

expression, whether that expression consists in daydreaming,

. 1
doing mathematics, writing a letter, playing chess or in

talking with friends, since the term "thinking" can be used

in connection with all these activities.' Since thought so

“.nt -

conceived is assimilated with its overt expression it is,

in effect, a move within one of an infinite number of lan-

’

guage games, and_any thought or move outside such games
collectively considered, that is,loutgiﬁe,language or any
other kind of s&mbolish wﬁétever, is impossible. But the
fact is that 0'Connor's correcﬁion of the error constitutes
just such a mbve, as it did, of course, in drawing the con-
.clusion that no conclusions may be drawn from the nature of
lénguage to the Aature of’reélity. To maintain, in otﬁer
words, tﬁat thinking is not some sort of mysterious inner’

process that can proceed apart from language or any other

kind of symbolism whatever is to draw a conclusion between

Y
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language and shought, between/Tamguage and that which, unf‘r
R .
the principle, 'lies outside ¥he bounds of language. It is

to make a move outside lapguage-and is, consequently, to be
R . L . . . - i -
metaphysical. : T

O'Connor's search for that which constltutes eV1dent1a1

relevance for phllosophlcal questlons has not been fruitful. His

1nvok1ng of the meaningless in principle criterion for such

evidential relevance has been seen to be circular with that

which’was agreed upon which, in turn, was circular with what it
: X
. - 1
tt

was to be a "fact," which, in turn; was®circular with what ity
‘l

- =t

was to be rzﬁcvant. As philosophical questions were seen by

their nature to be perenniallv controversiél they falled the

consensus crlterlon and in so doing sSuch "facts as fell under

its provenance were irrelevant. Both circularity and irrele-
. . .

vance, however, rested upon the prior possession of -0'Connor's

empiricis{—naturalistic—cpnventionalist_interpretive»frame—

_work, one, oddly, which rules against such frameworks and the

facts escéblishcd in their light. His appeal to meaning as

use forced the invoking of the "standard case" to rule out
philcsophical usage from legitimacy as conscituting eviden-
tial relevance, but he did not explicate why such usage
violated the standard .case beyond showing thct'ic did not con-
form to his legislated standard cases. Finally, O'Connor
violated his own principle which laid it down that one could
draw no conclusions from the nature of language to the nature

of reality and thought by proceeding to draw precisely such

conclusions, albeit 'the conclusion that there was no relation.

-
[ . -~
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O'Connor's whole point, of course, is that nothing
constitutes evidential relevance for philosophical questions,
whether such evidence be considered from an empirical, deduc-

tive, or linguistic perspective. It is with such purpose in

mind that he turns to the final phase of his clarification

of the nature; of philosophical questions, the discrediting

of metaphysicgl Questions as legiciméte philosophical ques-

'
tions since-it is by this very d

iscrediting that we shall be

able to keep our minds free from nonsense.

-

-~

F. Why Metaphvsical Questions are Meaningless Questions

0'Connor had earlier proposed that the evidential

"relevance of philosophical questions could not be established

on the basis of empirical consensus because ssuch questions
were. perennially controversial. It was for that reason that
a brief foray into linguistic philosophy was made in order

that we might "re-interpret such empty propositions in such a

,
" way that we can’'seg what they are really asserting and come

to some agreed decision about thg}r.valde.” +Unfortunately,

no such agreed decision about their value was forthcoming,

L)

save perhaps that- while philbsophical questions were couched

in terms:habituated by use, .such use was extraordinary and

-could make no claim to meaniﬂg. He now abandons his re-

interpretation of such empty.propositions to resume the attack

from the perspective of empiricism, and does so by initially

resurrecting his disginction bet®eeén metaphysics and naturil

- - P

¢ : ' o i b 4
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In viblatiph once again of his principle of different
evidence for different quéstion; O'Connor diécloses that
since metaphysical questions are not natural science questions
they are meaningless qu;stions. For instance,.phe questions
of tﬁe‘classical philosofhers in reference to "mental events,"
the "nature of mind," the "nature of objects revealed to us
by the senses"_may all look to us "supe;fiqially like the ,
problems of the psychologisﬁ Because they deal with the sub-
ject matter of psychology."75 As it turns out;.however, they
are not really the problems of psychology because "they are
not questions that can ever be answered by the psxcﬂologist
as a scientist because no amount of factual evidence collected
by the most careful observation and experiment could ever

76

finally settle them." The line of reasoning here is that ,

_such questions appeared to deal with the subject matter of

psychology and not of philosophy, but since psychology canhot
settle them they are not after all questions of psychology.
Are they then questions relating to the subject matter ‘of
philosophy? No, what the exclusion of such questions from
the subject matter Bf‘psychology does is to reveal that they
are not legitimate philosophical questions either, under the
principle that philosophical questidns are not legitimate

as philosophical questions because they are not psychological

questions.-

Having shown that the questions of the classical

philosophers are not psychological questions because no amount

731bid., p. 41.

76Ibid.
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of careful observation and experiment- could ever settle "them,
O'Connor goes on to reveal, puzzlingly, that they are also

not questions of natural science. There are, it seems, two

distinctions between such questions and those of natural -

scieﬁce, the one baseﬁ upon method and‘results,uénd the other
discernible or linguistic grounds. For example, take the
questions of the physicist.

The methods of the physicistvare "based upon controlled
and accurate observation and can be checked by further ob-
servation."77 Furthermore, if the answers to his gquestions
are found to be correct, '"they can be embodied in useful
gadgets like dynamos and refrigerators which will be found to
work efficiently."78 Now how does a metaphysical theorf like
"the human mind is immaterial"™ crack up against the theories
of the physicist, since no observations are relevant to such
theories nor can they "be put to any practical use." No,
there:tan be no doubt about it, the questions of the classical
philosophers are not like those of the physicist, they cer-
tainly seem to have different methods and different results.
But can one then draw the conclusion that since philosophical
questions are not physics questioésltﬁey are not legitimate
philosophical questions either?

The second difference between metaphysical questions—

it must be remembered that philosophical questions before the

advent of the "revolution" are by definition "metaphysical

T1vid., p. 42.

"81hid.
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"blind confidence in the symbolic powers of language.

61

questions"-—and those of natural science is that the meta- P
physician, unlike the physicist Qho accurately observes,
"derives his théofﬁes by traéing the logical connexions be-
tween statements expressed in ordinary language enrfched

by the technical terms of his phifosophical vocabulary."79

What the metaphysician does in doing this ié,zo reveal his
w80 It
will, of course, come as news to the classical philosophe;s
that they derived their theories by tracing ﬁhe logical con-
nections between statements expressed in ordinary language
enriched by the technical terms of their philosophical
vocabulary since they thought, mistakenly of course, that
they were talking about the world. Ié is rather the ordinary
language philosophers fhemselves, among whom one may count
O'Connor himself on the basis of hif "important discoveries"
about language, who so derive their theories ané who, under

the charge, reveal their'blind confidence in the symbolic

powers of language. Indeed, such-blind confidence is revealed

~
"

in 0'Connor's counter to tﬁe anticipated protests of the meta-
physicians who maintain that they are not tracing the logical
relations between one linguistic expression and anotEer but
are rather "tracing these connections between one thought

or judgement and another,”" and that furthermore, "because
these "judgements are j;dgements about ;;ality, their logical

consequences will give us new and often unexpected informa-

tion about the universe we live in and our relation to
791bid., p. 43, ' : 3
8071hi4, -

~.
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ict."81 por O'Connor this reveals their "linguistic inno-

cence." Do they not realize that such.a view presupposes
that "thinking is a process prior to and independent of
language?” Do they not realize that such a view presupposes
that "words can have meaning that are to some degree inde-
pendent of the way in which they are used?"8? Do tﬁey not
realize that O'Connor has assimilated thought and reality to
statements expressed in ordinary langﬁage and that it is his
standard case which discriminated the legitimacy of such
statéments? Do they not realize that one must have blind
confidence in thé symbolic powers of language since this is
all we have?

Finally, in what may be taken as an explicit expression
of that philosophical theory, which, like 2ll such theories,

. —TTT r 3 1
finds no guwneral acceptance, 0'Connor concludes his,analysis

as to why metaphy

i¢al questions are meaningless questions.

The reason, at base, whw such questions are meaningless is
-

because they are not "factual" questions like those of
natural science and history, they are not "publicly testable
in the same field and coherent with the rest of established .

knowledge." :

If it is objected that this is an unfair
criterion to use because™t has been
developed by application to factual dis-
ciplines like science and history, we
have to ask: How else is the truth of
anything, historical, scientific, mathe-
matical or philosophical, to be estab-

8livid., p. 44,

SZIbid(
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lisﬁed? We learn to recognize truth in the
fgture_by seeing hgg it has come to be recog-
nized in the past.

The argument has come full circle from the establish-
ment of the principle of different sorts of evidence for
Adifferent sorts of questions; through the continuous and’
systematic violation of that principle, back to an expression
of faith in the empiricist—cohventionalist cohceptual frame- -
work from which it departed. On the ground of that violation
alone it may well be objected that the criteria of public
testability and coherence with established knowledge is
unfair since it is preciéely the truth or meaning of philo-
sophical quesgions which the criteria were intended to discredit.
On tﬂe other hand the issue of its unfairness is irrelevant
since the criteria of public testability and coherence with

- established knowledge developed by.application to "factual”

| disciplines presuppose further criteria by virtue of which
testability and coherence themselves acquire coherence.
Public testability and coherence with established knowledge
are, of course, analytical‘te:ms in the conventionalist
‘theory of meaning, for it is by such coherence that questions
are testable and by such that their truth ié established.

But it is those further criteria formulated in terms of the
premises of science and the axioms of logical demonstration
which testability and céherence do not touch but which are

, rather presupposed in their exercise, to which questions of
w .

truth ultimately appeal. These further ériteria are of a

831bid., p. 45. :
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philosophical nature and it is, indeed, O'Connor's own furthe
criteria of empiricism and conventionalism which have been
presupposed in the attempt to rule out just these questioﬁs.
Yet it has been_sﬁown that the "facts" of the "factual dis-
ciplines" become such by reference to the evidential framewor
by which they are established and that disagreement could
outlive knowledge of "all the facts." Where testability and
coherence may be taken as mechanisms of consensus, it has als
been shown that such consensus is no more an attribute of
truth and meaning than controversy is an attribute of meaning
lesgness or falsity, a fac}'particularly evident in discovery
science or revisionist history. Further, the criteria of
public testability and coherence with established knowledge

equally passes by the question of just how we do come to

learn to recognize truth, they being rather in the nature of

confirmatory exercises of truth once so receognized, and, in *~

the absence of some account of such recognition, preclude

rather than guide such recognition in the future.

In the course of his laborious, piecemeal effort to

. .

clarify the foundations of our beliefs, O'Connor has directed
. I \

his scrutiny at the nature of philosophical questions. In

so doing he has invoked the objectivist criterion of im-

personal consensus as delerminative of evidential relevance

coupled with the equally objectivist criterion embodied in

the empirical view-of what it is to be a "fact" towards

which such consensus is directed. Such e¢riteria, however,

have failed to reveal either the nature of philosophical

64
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questicons, the natu;e of the evidence relevant te them, or

the method by which they might be answered. Yet rather than

sﬁch questions, togethe; with those relating to morals,

natural religion, politics and so on being meaningless ques-
& .

tions as O'Connor contends, it is his criteria which preclude

the establishment o{ such meaning.

O'Connor emphasized that, as a direct result of the
discovery of the scientific method, it was determined that
different questions require different sorts of evidence and
that philosﬁphical questions were not amenable to the evidence
or methods of empirical or deductive questions. Nonetheless,
He invoked the objectivist ;r;terion of empirical observation
to mark-off those questions which purport to prove the
existence of facts lying outside the range of observation,
~In addition to violating his own principle of different evi-
dence for different questions, the appeal to observatioﬁ
itself transcended the bounds of what can, in fact, be
checked by observation. Similarly, he invoked the objectivist
criteria of independent checking and coherence with estab-
lished knowlédge to counter the claims of the "mediaevals”
who expected "too much" of reason, but such criteria failed
to reveal how we arrive at knowledge of the premises of
science or the first axioms of logical demonstration. In
the case of those "reliable standards" by which we distinguish
true statements from false and assess probabilities ;ith suc-
cess, 0'Connor's empiricist criteria availed him little. Indeed,
as reason was held to consist in the proportioning of one's

degree of conviction with the strength of the evidence one

-
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had to suﬁpor; them, O0'Connor's criteria forced him into the
odd position of violating his own criterion of rationality.

His rejectiﬁn of an appropriatfﬁmethod for philoscphical quest
tions on the ground thét such guestions are perennially contro-
versial and lack consensus merely generalizes but does not
solve the problemn/ of those "reliable standards"” by which we
determine what ié evidénce for what and how we proportion

the degree of conviction to the strength- of évidénce so deter-
mined, to support them. The inadequacy of Q'Connor's
empirical and conventional criteria to clarify the nature of‘
philosophical questions w:s matched by the extensiom of the
latter into the iinguistic realm. -No reliable standards were
forthcoming, save those legislated by O'Connor himself, to
discriminate ordinary from é}traordinary usagey while his |~
equally legislated non-correspondence between Liiguagg and
reality and thought transcended the legitimate bounds ?f usage
so drawn. In his clarification of the nature of philosophical
questions by way of keeping our -minds free froﬁ nonsense,
O'Connor appears to be indulging in just that wﬁich such
clarification is designed to prevent, that is, of committing —
one of the commonest and most dangergus of intellectual
errors—that of talking philosophy ugﬁwares.ahgor in his attack
on the nature, evidence, and mEthod:of philéso;hical questions
as put before the advent of ighucqive science, O'Cpnnor has
simply employed his own phildéophicai beliefs appealing to

logical positivism and ordinmary language philosophy, beliefs

.

which are themselves pre-inductive and therefore metaphyvsical,
(-3 - . -
. . < .
in the course of an attempt to rule out metaphysics. It is
armed with such metaphysical beliefs that O'Connor next scruti-

nizes the second element of that tripartite construct constituting

educartion. N

. A
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7

THE NATURE OF EDUCATIONAL THEORY: A "COURTESY TITLE"

-

0'Connor's clarification of the -nature of philo-
sophical questions was undertaken to get -clearer about the
role such questions played in relation to the .study of
education. "Education” was seen to consist of a seg of

techpiques for imparting knowledge, skills and attitudes,
A

a st of theories which purport to eiplain or justify the

use of these techniques, and finrally a set of values or

ideals embodied and expressed in the puréoses For which

knowledge and skills and attitudes are imparted:'and so-direct-

ing the amount and types of training that is given., While
philosophical questions, at least of the traditional éoft;
concerning the nature of that set of values and ideals were
- . P] 1 . A

seen to be‘geaningless in that there existed no empirical
evidence relevant to their answer nor method by which we
might come to some agreed solution in respect to that ans-
wer, the issue was seen to be peripheral in any case since

] such questions had nothing to do with the practice of educa=

tion nor its theoretical explanation or Jjustification, that

being rather the province of psychoiogy. 0f course, while

it was O0'Connor's empiricist, naturalistic and conventionalist

view of such questions which precluded possession of the

appropriate evidence and consensus on method, the issue now
LY

comes to that of his conception of the nature of theory and
) ‘

its relation to that set of technﬁgues which it serves to

bl

explain or ju%tify.

. ' 67
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There is, for O0'Connor, "No final and objectively
demonstrable answer to the question 'what is a theory?'"1
On the other hand, the fact that there is no final and objec-

tively demonstrable answer dees not "justify us in using the
term just as we like."? ARPeallto'the Concise Oxford Dic-

tionary, however, is here -of little help since "theory"

e

defined as %@ supposition explaining something"” is broad
. ' S

to enable us to say that explaining the squeaking

-

enough
behind the wainscot by the presence.of mice is to propound

3 . .
a theory." As a consequence, O'Connor finds it necessary

'to give his own "stipulative definition," one which holds a

theory to be "a logically interconnected set of hypotheses

confirmed by observation and which has the further properties

of being both refutéble and,explanatpry."&

-

l"The Nature and Scope.of Educational Theory," in G.

'Langford d D.J. O0'Connor, New Essavs in the Philosophy of
Education (Lofion: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973), p. 49.

OConnor's account of the nature of educational theory is
less detailed in "The Nature and Scope of Educational Theory"

‘thanrn in the Introduction. Both works will be empleyed here,

the latter in particular where there is divergence in
explanation in respect to educational theory.

21bid.
31bid.,. p. 50.

“Ibic. O'Connor "dropped the "descriptive" and "pre-
dictive"™ functions of theory in the Introduction in favour
of the function of refutability. This may have been prompted

by the realization that neithef is epistémologically distinct

from the other nor collectively .distinct from the explanatory
function. Michael Scrivenin"Explanation, Predictions, and
Laws," Minnesota Studies in the Philosophv of Science, H.
Feigl and G. Maxwell, editors, Vol. VII, Scientific Explana-
tion, Space and Time (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota

Press, 1967) has pointed out that since prediction "is
produced in advance of the event it predicts, it is intrinsi-
cally nothing more than a bare description of that event.”
(p. 177) As description comprehends prediction, explanation
comprehends description. Fdr Sc¢riven, explanation is not

. . . something 'mdre than' or even some-
thing intrinsically different from informing
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The stipulative dﬁfinitién constitutes the "standardr
casé" of theory and one to which ény other claimant to the
title must measure up if it hopes to be counted as a genuine
instance. JIt is, however, just in the case of education

where 0'Connor sees that the term fails to meet the conditions
of the "standard case" and where, consequently, it must only
"be considered a couétesy title. It is justified only where

A
-
we are applying the well-established experimental findings

in psychology or sociology to the practice of educat::Lon."S
As he shall show in the course of his conside?ation, it is
just these ~¥4indings whi®h aré at ;he present time not well
established with the outcome that edugational theory is
termed such only by virtue of etiquette. : b
In the absence of that set of values or ideal ‘em-
bodied{ and expressed‘in the purposes for which knowledge and
skills~and attitudes are imparted and so directing the amount
and types of training that i§ given, several questions emerge
in respect to O'Connor's theoretical component of education,
that set of theories which purport to explain or justify
the éet of techniques for imparting knowledge, skills and
attitudes. These questions concern O'Connor's view of the

-

nature of theory itself as well as its role in explaining

or describing, but (in)its being the appro-
priate piece of informing or describing,
the appropriateness being a matter of its
relation to a particular context. Thus,
what in one context would be a 'mere
description’ can in another be a2 'full
explanation.' Ibid., p. 176,

SAn Introduction to the Philosophv of Edutation,
op. cit., p. 110.




of justifying that set of tecﬁniques. More specifically, ‘the
questions concern the genesis or derivation of theory re-
garded independently of that set of values or ideals. How,
in otﬂer words, are theories adopted? How, furthér] might
one account for theory change in the absence of that set of
valhe; or ideals? What is the nature, for O'Connor, of. .
theoretical explanation? What is his view of the guidance
function of theory in relation to practice where, independ-
ently of that set of values or ideals, Fheory selects and
comprehends its relevant instances or, conversely, such
instances are recognized as falling under a theory which

serves to explain or justify them?

In the course of an analysis of O'Connor's "stipula-
tive definition"sof theory it will be attempted here to show
that his "standard case" encounters difficulties in terms of
its own criteria, that it fails'to explain or to justify jugt
those features of theory and the theory-practice relation
upon which the stipulativ% definition grounds its appeal as
the standard case. It will be attempted te show that (1) in
terms of the nature of theory itself that the stipulative
definition’'is not explanatory and that (2) in terms of the
theory-practice relation that the stipulative definiiion
cannot @ccount for its own guidance function.

The analysis will proceed in accordance with O'Connor's
own preocedure, that is, by way of an examination of that which

he sees as the "central criterion of a genuine theory, its

explanatory fun;tion."6 This will be followed by a considera-

buThe Nature and Scope of Educational Theory," op.
cit., p. 51. Italics his. The nature of hypotheses and their
confirmation or refutation by observation will be considered
below. See Chapter III, "The Nature of Learning: -D.J.
O'Connor and the Discovery of Neptune."

e e
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“candidate for the title ofl"p}acfical theory." Principal

tion of O'Connor's view of the theory-practice relation and.

thosé reasons why educational theory cannot be considered a.

~

i
-

among these reasons is, on ‘the one hand, O0'Connor's distinc-—

. -
- .

tion between the "sciences of ndture™ and the "sciences of

Ed
~
- —

man," while on the-qthér_is the place 6f.3udgements of value

in edugational theory, judgeménts which for him play no role
N o ‘ ’ .
in the 'standard case. . .

A. The Explanatory Functioﬁ of Theoéy . . .

1. -The Psvchological and Logical Conditions .of Explanation
- For 0'Connor, explanation "is§a concept with two
components, the psychodlogical and the logical.f'7 The psycho-

logical component of explanation is that attaching to the one
K

who undertakes to eﬁplain something, commencigg in iniiial
‘perplexity, proceeding th;yugh relating that to be explained
to his backgroupd knowleg;é, and issuing oﬁt in relief from
puzzlement.  To explain somethiﬁg, in this sense, ig for
0'Connor "to link it in some intelligible way with what we
already bélieuqé It fpllqwg that.an explanation of 'some
puzzling or anomalous item of ixperience may be a "good'
_explanation, in_thé sense‘that‘it is subjéctively satisfying
to one person without being so to another."8 However, such

an explanation issuing in relief of puzzlement by linking ° RN

what has to be-explained to background belief does not satisfy

7”The Nature and Scope of Educational Theory," op.
cit., p. 52.

8Ibid.
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the complete conditions for explanation since, in order for..

an explanation to be true, the backgfgund.belief also has to

be true. Were such not the case, explanation would be rela-.

tive to the individual. To complete .the.conditions for
explanation then, what is also required is the knowledge or
the logical condition. Any explanation, O'Connor points out, !

"is a conclusion arrived at by,infeaqece and so must conform
\

- !

.

-
L

-

. Y
to the requirements of valid inference. That is to say, for

the conclusion to be true, we must know (a) that the premises

are true and (b) that the inference is a valid one, made in

accordance with the rules of logic.

"9

3 A

Under the knowledge condition of the explanatory func-

-

tion of'theory the premises of the conclusion or explanation

must be known to be true if the theory is to yield a true

and not merely psychologically satisfying explanation. Know-

"

ledge, .not mere belief is required, and it is in terms of

such knowledge that the logical condition rests, where the

logical condition is taken in its strict sense of valid

inference. To be a2 true conclusion .or explanation, in other

words, valid inference alone is insufficient for no true

.

account in "The Nature and Scope of Educational Theory" be- B

conclusion can follow from false premises.. 0'Connor's brief

3 ~

i

-

comes itself puzzling, fulfilling the first step of the

psychological canditL@%,‘for lre goes on to report that "We

l\

cannot reasonably demand of any theory that it should be

true.

We do, of course, hope.and intend that our theories

9Ibid., p. 53. B ;
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will be true; but we cannot know that thgxmgre."lo But if
explanation is not to be merely satisfyinéﬁ;g\nature, if it

is not‘aimed simply at the relief of puzzlement for one who
undertakes to explain something, it is not enough to hope and
intend that our theories will be trpe; For the rules of logic.

-

lay it down that a valid inference'lén yield only conclusions
taut:’ogical with the premises of such inference, and if those
premises are not true and known‘to be so, no true exp}anation
can ensue. That is why O'Cpnnor introduced the knowledge
condition to begin with. T; rel}eve our puzzlement by way of
satisfyiﬁg the psychological condition of the explanatory
fuﬁction of theory, recourse to the fuller account of the

Introduction is demanded.

"The.assumption is," O'Connor points out,

. . . that since one of the purposes of ex-
planation is to remove puzzlement, the
explanation must relate the proposition that
is found puzzling to the rest of what we
know. There are, as we shall see, various
ways in which what has to be explaired, the
explicandum, as it is often called, may be
related to our present knowledge. However,
if the explanation is to be a true one, it
is essential that the explicandum should be
thus related to what we know and not to what
we mistakenly believe. It follows from this
that to a person whose relevant beliefs are
faulty, no explanation can_ be given.. We
could not explain the causes of a plague
epidemic to people who believed that all
diseases were caused by witchcraft and who
had never heazrd of bacterial virus infec-
‘tion. In such cases, the process of explana-
tion has to start with re-education.

~d

Ibid., pp. 51-52. Italics his.

10

11An Introduction to the Philoséphv of Education, op.
cit., p. 84. Italics his.
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Clearly, explanation to be a true explénation and not
merely a "good" explanation, must rest upon what we know and
not upon what we merely believe. One may, for example, give
a "good" explanation to those who believed in witchcraft by
explaining that the plague épidemic was, in fact, caused by
witchcraft, but such an explanation, while "good" would be
false, since the relevant knowledge of those to whom the ex-
planation was given was faulty. To give a true explanation
one would have to start with a process of re-education so that
their background knowledge wés true, that plague epidemics
were caused not by witchcraft but by bacteriai virus infection.

But the difficulty is that O'Connor's psychological
and logical conditions of the explanatory function of theory

are themselves contradictory. If the explicandum, here the

plague epidemic, is related to what we already know, thar is,
that plague epidemics are caused by bacterial virus infection,

it is just by such knowledge that the explicandum ceases to

be puzzling, that it ceases to satisfy the psychological
condition aimed at the relief of such puzzlement. If one to
whom the explanation of the plague epidemic were given in
terms of bactéfial virus infection knew that plague epidemics
were the resul: of bacterial virus infections, and yet was
still puzzled as to the cause of plague epidemics, this would
be'puzzling and.- would, although for different reasons, fulfil
the psychological cdndition. For something to be puzzling,
for something to fulfil the psychological condition of the

explanatory function of theory, it must not be related, or

I3
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at least not seen to be related, to that which one already
knows. The puzzling conclusion, then,lis that if the ex-
Planatory function of theory satisfies the psychological
condition in that it issues forth in relief of what was
initially puzzling, the explanation fails the logical con-
dition since that which was to be explained was not related
to that which was already known. Conversely, if the ex-

planatf™en satisfies the logical condition, that is, where

the explicandum is related to that which is known to be true,

it simultaneously fails the psychological condition for there

exists no puzzlement-from which relief is sought. Where

O'Connor's two cond)tions| of the explanatory function of

theory become themselves/the explicandum, neither the psycho-

logical nor the logical condition is met. While his psycho-
logical condition yields no relief from puzzlement since the
formula is little more than an objectivist mechanism for the
accommodation of the unpuzzling, his logical condition fails

to establish just that upon which its efficacy rests, that is,
the demonstration Qf the truth of the premises upon which valid
inference constitutive of the logical condition is grounded

and in terms of which a true explanation is forthcoming, That
the "central criterion" of explanation given bij'Connor is

not itself explanatory is further revealed by a consideration

of the manner in which the explicandum is related to our—
.

present knowledge.

~
I

fead
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2. The Various Ways in which the Explicandum-is Related to

Qur Present Knowledgpe . LT

What is the nature of that "some intelligible way" in
which what is to be explained is linked to that which we al-
ready know? For O'Connor these various wa?g reduce ultimately
to subsumption under covering law, although, odély, he .intro-
duces his explanation of such a relation by way of an illus-
tration recalcitrant to subsumption, that is, in terms of a
person whose behaviour we find puzzling.

If we were to see a man in conventional city
dress dive into the river from Westminster
ridge, we would naturally ask for an ex-

.~-planation of his behaviour. And we should
take as a satisfactory explanation that he
was trying to rescue a would-be suicide or
to win & bet or to escape from the police
or some such story. Explanations of this
kind are acceptable because they reduce
what is apparently exceptional to an in- .
stance of a familiar type.’*

There are two points which might be raised in connec-

tion with O'Connor's view of explanation where the explicandum

involves an understanding of puzzling human behaviour and
wherg such puzzlement is relieved by the reduction of what
is apparently exceptional to an instance of a2 more familiar
type. The first deals withqthe different orders of what is
being reduced. To explain the action of a man diving off
Wegtminster Bridge by such a reduction, that is, by reduc-
tion to trying to res;ue a would-be suicide, winning a bet,

~or escaping from the police, is to confound overt behaviour

on the one hand with the reasons for such behaviour on the

12, -
Ibid., p. 85.



77

other. But the latter is irreducible to the former. There
{s, in other words, no "more familiar type" of behaviour
under which diving off a bridge may be reduced since diving
off a bridge is simply diving.off a bridge. Comprehension
and explanation of purposive behaviour is not reductive but
consists rather in comprehending the intentions of the agent,
cbmprehending higher-order reasons, not in assimilating an

instance of overt behaviour to more familiar types of overt

behaviour. By way of explaining purposive action by reduc—_

tion, O'Connor has smﬁgéled in a bit of teleology, just that
sort of explanation resistant to the<model. - |
Secondly, if O'Connor wishes to maintain that ex-
planations of purposive human behaviour are reductively
subsumptive in dature, he must show (a) what the general -
laws of_human nature are which serve as the basis of the
reduction, and (b) the mechanism of reduction by which such
explanation proceeds. In other words, if trying to rescue
a2 would-be suicide or to win a bet or to escape from the

-

police are instances of a more familiar type, of just what

.

are they instances? O'Connor does not go into this at this
point, but might it be that human behaviour is usually
motivated by, or that people generally act on, tﬁe basis of
reasons? If such were to be brought forward as a‘general
law under which human behaviour might be subsumed, one might
ask as to the explanatory force of this "law." How might

an explanation that a man diving off Westminster Bridge,

explanation to the effect that he was trying to save a

]
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would-be suicide or to win a bet or to escape from the
police, be deduced from thg generality that human action
generally involves acting on the basis of reasons? Any such
"law" to be minimally explanatory must discriminate among
those instances.upon which it has bearing.from those upon
which it has none and it is just this whiéh a "1aqﬁ of the
generalit} that all human action is motivated does not do.
Further, explanation of an instance of a particular type by
reference to a general law involves necessity in terms of
the behaviour of thif instance in conformity with that
general law. That hoet air rises at a particular time may
be explained by the law that hot air "is lighter than cold
and that in conjunction with cold air it will necessarily
rise. Bu: where is the necessity involved in a man who

was trying to save a would-be suicide or to win a bet or

to escape from the police which requires him to dive into
the river from Westminster Bridge? He may be trying to do
all these things yet, on reflection, choose not to dive
from Westminster Bridge. While O'Connor's example of ex-
planation by reduction to a more familiar type is inapplica-
ble to human behaviour, it has been introduced with an eye
to showing what he conceives to be the standard case by

+
which the explicandum is related to what we already know.

{a) Subsumption rr Ancmalous Facts Under General Laws

While 0'Connor points to four ways in which the

explicandum may be related to what we already know, only =
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two are of first importance.l3 There is, first, the explain-
ing "a single anomalous fact (or a small group.of facts) by
showing'ghat it is.after all not exceptioﬁal but is an in-
stance of a general law. Sometimes this general law may be

= i . 14
a well-known one and sometimes it may be quite new."

To
illustrate subsumption of a single anomalous fact or small
group of facts under a general law, O'Connor gives the case .

of a balloon rising in air.

1 , . .
3O'Connor views explanation by the construction of

models as well as "gap-filling" explanation as secondary

since neither fall under his reductive model. Models are
constructed, for 0'Connor, to elucidate the manner in which
puzzling events occur and are seen to be of use primarily in
terms of their suggestive power. They enlighten us, O'Connor
points oput, by "suggesting arguments from analogy from known
resemblances so far unnoticed," but such models "tell us
nothing about the laws governing human and animal aature."

(p. 90) "It is, then, just the integrative and projective
qualities of that suggestive power emanating from explanation.
based upon the construction of models, a quality beyond the
scope of reduction, which appears to compel O'Connor to

assign it to a secondary status. In the same way, "gap-filling"
explanation does not itself fall under the standard case, for,
while it may be of some use in science according to O'Connor,
it is so only as a "first step towards elucidating the facts
and is not required or even appropriate there." (p. 91Y Gap-
filling explanation, as with explanation based on models or
analogical argument, is not reductive but integrative and

for some, Scriven for example, is of the essence of scientific
explanation. The '"right explanation” for Scriven is one

. « . which fills a particular gap in the
understanding of the person to whom the
explanation is directed. That there is.
a gap in understanding, or a misunder-
standing, seems plausible since whatever
an explanation actually does, in order to
be called an explanation at all, it must
be capable of making something clear not
previocusly clear, i.e., of increasing or
producing understanding of something.
"Explanation, Prediction, and Laws,"” op.
cit., p. 175. =

1AAn Introddﬁtion to the Philosophv of Education,
op. cit., p. 85.
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To an intelligent child to whom this
phenomenon was a novelty, one ‘might say:
"it is just like a piece of wood float-
ing on water. Anv bady immersed in any
fluid is subJected to an upthrust equal
to the weight of the fluid «it displaces.
This means that materials 1lghter than .
water flcat in'water and materlals lighter -
than air float in air and so on. 'l . 'S

O'Connor's view of how the expllcandum is related to

A

v

what we already know by meéns of the subsumptlon of an
anomalous fact or small group of facts under a genéral law
points up the inconsistency of the two.c;nditfbns of the ex-
plaratory function of theory. The incbnsfstency regquires

the introduction sf two parties to the explaﬁation, the

one satisfying the'psychological, ﬁhé-other the leogical
condition. So, the 1ntelllgent'ch11d‘ satisfied the psycho—

,

logical condition, it was he who found the balloon rising

in the air':/novelty and was su%tably puzzled by ﬁhe occur-—

rence. His.interlocutor fulfils the knowledge_cpndition for
h?'lad previousfy ;elateq:the éngﬁalous fact to what he

alread¥ knew and what he alréad{ knew jugz happened to be
Archimédes' principlet The bglloon rifing in the air fqr:hiw_—“\J

was neither anomalous nor puzzling, it did not rise to the

status of explicandum, just because of such prior knowledge.
C'Connor's model of explanation by subsumption of an anomalous -

fact under a general law is, then, itself either incompre--

hensible viewed from the perspective of the puzzled intelligent

child or contradictory when viewed from the perspective of

the knowledgeable interiocutor. In gither case the explana-

151bid. TIralics his.



81

tory function of theory as rendered by O'Connor is not itself

-

explanatory. O'Connor generalizes the model to explanation
lying outside the realm of science. Here it is the "serious

misbehaviour™ -of the school child which presents itself as
. 3

the anomalous fact.‘ Such misbehaviour may be explained, he

points out,

4

. - . byY pointing out that the child lived
in a slum and that bad housing conditions
were known to be associated in a high pro-
portion of cases with delinquency in
children. We find this sort of -procedure
enlightening, though to a more limited
degree than the first, just because we
know, by and large, that events in nature
occur in regular patterns. If therefore

? an apparently exceptional event can be

\“~“____ﬂ4;/shown to be an instance of an estab-

- lished regularity we find it reassuring,
even if the re§glarity was one previously
unknown to us.

It is, in the example, puzzling as Lo who satisfies“#
the_psychological condition and who the logical. It is,
presumably, O'Connor himself who is doing the "pointing out"
that misbehaviour in the school” child is known to be associ-
ated with bad housing conditions and that this, in its
turn, is known to be an instance of the regulariiy of the
patterns of e#ents as they occur in nature. Yet, oddly, we
find that it is O'Connor himself who is relieved of puzzle-
ment in respect to the s;hool boy's misbehaviour—he found
the procedure of relating the anomalous fact with bad

* housing conditions and that it constituted a regular pattern

of events as they occur in nature both enlightening and

- l61bid., p. 86. -
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réaséuring——although the gxplanation was the outcome of
regularities previouély unknown to him. O'Connor has ap-
peared to assimilate both the psychological and légical
cgnditions - to himself, to cast himself simultaneously both
in_the role of puzzled novice and knowlgdgeable adept.

Where O'Connorl may be taken as O'Connor puzzled and 0'Connor,

1

as O'Connor knowledgeable, there can be no explanation given
to O'Connorl under the formula since such explanation requires

that we must relate the explicandum "to what we know and not

Just to what we mistakenly believe." Yet it is just such
knowledge that O'Connor1 did not have for he did not know
that the regularity of the patterns of events as they happen
jﬂ/hature applied to the particular instance of the mis~
behaving school c¢child. It was a regularity that was pre—'
viously unknown te him. O'Connor1 then satisfied the psycho-
logical condition but fails the logical condition. With
O'Connor2 tﬁe Situation is-reversed since he knew, by and
large, thaﬁ events in nature occur in regular patterns and
that the serious misbehaviour of the school child together
with bad housing conditions constituted an instance of just
such a regularity. O'Ccnnor2 was never reassured or enlight-
ened since he never suffered from initial puzzlement,

O'Connor's model of explanation of an anomalous fact
or a small group of facts by subsumption under a general law
which was previously unknown to us fares no better than when
the law was well known to us. In either case the psycho-

logical and logical conditions of the explanatory function

of theory are mutually bontradictory and work to render the



stipulative definition, of which the explanatory function is
the "central criterion," equally contradictory. The stipu-
lative definition, under the formula contained in the

explanatory function, is not itself explanatory.

N
(b) Subsumption of “General Laws Under Further General Laws

‘ A

O'Connor's second method of relating the explicandum

to what we already knowfgaisists in an extension of the first
[

that is, the subsumption of the general law which initially

subsumed the anomalous.fact or small group of facts "as an

instance of a still more general taw."t7  The general regu-

larity holdingﬁﬁétween the misbehaving school child and bad

housing may, in iIts'turn, become puzzling and assume the

- ) ‘
status of ex_pli‘candum.18 ~

O0'Connor, however, does not approach the issue by

way of explicating the subsumption of current general

regularities since the model is inoperative in that context.

As it is a mechanisa for relating the explicaﬁdum,to what

we already know, current general regularities are themselves
the further limits qf what we already know-and do not permit
of further subsumption. A handier illustration comes from

the history %f science. Keplgr's Laws of planetary motion,

7 1hia., p. 85. S

18An upper limit to the regress isdrawn by O'Connor

at that point where a "unifying theory must not be so general
that it loses its connexion with observable fact." (p. 86)
Any such general theory-is of no explanatory power since "it
is compatible with any possible observation that we might
care to make.” (p. 87) One might well .argue that the general
law that events in nature, by and large, occur in regular
patterns is compatible with any observation that we might
care to make. ) ‘

83
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for examplezh"can be said to be exglainéd when they are shown
to'follow from Newton's mechanics as a special case of New-
tonrian theory. Similarly, the Newtonian theory was itself
explained in this way by the theory of relativity."19

The subsumption of a general regularity under further
covering law meets, of course, with the same difficulties
encountered with the subsumption of a fact or small ‘group of
facts under lower-level law for either the psychological or
the logical condition remains unfulfilled. in the present
case, where prior knowledge of the further law constitutes
the background theory in terms of which the lesser theory is
to be subsumed, the psychological cqndition is absent since
the lesser theory engendered no puzz?%menq. If the view, in
other’words, is maintained that Kepler's Laws constiguted
but a special case of Newtonian mec;anics and Newtonian
mechanics a special case of relativity, neither Kepler's
Laws or Newtonian mechanics could give rise to puzzlement
from the Eiﬂste;nian perspective. Both are smoothly subsumed
as speciai cases of relativity. On the other hand, where
knowledge of the further covering law is absent, the psycho-
loéical condition is operative but the logical condition
cannot be met. Attention here will be given rather to
O'Connor's view of the method of subsumption, the manner in
which the determination can be made that the previous estab-

lished regularity comes to constitute a2 special case of the

fupther, more recent, general law which supersedes it. In

19Ibid., p. 86.' Italics his.
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what sense, in other words, can Kepler's Laws be shown to
~ ’ )
"follow from" Newton's mechanics as a sgecial case? In what

sense does there obtain a similar relation between Newton'sy
: _ L 3

mechanics and Einstein's relativity?

Keplér's Laws were in large part the éxpkession of a
Pythagorean mysticism, one in which number and form were seen
as irherent in nature and made manifgst in‘ha{monious creation
constituted by symmetry of number and of form. Newton's
mechanics may be said to "explain" Kepler's Laws only if such
laws were restricted to that amenable to subgpmﬁtion under
Newtonian mechanics, that is, if just the myéiical.elément
were exorcised from the Laws. In the Apollonian vision of
realityﬁ%nde;lying the Newtonian scheme, the view that sawi
..}eality in terms of a mechanical substratum beyond experi-
ence governed by differential equations, the Pythagorean

mysticism of Kepler had no place. To say ‘that Newtonian

mechanics "explained" Kepler's Laws is (1) to adopt the

»

Newtonian perspective undgflying the mechanics and (2} to
rule out that which does not conform to that perspective
thchl in effect, means ruling out the ontological matfﬁx
underlying Kepler's Laws. It is, then, only upon a view
qf Kepler's Laws so restricted that one can proceed to main-

tain that Kepler's Laws were "explained," or "followed
LN
()

-

"

from," Newtonian mechanics. In what way did relativity

"explain" Newton's mechanics? How did the Newtonian theory

"follow from" Einsteinian relativity as a special case?

Newton's was a universe predicated on a point of

absolute rest, a concept wholly alien to the basic datum of

-
e
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relativity foundeé upon the notion of the absolute and constant
velocity of light. As with the restriction of Kepler's Laws

to enable their subSZmption under Newtonianism, Thomas Kuhn

has shown that to maintain the explanatory efficacy of New-
ton's mechanics in Einsteinian terms, it is necessary to
restrict the applicatioh of the mechanics to those pgenomena
which gave the mechanics their meaning.20 In the abseffce of
this restriction the theories are inceompatible, and, far

from Newtonianism "following from" relativity as a special .
case, relativity can be accepted only with the recognition

. . N 21
that it proved Newton's mechanics wrong.

20Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions
(Chicago: University” of Chicago Press, 1970).

. “IKuhn explains their incompatibility in the following
terms. Where "Nj's" are a set of statements identical in form
to|\Newton's laws of motion, gravity, etc., and where "E{'s"
embody a similar set of statements identical in form to Ein-

stein's principles of relativity, there can be no relation

of derivability of Ni's to Ej's.

Though the Nj's are a special case of the
laws of relativistic mechanics, they are not
Newton's Laws. Or they are not unless those
laws are re-interpreted in a way that would
have been impossible until after Einstein's
work. The variables and parameters that in
- the Einsteinian E;'s represented spatial
position, time, mass, etc., still occur in
Ni's; and they still represent Einsteinian
space, time and mass. But the physical
referents of these Einsteinian concepts are
by no means identical with the Newtonian
concepts which bear the same name. (New-

tonian mass is conserved; Einstein's is
convertible with energy? Only at low
A relative velocities may the two be meas-—

ured in the same way, and even then they
must not be considered to Be~the same.)
Unless we change the definitiomof the

- variables in the N;'s, the statements we
have derived are not Newtonian. If we do
change them, we cannot properly be said to
have 'derived Newton's Laws, at least not in
any sense of 'derive' now generally recog-
nized. Ibid., p. 10l. TItalics 'his.
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O'Connor's second illustration of the explanatory func-

tion of theory, of how we relate the explicandum to what we

already know, and what we already know is a further general lqw,

while the explicandum is a lower-level or historically more

further removed general law, is seen-to fail for reasons encom-
passed in the concept of subsumption itself. .In the case of
Kepler, Newton and Einstein, the knowﬁédge-conditions were of
radically different sorts" They were, in effect, not talking
about the same things, a2s the phenomena revealed i;\the light of
their respective paradigms achieved meaning by virtue of thése
paradigms. To say, then, that the one was "explained"” or
"followed from" the other is fo overlook the mutual irre-

ducibility of these paradigms. O'Connor's own objectivist

paradigm, however, attempts to hold the phenomena as stable,

™

as independent of their explanatory frameworks and to ad-

vance the view that scientific progress is describable in
i

terms of a‘formal relationship obtaining betweé; them. Yet
it is just this view of the cumulativé advance of science
resulting from a serial subsumption of previous axioms to
their later counterparts which he has not shown and which,

if Xuhn's analysis is to be accepted, never can be.

O'Connor's "central criterion" of a genuine theory,

Zts explanatory function as revealed in the "standard case"

of its scientific exemplars, has been shown to be itself

lacking in explanatory force. The explanatory function of
the stipulative definition viewed as réductionist subsumption,

whether of anomalous facts under a general law or lower-level

law under a further, more general law, presupposed its own
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were apprehended in the course of dismissing Thomistic rational
intuition, he likewise fails to indicate the nature of the
deriviation of those scientific premises serving as the basis

o£/€§BTaﬂﬁtion by reductionist subsumption of the explicandum

to that which we already know. In spite of these difficulties,
however, it is upon such grounds that O'Connor determines that
educational theory falls short of the stipulative definition
and the central criterion of its explanatory function, that

it must be judged theory-only as a "courtesy title."

B. A Courtesy Title ’

Under the central criterion of its explanatory function,
O'Connor's stipulative definiti of theory has been seen to
fail its own criteria, that is, Nt is not itself explanatory
under the formula. Nor has the stipulative definition or
explanatory function served to il%uminate the, guidance function

~

of theory as would be required accékqing to his view of the
i

nature of theory, as it does not contain within itself the

rules for its own application. 1In other words, given the

knowledge condition and given the instances to which such

knowiedge is relevant, O'Connor’'s programme of reductionist

subsumption can proceed apace but in the absence of either

his notion of theory "rotates idly." Nevertheless, it is by

virtue of the explanatory function of genuine theory that ﬁ/’,’/,f
O'Connor finds educational theory wanting. Where the term

may be justified in its educational sense "only where we are
applying the well-established experimental findings in

psychology or sociology to the practice of education,”" it is
~—
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just these findings which remain at present elusive. This

is so, O'Connor maintains, because, unlike the "sciences of

nature" upon which rests practical theory properly conceived,

such ag that of medicine, the "sciences of man" are cur-

rently under-developed and do not fhemselves warrant the

appellation "science." The findings of the "sciences of man"

are not "well—established.'Ar In addition to its lacking

proper sciengific grounding, educational theory is seen to

contain metaphysical statements and judgements of value,

both prejudicial to a claim to theoretical status. R
It will be maintained here that both deficiendies

which 0'Connor espies in educational theory which work to

discredit its claim to the title are such by virtue of his

own reductionist criteria as incorporated in his stipulative

defini}ion. It will be maintained that (1) his difficulty

in assimilating the "sciences of man" to the "sciences of

nature” does not result in the disqualification of educationql

theory as claimant to the title but rather in the disqualifica-

. <

tion of his own reductionist criteria. It will be mairtained,

in other words, that the faith O'Connor places in the even;ual

development of the "sciences of man" as embodied in some

future well-established findings in psycholegy is the mis-

guided outcome of just those criteria. In addition it will

be ﬁaintained that (2) the difficulties O'Connor encounters

-

in his attempts to -justify the metaphysical statements and

r

judgements of value which he sees as endemic in educational
theory spring not so much from these statements and judge-

ments but rather from the nature of his own objectivist meta-

. ——

-
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physics and judgements of value which preclude such justifica-
tion. It will be maintained finally, that O'Connor's con-
ception of practical theory suffers from just those deficiencies
attendant upon his view of theory in its paradigmatic sense,
that is, that it is neither explanatory nor does it provide-

an effective guide to practice, that it fails its own psycho-
logical condition and that it fails to lay down the rules for

its own application.

1. The Sciences of Nature and the Sciences of Man

(a) Why Education Is Like Medicine

Education, £for O0'Connor, is not a science which aims

-

at the "increase of knowledge" but is rather, like medicine,

1] . . . . . "22
a set of practical activities connected by a2 common aim.

Yet such practical activities may aspire to the status of
theory to the -degree to which they incorporate the findings

0f science in their practice.

Indeed, the more reliable and efficient a
system of education becomes, the more

firmly will its techniques be grounded in
scientific findings. In this respect, the
practice of education may be compared with
the practice of medicine or engineering.
Medicine is not itself a science. It aims
not at the increase of knowledge but at a
practical result, the prevention and cure

of disease. However, in order that doctors
can carry out their task effectively, they
have to make use of the relevant scientific
discoveries in their practical techniques;
and they have themselves to know a certain
amount of the sciences which bear upon their
work. In particular, they must know a good
deal of anatomy and physiology, the sciences

7 - -«
2"An Introduction to the Philosophy of Education,
op. cit., p. 93.
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of the struasure of the body and
its workings.

- The claim of education to theoretical standing rests,
then, on the degree to which its practice is "grounded in"
scientific findings, the degree to which its practitioners
"make use of" the relevant scientific d@scover%es in the
pursuit of their "common aim." To the degree to which the
practice of education is so grounded, to that degree will
its practice become more efficient and reliable, the qualities
of practical theory properly conceived. Like medicine; the =
claim of education to the status of practical theory is
derivative upon its foundation on the relevant sciences and
the tight theory-practice fit it has in relation to these
sciences. The aﬁalogy of education and medicine, however,
constitutes O'Conrnor's first step in discrediting education
as an instance of practical theory. While education may look
like medicine, it does not resemble it in terms of O'Conn&f's
view of the practice of medicine as a procedural technology
aimed at the realization of uncontentious goals. Three points
present themselves in relation to the issue at hand: (1) Is
the theory-practice dichotomy in medicine as clear as
O'Connor supposes? (2) Does making use of the relevant
stientific discoveries in medical practice resemblé that
found in technological activity? (3) Is the énalogy of
education and medicine legitimate in terms of the uncon-

tentionness of their goals?

2
"3Ibid.



Pure theory aims at the increase of knowledge, and .
that is what science does. P;actical theory aims at the
production of pfactical results and that is what medicine
does. Education is like medicine and cannot aim at an
increase of knowledge since education is directed at the
production of practical results and not towards an increase
of knowledge. But if the dichotomy is not simply tautological,
that is, if "meditine” is such by definition just because it
does aim at the production of practical results for that is
what it is to do medicine, is the distinction as precise as
O'Connor maintains? Could not the cancer.researcher, viewed
on the one hand under thé aspect of aiming at the production
of practical results, the prevention and cure of cancer, be
said to be engaged in the exercise of practical theory while,
on the other as viewed under the aspect of aiming at an in-
Erease in krowledge, be said to be engaged in the exercise
of pure theory? Similarly, is it necessarily the case that
the educational theorist, since his efforts are tied to educa-
tional considerations, is concerned only with fhe production
of practical results and is engaged, in consequence, only in
practical theory? Where such a theorist attempts to gain
insight into the nature of human understanding, can he not
be said to be aiming at an incfease of knowledge and be en-
gaged in pure theory as a result? If such ig the case, is
not O0'Connor's dichotomy of pure theor; aiming at an in-
crease of knowledge and practical theory aiming at the pro-

duction of results more a function of the purpese for which

the activities are undertaken and less a function of the
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intrinsic nature of the activities themselves?

The second and third points in relation to O'Connor's
view of ﬁractical theory are inter-relatgd, for what it is
"to make .use of" relevant scientific discoveries in practical
activities is.tied to his view of the unconmtentious nature of
the aim of these activities. Incorporated in the view of what
it is to be a practical activity is the reduction of ﬁhis aim
to its most rudimentary formulation and a parallel restric-
tion of the nature of practice to its reliability and efficiency
in fﬂé attainment of those aims so reduced. For 0'Connor,
the goal of qedicine_ponsists in the platitudinous "prevention
and cure of disease," and the set of practical activities
concerned with that common aim are judged by virtue of their
reliability and efficiency in securing that goal. Where the
goal is taken in its minimal and uncontentious‘sense, the
doctor is seen to "make use of the relevant scientific dis-
coveries" when he prescribes two aspirin and plenty of rest.
Such prescription, of course, reduces the nature of those
practical activities and the nature of p;actical theory sup-
porting those activities to the routine level of technological
implementation. On the other hand, where the goal of medicine
isptaken at its upper limit, say the discovery of a vaccine,
what ;t is to "make use of the relevant scientific discover-
ies" ceases to be so platitudinously obvious. But one need
not take the goal of the "prevention and cure of disease"

at this lofty level to counter the view that the set of .

practical activities embodied in medicine do not conform to

——— 2
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O'Connor's mechanistic conception of medical practice. What
distinguishes healthy from pathological fuhctioning is itself
not always so obvious, nor is its treatment invariably and
routinely reducible to the automatic selection of the relevant

findings of physiology and anatomy. As O'Connor's "common

aim" of that set of practical activities marking off the
practice of medicine reduced to its minimal and platitudinous
formulation, so what it is ";o make use of the relevant )
scientific discoveries" masks the exercise of those activities
under an omnibus description which fails to discriminate -
routine from discerning performance. That the goals of medi-
cine are uncontentious and its practice routine is, fbr
O'Connor, that which marks it off as an instance of practical
theory. The carry-over is that education, being a practical
theory, is likewise endowed. In the absence of that set of
values and ideals embodied and expressed in the purposes for
which knowledge and skills and attitudes are imparted and

so directing the amount and types of training that is given,
education must of necessity have aims which are boringly i
obvious which are attained by techniques of mechanical routine.
That, then, is why education is like medicine.

Having so rendered the goals "of medicine banal and
its performance automatic, on the one hand, and having tied
education to medicine so reduced on the other, O'Connor is _
now ready for his next step. While both education and medi-
cine may be instances of practical theory serving to ground

that set of practical activities aimed at the production of

results measured in terms of their reliability and efficiency,

-
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it will now be revealed that education, after all, falls short

of the criteria which pick out practical theory correctly

conceived.

{b) Why Education Is Not Like Medicine

Education may be like medicine in being a practical
activity directed towards a common aim but it is not like
medicine in respect to its theoretical base since itilacks
those "natural laws that apply to the material with which we
have to work."za There are, for 0'Connor, two kinds of

&)
"natural laws," and the distinction between.them points up
both the greater efficiency and reliability found in the
practical activity of medicine as opposed to that found in
ed;cation, as well as the grounds upon which the former al-
though not the latter, may aspire to the title "practical
theory.” Relative to medicine and education respectively,
these laws are (a) the "laws of nature,”" those laws which .
"lie beneath the surface of things and have to be painfully
elucidated by the standard methods of science," and (b} the
"natural laws of human nature" which, conversely, are "clear
in rough outline to an intelligent observer."25 Where
O'Connor, under the stipulative définition of theory, has
rendered science as analytical with theory, and theory,
properly conceived, has as its object the increase of know-

ledge, which in its turn is analytical with the painful

elucidation of the laws of nature which lie beneath the sur-

24

Ibie., p. 94.

.
231pid., p. 95.
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face of things, it does seem clear that education, which
appeals to the laws of human nature which do not lie beneath
the surface of things but which are obvious to intelligent
-observers, cannot make a claim to the standing of practicai

Y
theory. Practical theory\is based upon the 1aws'o£ nature '
which are not obvious and education is grounded upon those
which are obvious, at least to intelligent observers. Now
O0'Connor is, without doubt, an intelligent observer. Since
he maintains that education fails as practicgl theory not on
the absence of its basis in natural laws but on that of their
obviousness, will he show what these obvious laws of human
nature might be?

By way ofﬁelucidating the obvious natural laws of
human nature and at the same time r'evealing why education,
which in his.view appeals to these obvious natural laws has
failed to achieve the standing of practi;al theory, O'Connor
indulges in 2 little history. 0ddly, the social sciences,
whose business it is to uncover these obvious natural laws
of human naturé, have gotten off ¥ a late start in comparison
with the natural sciences which had for some time been in-
dustriously and painfully elucidating the laws of nature.

The reason why they got off to a late start was just because
these natural laws of human nature were so obvious. The
social sciences were just beguiled by the palpable obviousness
of the naturzl laws of human nature, and, s¢ it seems, have

only recently awakened to the task at hand.

One of the reasons why psych0108Y1 economics,
. sociology and the rest of the studies that we
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call the social sciences developed so late
is, paradoxically, just that we can learn a
good deal about ®hem from casual observa-
tion, provided that it is intelligent and
critical. The rough regularities of be-
haviour and experience that we all notice
in ourselves, our friends and our animals
are sufficient to give us all a modest
stock of psychological knowledge. We

know roughly how we learn, how we are
motivated, how our emotions work, and so
on. Such knowledge is very limited,
inaccurate and unorganized but it is suf-
ficient to enable us to live our lives
‘more or less successfully in contact with
other people.'Z

It might be argued that the reason why the social

sciences, psychology, economics, sociology.and the rest -

.developed so late'was not so much bécause the natural Iaws

-

4

of human naﬁhre upon which they rest were obvious to iﬁte%li—
gent and“gritical observation but rather because the very
conception of natural laws of human nature constituted an
extension of the empirical and reductive methods of the

natural sciences to the human realm. Such a view works teo
ease O'Connor's sense of paradox. In.any event, in what =
sense can the "rough regularities of behaviour -and experience"
be counted as the natural laws o£ human nature? In what

sense can these regularities that we notice in ourselves,

our friends, or, failing that, the rough regularities we
notice in our animals, conform to those governing the be-
haviour .of inanimate phenemena and in terms of which we may
subsume such behaviour and experience as relevant instances?

What are these laws of human nature which determine how we

learn, how we are motivated, how our emotions work, and so

-
"6Ibid.



on? On the other hand, what exactly is the nature of that
"casual observation" which is simultaneously "intelligent
and c;;;ical?" Could it.-be that to be intelligent and
critical in the observation of the rough regularities of
behaviour and experience is to presuppose such laws in con-
formity with O'Connor’s‘programme? Further, if the laws of
human_nature are so obvious when subjected to this casual
yet intelligent and crftical-observation, why is }t that
the knowledge of these-laws is "very limited, inaccurate
and unorganizéd?" Could it be that‘such limitation, inac-
curacy and disorganization is a consequence less of the late

start of the social sciences and more the outcome of the .
fact that the rough regularities of human behaviour and
experience are recalcitrant-to the pfpgramme? Could it be
that the failure of psychology and soéiology ang economics
and so on to bring down the laws of hu%an nature to -the level
of those resembling Ehe laws goverrning the behaviour of gases
rests upon a mistaken notion of what constitutes those rough
regularities of behaviour and experience which we notice in
ourselves and in oﬁr friends? Could it be, finally, that

to withhold theoretical accreditation from education on the
grounds of the imperfections.of its scientific basis in
comparison with that u:whidlﬁedicine makes appeal is only to
show éhat education and medicine derive their theofetical
components from radically differentlsourcés? Could it be

that the set of values and ideals embodied and expressed in

the purposes for which knowledge and skills and attitudes

~
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are 1mparted and so directing the amount and types of train-
ing that is given, with which philosophy is coﬁcerned, does,
aféer all, have something to do with t;at set of techniqu%§
for impartf?g knowledge, skills and attitudes, and in particu-
lar with that set of theories which purport to explain or
justify the use of thgse techniques? o

The.similarity between education and medicine, each-
being a set of practical activities unified by a common
aim, was more apparent, for O'Cornor, than real.‘ While
medicine, conceived reductiVEly‘and mechanically, has theoreti-
‘cal backing in the laws of bhyé;ology an¢ anatomy, and by
"extension downtard into biology, physics and:chemistry,
education is seen to lack comparable grounding in the in-
animate world and failg, as a consequence, as an instance of -
practical theogy properly Jnderstdéé.‘ All, however, is not .
lost. It is,paradoxically, just the late start of the
sciences of man, which, while presently proving ina%equate
as theoretical backing er.education in comparison Qith the

increase of knowledge in respect to the behaviour of inanimate

phenoména provided by the sciences of nature, may yet -betoken
. -

for education a future theoretical respectability. The

sciences of man will do this, puzzlingly in view of the fact
¥ .

that the obvious laws of human nature upon which the sciences
of man rest have yielded under their ministrations knowledge
which is limited, inaccurate and unorganized, by increasing

the reliability and efficiendy of- education in the face of

the crush of numbers.
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(c) The Sciences of Man
In addition to realizing that education rests uporn

; :
\the ‘obvious laws of human nature and because of'such obvious-
. 4

ness the sciences of man have gotten started rather late, ‘

<9ne must also realize that education is a creature of chang-

-

ing social circumstance. Unlike the ancient and mediaeval

- F2
1

teacher who had to work with only a small body of students

and had to impart only a limited amount of knowledge,' his

L4

modern counterpart confronts a situation in which education
"is given indiscriminately to the whole of the child popula-
tion." In addition, modern teachers "have somehow between

them to ensure that the whole of contemporary knowledge is

transmitted to at least sufficient numbers to guarantee

27 . .
that it will be preserved and furthered ™ This leap in
student numbers and breadth of transmitted knowledge has had.

the consequence that the "commonsense methods"™ with which
q

-

the ancient and mediaeval tutor managed required replacement,

in the interests of greater reliability ﬁnd efficiency, by
k .

- -

those generated by the sciences of man. It is in the realm
of methodology, of procedure, that education must cast its
lot if it would aspire to theoretical standing:

Thus two of the basic aims of education
nowadays require that educational methods
shall be as efficient as possible. For
this purpose, it is necessary that what
we know of the sciences of man shall be

applied to ensure this increased effici-
ency. - Thus the analogy between educa-

tion and applied skills like medicine
or engineering is imperfect. Even to

2
”7Ibid., p. 97.
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be gpfficient on a small scale, medicine

andfengineering must be bas&d on natural
science. But education demagds this
only when it has so increased\in scale
and complexity that the laws of nature
that are patent to intelligent observers
prove an inadequate theoretical basis

- and need to be supplemented or replaced .
by the sciences of man.

Two points present themselves in connection with
O'Connor's invoking the scale of education as the determin-
ing factor for the introduction of the laws of human nature
as revealed by the sciences of man to bestow efficiency
upon its exercise. The purpose.of education must be un-
problematic, much like those of medicine which consiste in
the "prevention and cure of disease." Indeed, for O'Connor,
such purposes consist of little more than the effort "to

see that practically everyone, however ill-suited by capacity

\\\3i‘interest, can read and write sufficiently to fill up forms

-

"and understand official insgructions."29 The difficuley lies

in determining the point on the scale when it can be seen
that the laws of human nature which are patent to intelligent
observers, those rough regularities we notice in ourselves,
our friends and our animals, need to be supplemented or
replaced by the sciences of man. Again, if there is no
relation between the practice of medicine and the scale of
its performanc% since it reiies on natural science and the
increase of knowledge it has bestowed in respect to the

.

laws of nature even on a small scale, why must there exist

such a relation in education relying on the sciences of man

287hid. : | :

')_

9
29hi4.
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which will reveal the laws of human nature? TIf-the laws of
human nature are indeed laws such as the laws of nature,
why should the scalé of the practical activity which they
embody be relevant to their applicatien?

A second point relates to the nature of the relation
between the laws of human nature which are pétent to intel~-
ligent observers and those that provide backing for the
sédiences Qf man. d'Connor points out that not only do the
laws of human nature which are patént to intelligent ob-
servers (LHNI) need to be supplemented by those laws of
human nature yet to be ﬁncdvefﬁa by the sziegtes of man
(LHNz), but‘that LHN1 may very well need to be "replaced"
by LHN,. While LHN; were never specified by O'donnor any
more than that they constituted those rough regularities we

notice in ourselves, our friends and our animals, one sup-

posed they were simply-limited, inaccurate and unorganized
precipitates of LHNZL #In what sense, ghen, can-LHN2 Pe saia
to replace LHNl? Is the nature of the disjunctioﬁ between
LHNland LHN2 qualitative or merely a matter of degree? If
the disjunction 1is quélitative, of what relévance is the
scale of the enterprise of education since, if LHN2 is to
replace LHNl, the latter were never relevant in the first
place? 1If, on the other hand, the disjunction is merely a
matter of degree, if LHN2 are in the nature of.precision—
tooled outcomes of that which we imperfectly grasp at present

nly under the aspect of LHNI’ by virtue of.Qﬁat further set
of laws do we determine that the break-point on the scale

/4

103
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has been reached which requires the replacement of LHN1 by

LHN,? Further, if LHN, are only the limited, inaccurate

and unorganized current embodiments of LEN,, what might the
relation be between LHN, and the laws of nature themselves,

those which have been painfully elucidated by the methods of
science? Will LHNz.ultimately be determined to be tgemselves- —
only the limited, inéccurate and unorganized reflections of

the laws of nature which serve to relieve puzzlement in the

face of the anomalouslbehaviour of inanimate phenomena?

O'Connor's next step in explaining the devolution of the

- -

sciencea of man bears out just that supposition,
Psychology, for 0'Connor, is paradigmatic of the
sciences of man much in the same way that physics is for
the sciences cfnature. To contrast the one with the other
will be to contrast the sciences of man with the sciences
of nature, and it is to such a cdntrast that O'Connor next
turns, with the initial admonition that one must not start

"by making too sharp a division between the sciences of man

and the sciences of nature." '

Man is a part of nature. His boedy is as
much subject as are the other parts of
~ nature to the laws of physics, chemistry
and biology. And if we look at the rela-
tions between the sciences, we do not
- find that there is any sharp discontinuity
\\k between the scienies peculiar to man and
those common to man and the rest of
nature. The laws of physics set the
framework within which the laws of
- chemistry may be found. Chenistry
sets a similar framework for biology
. and biology for psychology. In the
. same way, the laws of psychology are
the limits within which the specialized
sciences of man, economics, sociology,
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and the rest, can be understood. Thus
the sciences can be regarded as having
the same sort of relation to each other
as the members of a set of Chinese
boxes, the more general and abstract
setting the limits for the more special-
ized. In this way there is & clear
continuity between the sciences . of man
and the sciences of nature, just as
there is a clear continuity between
mankind h%gself and the rest of the
universe.

O'Connor's set of Chinese boxes constitutes, of course,
just that kind of superior science that can be expected to
answer those difficult and important guestions about human
life and man's place and prospects in the universe which he
had warned us that philosphy could not offer, it being

—_

rather that laborious piecemeal effort of criticism and

T
clarification of the foundation of our beliefs issuing out
-into only occasional and fragmentary glimpses of enlighten-
ment. The glimpse of enlightenment O0'Connor has retrieved
here has been secured from the further perspective from
which he has witnessed no sharp division, indeed, a cleFr
continuity, between the sciences of nature and the sciences
of man. From that further perspective which purports to
intérpret the universe on a grand scale O'Connor's glimpse
has revealed a clear continuity of mechanistic, deterministic
}eductionism in which the iaws of human nature to which the
sciences of man direct their efforts are subject to, their A
framework o? limits are set by, the laws of nature as pain-

fully clucidated by the natural sciences. Tt is those

natural sciences which provide the explanatory framework for

301454, pp. 98-99.
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the léws of human nature and by virtue of which the special-
ized sciences of man may be_understood. However, where
O'Connor admonishes us not to make too sharp a division
between the sciences of man and the sciences of nature, he
appears to have made no division with the consequence that
certain difficulties emerge in respect to his programme.
Initially and most obviously is that relating to
O'Con;or's explanation of his own pronouncement. How, in
other wordé, is his glimpse of enlightenment minimally ex-
plicable in terms of his seamlegs subsumption of progressively
more general and abstract Chinese boxes? In the absence of
‘@ further and more abstract Chinese box which sets the limits
for his foundafional box in which one will find the laws of
physiés, how can his glimpse of enlightenment consisting of
the subsumption of the sciences of man under the sciences of
nature be explained in terms of a collocation of étoms collec-’
tively constituting O'Connor's brain? As with proponents of
mechanistic reductionism generally, O'Connor excuses himself

from his own injunctions in the course of his own explica-

. 31
tion.

31Marjorie Grene has pointed to the self-contradietion
implicit in mechanistic-reductionistic accounts of purposeful

behaviour es here shown by 0'Connor. '"For the person who
states them," she maintains,

- - - does so responsibly—%so there is at
least one-purposive agemt” and- 'riechanism'
{(whether physicalistic or evolutionary) as
a universal truth is false—or mechanism
is true and the person who makes such
statements is compelled by the laws of
physics and chemistry, or by the course

of evolution, to make these noises and

is therefore making no knowledge claim

and has in turn no claim on our attention.
"To Have A Mind," Jourral of Medicine and
Philosophv, Vol. 1, No. 1 (1976), p. 182.
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O'Coqnor's injunction not to make too sharp a division
between the sciences of man and the sciences of nature is
invoked, of course, in conformity with his reductionist
schgme; But the fact is that there is a sharp discontinuity
and one which rests on precisely that which does not conform
to the scheme and one which O'Connor, in consequence, wishes
to suppress. In terms of the"discontinuity between the laws
of physics and chemistry on the one hand and those of biology
on the other, such discontinuity assumes the form of sentience
or consciousness. In terms of the discontinuity between the
laws of biology and the "laws of psychology," the discon-
tinuity appears in the form of purpose. The thing is that
neither consciousness or sentience operating at éhe biological
levei is explicable in terms of the laws of physics and
chemistry, nor is purpose reducible to the laws of biology.
The issue, of course, turns on 0'Connor's cohception of what
is meaqtlby "setting the framework" or "setting the limits,"
which, from the more general and abstract up the more
specialized sciences of man such as psychology, sociology
and economics and so on, human behaviour may be understood.

To take his example of the man in city dress diving
off Westminster Bridge as an instance of such purposeful
behaviour, whether it be to save a would-be suicide, win a
bet, or to ;scape from the police, in what way might the
laws of biology, those regulating the healthy physiological
functioning of-the diver, be said to explain his action in

diving off the bridge? While such laws might well be said

to account for his f;ilure to dive successfully—he may be
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physiologically incapable of performing the feat—O'Connor
does not reveal how successful performance—he saved the
suicide, he won the bet, he escaped from the police—may be-
explained by harmonious physiological functioning. Equally,
O'Connor does not reveal how the diver's consciousness that

he was on the bridge, the simple sentient awareness of his
environment, might be explained by the framework laid down

by the laws of ﬁhysicsnénd chemistry. As the laws of healthy
biological functioning were inoperative in terms of an ex- )
Planatory account of the diver's intentions, so the laws J\h\\\
regulating the collocation of atoms or chemical components
constituting the conditions of physiological health fail to
comprehend éhat"sentient awareness marking the successful
operation of those biological laws. Similarly, how do such
Eiological laws work to determine the laws of psychology,
whatever they might be, and how do such laws, in their turn,

. Set the limits within which the specialized sciences of man
:may be understood?

O'Connor's frameworks and limits are, of course, of
the reductionist variety, a variety however, which fails to
support the weight of its own explanatory function. Lower
level principles, rising in order from physics and chemistry,
through biology, psychology, and on to the specialized
sciences of man may indeed set the limits of higher-level
functioning but only in terms of setting the conditions of
failure, not of success. Explanation of successful perform-
ance can proceed only in terms of higher—lével principles of

operation, principles which comprehend and co-ordinate those
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at the next lower level. O'Connor's ontology of lower-l?vel
reduction introduced by way of prohibition on making too
sharp 'a division between the sciences of man and the sciences
of nature was itself intended to set the limits.fér his view
of the éxplanatory function of theory as the subsumption of
an anomalous fact or small group of facts under a general law
and a2 general law under a further general law, which, in its
turn, was to set the limits for what constituted a theory
properly conceived. Yet it is just that sharp division which
is required to render his scheme intelligible. In the course
of advancing a programme of mechanistic reductionism, O'Connor

has tacitly %;;pké@sboth consciousness and teleology which

‘the programme sought to suppress.

(d) The Inadequacies of the Sciences of Man

,Although there existed, for O0'Connor, a "clear con-
tinuity" between the sciences of man and the sciences of nature
such.that the latter stood to the former in the relation of
more general and abstract Chinese box, there are, it seems,
some four differences between them, each working to diminish
the sciences of man in comparison with its paradigmatic use.
Also, of course, the theoretical respectabilicty of educational
theory which makes appeal to such sciences of man falters as
a consequence.

For O'Cpnnor, the sciences of man, unlike those of
nature, rest upon "an inside knowledge of the subject matter"
with the consequences that, although it give us "some rough

and ready knowledge of the uniformities of human behaviour,
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it inhibits us from looking at them with the objective eye
that the scientist needs."32 Where O'Connor, in his reduc-
tionist ontology, sought to estéblish the sciences of man
as special cases of the sciences of nature in terms of which

they derived their explanatory frameworks, we now discover

that there exists a sui generis difference between the two
which renders such subsumption inoperative. It was the fond,
but now it seems unfounded hope, that under the aegis of the
slow and painful elucidation of psychology, educational
theory might achieve respectability when its theoretical
foundations passed over from LHN1 to LHN2, th? latter being
nothing less than the laws of nature inscribed in human
behaviour and made manifest in the specialized sciences of
man. It now seems evident that the sciences of man are
inextricably mired in LHNl,-those rough and ready regulari-
ties patent to intelligent observers who critically observe
themselves, their friends and their animals. This is so
because the sciences of man- lack: that "objective eye" which
marks the activities of the practitioner in the scieﬁces of
nature. But if the inhibiticn inm respect to looking at the
uniformities of human behaviour with the objective eye is
absolute, that is that the inside knowledge of the subject
matter in itself p;ecludes that objectivity found in the
sciences of nature, how did O'Connor know that those rough
and ready regulariFies of human behaviour were but the

limited, inaccurate and unorganized manifestations of those

9
B"An Intredrction to the Philosophy of Education,
op. cit., p. 99.
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natural laws traceable with clear continuity to epistemo-
logical bedrock in chemistfy.énd physics? Is not O'Connor
himself in the same position as those labouring in the
sciences of man? Is he not also equally bereft of that ob-
jective eye required to produce such a deteérmination?

On the other hand, 3f the inhibition in respect to
looking at the uniformities of human behaviour with the
objective eye is relative, regardless whether such relativity
attaches to the nature of those uniformities, the condftions
of observation, or to the eye itselfs- 0'Connor must show
when it is that the objective eye th;£ the scientist needs
“comes into operation, when the inside knowledge of the subject
matter is transformgd into outsidg knowledge.

Unfortunately, O'Connor does not explain what he
means by the "objective eye” by means of which the sciences
of man have been marked down. In what sense, for example,

. R .
might the Keplerian, the Newtonian or the Einsteinian eye
be said to be "objective"? Did Kepler, Newton or Einstein,
in looking at the uniformities of nature with the objective.
eye that the scientist needs, transcend their respective
interpretive frameworks in so doing? Or is there some
"objective'" difference between the interpret;ve frameworks
of the naturaln§cientist and those relating to the sciences
of man, a diffeTrence by virtue-of which the former but not
the latter acduires'the ob}ective eye? 0O'Connor, iﬁ effect,

must do more than simply teH us that the sciences of man,

resting upocn an inside knowledge of its subject matter, lacks =~ -
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that objective eye characteristic of the natural scientisty
he must show how the one is and the othe{ is not possessed
of objectivity. But it is this he does not do. . f ' \////
A further deficiency_of the sciences of man when placed'/
in contrast with the sciences of nature is thatﬁﬁhe sciences

of man lack comparable permanence. The laws of nature to

v

which the sciences of nature appeal are "the same as they

-———

were in the 0ld Stone Age," while the laws of human nature

~
~

may beaaltered in much the same way "that wheat or maize has
been altered by systematic piant-bréeding."33 O0'Connor's
permanency condition.which grounds the -laws of nature is,

of course, little more than an assumption of the third-person
perspective which confounds the laws of nature on the one
hand with our understanding of them on the other. The
Ptolemaic laws of—hature governing the relations of thé//
planets were not the same as the Copexnican laws of nature
comprehending identical phenomena, nor were the Newtonian
laws of nature gover?ing mass, motion, time and space the
same as their Einsteinian counterparts. It is only if one

assumes the latest perspective, herc the Einsteinian, that

one can say that the laws of nature were the same as they
were in the 01d Stone Age. . TN
As to the laws of human nature, those unrevealed

uniformities which may be altered in much the Same way as
‘ . : , -

-

one alters wheat or maize by systematic plant-breeding,

O'Connor becomes rather elusive, maintaining that we could not

33Ibid., p. 101.
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. - . properly say that the laws of human
nature had been altered (as a result of

similar experiments). It would be rather
that man, like any other part of aature,
responds differently to different condi-
tions and by altering the conditions we

can provide new occasions in which previ-
ously hidden capabilities can be developed.

34
On one reading, the laws of human nature amply fulfil

the permanency condition as laid down by th%figga,of nature.
Presumably the laws of nature governing the growth_of wheat
or maize are the samé now as they were in. the 0ld Stone Age
and if the laws of human nature are comparable to those
determining the growth of wheat or maize the permanence
condition is satisfiedﬁ In the same way, if experiments of
a2 similar nature as those carried out on wheat or maize
were carried out on human beings but we could not proﬁerly
say that the laws of human nature had been altered, only
that previousiy hidden cap;bilities had occasion to develop,
no alteration is recorded and permanence is similarly
secured. On the other hand, if there are different responses
to different conditions as a result of similar experiments
but such ' responses Ere seeﬁ to be "just like any other part
of nature,"/yhe laws of human nature are like any other
laws of\nathre,°and the permanence condition brought to
distinguish them fails.

— Beyond the objeQELyity and permanence conditions dis-
tinguishing the scienceg’of natﬁre From tpe sciences of man,

) .
0'Connor sees the latter to fall short by way of a limited

scope of experimentation oné has in comparison with the
34

Ibid., p. 102. TItalics his.
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former. It is tiresome but true that "the varying conditions

.

to which we subject our material are restficted by tﬁe wel-

- !

. v . ' I
fare of the human beings on whom we are working and by what )
35 '
"

/
{

_ - . . . S
we recognize to be their rights. But it is no inadequacy
of the sciences of man in themselves which limits the gtope

. s : . ) . . Ry
of experimentation on the material we subject to varying,

conditions. It is rather O'Connor's lack of pro
,

failure of nerve in permitting what we recognize to pe the
. /

«

rights of human beings to impede or restrict the fuyll range )
‘0of conditions to.which we might subject. our matelrial.

The final inadequacy of the sciences of men fo which
] P

education must appeal and in so doing suffer comﬁarable

inadeguacy in respect to its standing as theory\Qijiijly
. /-‘7

understood lies, relative to the sciences of naturg,~in

their respective levels of development."36 It appears that

. v )
the qualitative distinction marking the difference between

the sciences of nature and the sciences of man in so far as
the latter lacked the objective eye, that the knowledge de- ‘
rived from the uniformities of human behaviour was irretriev-

ably inside knowledge of the subject matter, is, after all,

only quantitative, a matter of their respective levels of

development. O'Connor turns to the Victorian .biologist T.H.

Huxley's three-stage analysis of the development of science

1]

emplo§1ng‘botany as illustration of the developmental de-

ficiency of the sciences of man in contrast to the sciences

i

331p84. - - .

:.36I.12'id.,avp. 103. g
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of nature. The three stages consist of: (1) an initial stage

of commonsense knowledge as with "the ordinary man's casual

knowledge of plants™; (2) thence to the stage of "careful

-

and exact observation of facts,"

together with the "intelli-

gent classification of ‘these facts to reduce them to

——

manageable and comprehensible order"; and (3) to the

comprehension of a "complex system of interacting causes and

effects,” where "the whole of the plant world and its en-

vironment is understood by the biologist."37 While even

K

for the sciences of nature the third stage "is never com-

pletely achieved," the sciences of man are, for 0'Connor,
"for the most past, in this second phase of development and
in some of these development has not gone far enough to know

if the third stage will ever be reached."38 .

14

Thé taionpmf is, of course, the mirror image of .
O'Connor's e#planatory funétion ;f'théory where puzzlement
was relieved by means of a graduated'ascent from éu%éfmption
of anomalous fact or small grdups of such facts ‘under lower-
levgl law to the subsumption of such lower-level law under
more abstract and general law. The sciences of man and
their knowledge of the laws of human nature to which they ,
appeal have stalled out at stage two, such knowledge being ¥
very limited, inacéurate and unorganized becauée'of the
obviousness of such laws which, in its tern, resulted in the

late start of the sciences of man. It now appears, however,

. -

TIbid. ‘ -
38

3

Ibid.

PRS-
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that the late start may well be irrelevant since it is prob-
lematic whether the sciences of man will ever reach that

third stige of development in which the study>of planté now
rejoices, that level of higher-level law constituted'by inter-
acting causes and effects which relieves puzzlement in respect =
to the whole of the plant world and its environment. By
extension, since the sciences of man éannot bear contrast

with the sciences of nature as manifested in the study of
plants, educational theory which. for O'Connor appeals to such
sciences cannot, in similar faghion, %ear contrast to the
practical theory of agricultural husbandry which finds its
suppert in the science of botany. It is jusg a puzzling
Teficiency of man that his behaviour may very well never be
reduced to that complex system of interacting causes and
effects so remarkably evident in the behaviour of plants._

We just do not know if that third- stage will ever be reached.

The deficiency, however, places Q'Connor in a dilemma, for

- - -

either he must abandon all talk of the sciences of man and

. ’

the laws of human nature to which they -appeal or abandon

his ontglogy of materialistic reductionism. . :
In the case of O'éonnor‘s ontology, if man is a part

of nature and if we look at the relation between the natural

sciences and find no sgarp discontinuity between the sciences

—

common to man and those common to man and the rest of nature,
iq the laws of physics and chemistry set the limits for

biology and the laws of biology set the limits for psychology

-which in turn sets the limits for the specialized sciences
]
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will be reached?’ What can account for 0'Connor's_ hesitance?
\ N
“~

If the sciences of man and the science of plants derive their

of man, why should we not be certain that thé third stage

theoretical support from that complex systeh of interacting
causes and effects found ultimately in the sciences of
chemistry and physics, what doubt can there be that the third
stage is imminent? But why is it that the reductive chain,
that clear-contiﬁuity, has broken down? Why do the sciences
of man continue to languish in stage two? Either the con-
tinuity is clear or it is not clear. If it is clear, there
can be no doubt; if ;t is mot clear O'Connor must re-assess
his yeducti;nism.
-Altérhatively, we see that the sciences of man and

the laws of human nature which ground thgm“are stuck at stage

two where stage two involves the careful and exact observa-
tion of facts, their intelligent classification to reduce

them to manageéble and comprehensible order. The difficulety
here is the source of that knowledge by virtue of which such
facts may be carefully and exactly observed, by virtue of
yhich they may be intelligehtly ﬁlassified and }educed to
manazgeable and comprehensible~ord§r. It cannot have come

from stage one, the ordinaryfman's casual knowledge but rather
presupposes prio} knowledge of stage-three, just that compre-
hension of the complex system of interacting causes and
effects which renders thé&facts manageable and comprehen- BN
sible. But the sciences of man and the laws of human nature

k=]
on which they ate based are in stage two. Therefore the
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sciences of man, presently gngaéed in carefully and exactly
observing the facts, intélligently classifying them to reduce
them to manageable and comprehensible order, must now be in
possession of the laws of human nature constituted by that
complex system of interacting causes and effects in the light
of which the whole.of the human world and its environment_is
understood by the sciences of man. For to observe carefully
and exactly, to cléssify intelligently, is to be careful,
exact and intelligent just in terms of that complex system
of interacting causes and effects. Will, then, O'Connor
reveal what these laws of humén nature are? If he cannot
do so, O'Connor must re-assess his notion of his laws of
human nature and hgs sciences of man.

The line of O'Connor's reasoning in de;ying to educa-
tion the status of theory has been to attempt to show that
the sciences of man and the laws of human nature to which they
appeal do not stand comparison with the sciences of nature
and the laws of nature upon which théy are grounded. The
Sciences of man would serve to explain or justify the prac-
tical theory of education only when such thezry was based
upon the well-established'findings of psychology, the para-
digm of the sciences of man. Yet it was just such well-
estaglished findings that were found wanting,- and }hey were
found wanting because the laws of human nature upon which
psychology, in its turn, was bascd were seen to lack those
features of objectivity, permanence, scope of experimentation

and degree of development characterizing the laws of nature

grounding the sciences of nature. The laws of human nature

—————————ea
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supporting the sciences of man which in turn supported the
practical theory of education were seen to be Enadequate
when compared with the well-established findings of the laws
of nature when applied to botany. However, the explanatory
function of theory in its scientific standard case was seen
to fail its own central criterion in respect to relief of
its puzzlement condition. In the programme of subsumption
under covering }aw there was no such puzzlement with the
consequence that the standard case of theory failed equally
to account for its own guidance function in the face of the
anomalous. In similar fashion, practical theory such as
medicine which dfew its support from the standard case was
competent to guide practice only in those instances where
the practical result it aimed at was unpuzzling and obvious.
It equally failed to fulfil the guidance function of
bractical theory in so far as it did not contain within
itself the rules forlits own application. As such, education
viewed as én instahce of practical theory fares no worse
than those which appeal to the natural sciences. Of course,
the more obvious objection to O'Connor's denial of the Fitle
of practical theory to education on the basis of the absence
of well-established findings in the parent science of man is
that the laws of human nature wpon which such findings
purport to rest are the illusory products of his reductionist
.
ontology. Where human nature may beZfaken as more than the

body which is subject as much as are the other parts of

nature to the laws of physics, chemistry and biology, where
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it is takea, in its context of educational theory as ground-
ing that set of values or ideals embodied and expressed in
the purposes for which knowledge and skills and attitudes
are imparted and so directing the amount and types of frain-
ing thét is given, it is not surprising that there existed
.no well-established findings in the sciences of man com-
parable to those found in physics, chemistry, bioiogy or
botany. VYet it is just such a view of httman nature which
O'Connor rejects. fhe consequence is that the failure, in
his view, of educational theory to be regarded as an in-
stance of practical theory owes less to the insufficiency of
the purposés.seen in terms ofivalues and ideals which guide
its practice than to the inadequacy of his attempts to
elucidate its clear continuity downward into the laws of
bhemistry and physics.

In keeping with the fo§mula established in his con-
sideration of the nature of philosophical questions, 0'Connor
now withdraws from the attack on eduqﬁfional theory from
the empirical wing to assume the offensive from the lin- . )
guistic perspective. In addition to educational theory 7
lacking proper grounding in the sciences of man because the‘
sciences of man lack proper grounding in the laws of human
nature, it is s;en to fall short of the standard case of
theory in respect to the presence of judgements of value. ‘

An elucidation of these judgements of value will proceed by

a consideration of the "logical families of statements."
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2. The Logical Famiiies of Statements

In a manner similar to that where he attempted to
re-interpret philosophical questions in terms of the usage
in wﬁich such questions are put, O'Connor Aere,attempts to
elucidate the nature of educational theory b& an analysis

of the kinds of statements such theory employs. "It would

T

be absurd,” he points out, "to deny that edutation has a

theoretical basis. What we should be clear about however is
what job these educational theories do if they do not have
the logical status of standard scientific theories."39 Of
course, if by "logical status" O0'Connor means the fulfilment
of the explaratory function of theory and a mechanicai sub-
sumpﬁion of anomalous facts or lower-level law under more
abétract'and general.covering law, his standard scientific
the?{ies do not have that logicai status either, as has been
seen. What is of. interest herg,‘however;'is the nature of
that theoretical basis for the practical theory of education
which it would be_absurd to deny. Such a theoretical basis
will be é'function of the job these theories do, not in the
sense of fulfilling that set of values and ideals embodied
and“expressed in the purposes for which knowledge and skills
and attitudes are imparted but rather, oddly, if they do
their job by incorporating theoretically admiséible kinds
of statements.

The first thing to note is that educational theories

incorporate kinds of statements which

91454, p. 104.
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...are different in the sense that they
belong to distinct logical families and
for that reason need to be supported in
quite different ways. Often icdeed we
find that the three kinds are mixed up
together in the writings of a single
- man so that it is not easy to judge the
value of what he is saying until we have
distinguished the different logical 40
compoaents and evaluated them separately.
The distinct logical families of statements employed

in educational theory are the metaphysical, judgements of
value, and the faﬁgly of empirical statements. When O'Connor
points out that each of these three distinct logicalifamilies
of statemerts "need to’ be supported in quite different ways"
he appears to pe re-invoking his principle of different sorts
of evidence for different sorts of questions as in his tre;t—
ment of phi}osophical questions. GOnce we have distinguisheq
the different logical components often found mixed up to-
éether in the writings of a single man we proceed to
evaluate\thém separately on the basis 6f the distinct. logical
family in which the relevant statement is fouhd. Metaphysical
statements are evaluated quite differently from Judgements
of value, and both are ev&luated in quite a different way
from the distinct family of empirical statements. Nothing
could be clearer, yet is this quite what O'Connor has in

mind? Clarification is not long in coming when he commences

evaluation of the distinct family of metaphysical state-

—
<

ments found in educational theory.

IO . *
“Ylbid., pp. 104-105.

1lb

k¥,
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(a) The Metaphysical Family of Statements

: ~

For O'Connor metaphysiéal statements 1in educational
theory abound in the writings of Platb, the mediaeval
scholastics, and in modern Christidn writers. "Statements
of this kind," 0'Connor points out,

. - . are not believed, in the f4irst place,
just because they form part of an educa-
tional theory. They are accepted rather
because they feature in a philosophy or a
theology which is already believed on other
grounds. But they occur in educational
writings naturally enough because they are
the sort of statements which seem 2? have
an important bearing on educationy

&llbid., p. 105. Among the modern Qhristian writers
it is Jacques Maritain who O'Connor appears to see as most
given to making metaphysical statements in educational theory
which' are believed on other grounds. Maritain's asking of
pseudo-questions derives, for O'Connor, from the same source.
Where metaphysical pseudo-questions are recognized as such
by virtue of their setting no limits within which an answer
may be given, Maritain's questions, such as his "What are
we?" serving to commence philosophical thinking fails "by
setting the limits too exactly." For O0'Connor, Maritain
would reject a naturalistic answer ("You are a human being
brought up in English middle-class society in the twentieth
century . . . and so on") as well as alternative metaphysical
answers ("You are just a fortuitous concourse of atoms™):

If therefore the questioner expects answers

of this very—specific kind and shows his
expectations by rejecting any other answers,

he is not putting a genuine questiom. For

precisely this reason, such questidns can-

not serve as a starting point, as-Maritain

suggests, for philosophical discussions.

For they are the disguised conclusions of

arguments on natural religion, and very

dehatable conclusions at that. (p. 117, italics his)

O'Connor's determination that Maritain's questions
are pseudo-questions on the grounds that he has set his limits
too exactly is odd since it is on just these grounds that
0'Connor has ruled such questions to be pseudo-questions. In
other words, O'Connor has set his limits exactly as to what
constitutes a pseudo-question but his limits do not happen
to be Maritain's limits. Indeed, under O'Connor's own
criteria of a "real" question, that where the questioner knows
"what kind of answer he is expecting,” Maritain's questions
constitute such real questions. On the other hand, and using

- >
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To make sense of this passage it must be remembered
that educational thecry for O'Connor consists in that pur-
porting to explain or justify the set of techniques for-
imparting knowledge, skills and attitudes, and which appeal
to the Scie;ces of man and paradigmatically, to that of .
psyggology. That set of values or ideals embodied and ef-
pressed in the.purposes for which such knowledge, skills

"and attitudes are imparted constitute the proper realm of
philosophy which, by definition, can offer nothing £o educa:
tional theory. Statements which form part of educational
>theory; thereforef are psychological statements and not
philosophical or metaphysical statements. Such philosophical-
or metaphysical statements, consequently, must be believed
on other grounds than "educational grounds."_ They are
~believed because they feature in a philosophy or theology
which, in their turn, are believed on still further grounds.
Where educational theory is conceived to be }ndependent of
the purposes for which educatibn is given, it is'tadtological
to maintain that metaphysical statements must play no part
because they are believed on other grounds than educational
theory. Statements such as these, featuring as they do in
philasophy or theology: occur naturally enough and seem to

have an important bearing on _education only for those who

have not grasped this central truth.

the same formula, O'Connor himself appears not to be putting
@ gruuine question since he shows his eéxpectations by reject-
ing zny other answers than the specific kind he expects, they
being the disguised conclusions of arguments on reductionist
materialism and very debatable conclusions at that.



‘Mq\\ =

By way of illustrating such statemenbﬁ_zhere they

occur‘naturally enough in educational theory, O'Connor points

to Plato's educational proposals which "are based on the
prop _

beliefs that man is essentially a2 soul or spirit in temporary

association with a material body, that this soul was created

e

before the body and will survive its dissolution and that

42
the real object of education is 'improvement of the soul.'"

The distinction between soul and body is, for 0'Connor, a

metaphysical one for "It has never been demonstrated by any.
. : w43 A o . .

recognized process of argument. Ed his distinction in

P ..
respect to the "logical families of statements" one initially
supposed that such families were "logically™ distinct in
that they appealed to reasons of an epistemologically dis-
crete nature, that metaphysical statements were to be sup-
ported by metaphysical reasons, and so on. The term "logical"
has now -taken on its narrower connotation, that of a "recog-
nized process of argument” where by that is meant a valid
process of inference from premises known to be true to &on-
clusions which are true as a consequence. By bringing
aréﬂﬁents from the narrower connotation to criticize the
descriptive sense of "logical” as in the "1ogical?£§?ily of

A

n

statements,” O'Connor has vioclated his own categories which,

as he maintained, "need to be supported in quite different

ways."

49
“21pi4.

431514, \\\\\
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O'Connor's next move against metaphysical statements

is in a similar vein. Where he initially saw such state-
Y

~.ments to fail on the basis of the fact that they did not
conform to the canons’ of logic, he next sees them to fall
short in so far as they do not satisfy the criteria of the

-empirical family of statements.

We have seen that the main difficulty about
claims of this kind is that there is no well
~ established way of confirming them. It is
therefore impossible to say exactly what is
being claimed or even to be sure that such
statements have cognitive meaning At all.
Propositions of this kind do not always
show their characteristics on their faces.
But ‘they may usually be recognized because
however much they might look like ordinary

_statements of fact, they are basically uw=z
" like them in at least one way: they cannot
. either be confirmed or refuted by evidence

\\ which can be checked and assessed by éstab-
lished and recognized methods. It is im-
portant that, whether or not we suppose
that such statements are meaningful or
provable, we should at least be able to
recognize them. For it is hardly poessible
to understand them if we do not appreciate
their logical status.

Where O'Connor *first showed us that metaphysical

statements, statements which need to be supported in ways

peculiar to the distinct logical family to which they belong,
did not conform to demonstration by any recognized process
of argument: that being simple deductive inference, he now

shows us that the same family of statements cannot be estab-

lished by those ways peculiar to the empirical family of

f ~

statements, that is by confirmation by observation and

experiment. Such failure to Support metaphysical statements

/,
““1vid., p. 106.
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judgements of value and to reveal then "for whai thev are.

=
by evidence which can be checked and assessed by established

b

methods is not to be attributed to the methods but to the

statements since they do not always show their character on

their faces. They may look like ordinary statements of fact

but they are basically unlike them. Yet it is here that it

-

is O'Connor's argument which does not show its character on

its face since he is doing little more than attempting to
impugn metaphysical statements merély by illustrating the

‘inadequacy of his criteria to c¢omprehend them. In rounding

out his attack on metaphysical statements O'Connor invokes

a9

the Humean‘gictum that the evidence for any conclusion must
"

contain statements of the same logical sort as the conclusion

itself. O'Connor does not appear to appreciate that he has

violated the injunction by drawing conclusions as to the
merits of metaphysical statements based upon statements of

a logical and empirical sort.

3

(5) The Valuational Familv‘of Statements

0'Connor's second family of statements consists of

those incorporating judgements of value. In order to judge

the value of what that single man is saying in his writing

on educational theory where the three kinds of statements

may be mixed up together, it is necessary to isolate these

L ~ -
An 6ndiagnosed value judgement is a source.
of intellectual muddle. Once we recognize

it, we realize that it is not 'self-

evidentlyl true and beyond 2ll criticism.

For however important and inevitable our

valuations are, we have seen that their .
. .

-

@
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'ﬁdi.gnosed," is not the diagnosis itself then muddled"

\?".

128
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Justification is a very perplexing prob-

lem. 1If we realize this we shall tend -2
not to be dogmatic or fanatical about
them,

-

S Since that set of values and ideals embodied and ex-
pressed in the purposes for which ‘knowledge, skills and
attitudes are imparted belong to thé realm ofrphilosophy,
and philosophy .under the definition can have Hothing éo offelr
for educatlonal theory whlch purports to explaln or JUStlfy}

a set of techniques for 1mpart1ng knowledge, skills and <

attitudes, it is perplexlng just how it is determined t

hat
such theory can be seen to be value~free since our Valu?f{ins

- I
are both important and inevitable. Again, if value judke-

‘ments are inevitable _apd educational theory properly-coﬁi\lﬁg

ceived is that wherein such value judgements have beei oY

o

- .

e it proceed@ from valuatlons which have not, at that

time, been themselves d1agnoqed° Is there regress here?

/
Would O'Connor 1nd1cate how we shall tend not to bé\dogmatlc

- A
or fanatical about those further valuations on the grouw )
e A
of which we 136T\te those Judgements of value under scrutiny

in order to reveal them for whaty they are? 'W'ght these

further valuations .be self—evidenb{y ;ruﬁ and beyond all {
criticism? O'Conrnor ‘has shown us.how we may recognize meta-

physical statements. We-have seen that such sjﬁ&gments lie

beyond his loglcal crlkerla of. recognlzed process of argu-

ment'as well as ‘his empirical criteria of confirmation or

AsIbid., p-, 107. Italics his.
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refutation by evidence which can be checked and assessed by

established and recognized méthods. We have seen that meta-

»

£
physical statements which, like judgements of value and
empirical statements, must be suypported in quite different
ways and that such metaphysical statements ‘cannot be sSup-

ported by wayé which lie outside their distinct Togical

+ ’

f ri}. We have seen that this disqualifies metaphysical
s{g?%ments from_educational theory correctly understood.

Now the question is how we shall fecognize judgements of

value, how we shall diagnose them so we shall not be led into

intellectual muddle, how we-shall reveal them for what they
- - . .

are. We shall do this by strict adherence to the reasons

o -

for the support of such judgements of value for it is a dis-
. tinct logical family and needs to be supported by reasons

other than those drawn fromdghe metaphysical and empirical

-

families of statements. ) ) .

-

Value terms employed in statements incorporating
qugements of value are not like ordinary descriptive terms

as viewed ih relation to their denotative referents, for
. .

they are seen by O'Connor to diverge relative to their con-
notation or meaning. Thus, two people might dispute whether
a whale was a fish. On the one hand the dispute might centre

over the connotat#on of "fish," that is, over those charac—

y teristics something had to have in order to be called a

. ’ ! N
/Jflsh." On the other hand the disputants might agree on the
guestion of connotation but remain at odds over the denotative
- i ;

gquestion, that is, whether or not the whale possessed these- -

characteristics. The denotative question falls under the
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empirical family of statements for its support, as it may be
settled by reference to observing whether or not the whale
indeed 'possessed these characéeristics. However, the con-
notation or meaning. 6f the term "fish" is a more perplexing
™, .

b ,Pbroblem, forfﬁhe settleqpnt of the “denotative issue presup-
bPoses agreement on the question of connotation. The issue,
O'Connor points out, is "not so indubitably 2 factual matter

46

and cannot be settled quite so easily." The issue extends,
. .

of course, to his logical fémilies of statements and serves
tﬁ_throw_into-relief the inadequacy of his logtcal or emgiricall
families in supporging or explaininé the meiaphysical or

/ ‘ valuational family of statements. As settiement of dispute
S

*\\_—;,7; ® over whether the whale is or is not a fish presupposes

agreement as to what counts as a2 fish and upon which the

A
L .
r}&/’ empirical determination of whether the whals is a fish may
2 ‘proceed, the settlement of disputes over metaphy51ca1 state-
. ments or judgements of value may not be arbltrated by appeal

L
4

J/ZB the empirical family of statements bu;\ﬁ?esupposes Ehat

family of statements. .It is in terms of -connotation derived

from metaphysical and valuational statements that empirical
statewments acquire their me%ning. Nor are such disputes
! »

merely linguistic for .common usage, as O'Connor realizes, K

fails just where it is that common usage which is »n question.

Where the question of meaning is at issue, his criteria of

usage, logical deducibility and verification are of no avail.
r

We do fiot learn how the dispute at the level of connotation

as\to whether the whale is a fish is to bé resolved.
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From his struggles with the whale O0'Connor next con-~
. /’ ¥
fronts the issue of judgements of value in so far as they
relate to purposes for action. As with disputes over the
denotative .definition of"whale" which might be resolved
empirically provided the disputants previously agreed -over
what counted as a fish, such terms as "good" or "bad" mean
little more than "successfully" or "efficiently" and can be
settled by reference to empirical fact provided consensus
over the goals of action was previously established. When
the disputants are at cross-purposes, however, what it is to
. -~

be "good" or "bad" viewed instrumentally are of no relevance.

"If A and B are driving a car from London to Manchester,"

O'Connor muses; "they can settle a dispute about the quickest

. R ' - PR .

route by consulting a2 road map. But any such discussion of
ways and means will be premature or pointless if A wishes

to go-to Manchester and B to Land's Ead."*’

O'Connor's per-
plexity continues, for the problem of purposes are "ﬁhilo—
sophically puzzling in having no obvious or agreed way in
which they can be verified or refuted. This seems a serious

48

problem." If.judgpments of value in educational theory

are either expl;citly juagements of purpose or ﬁrésuppose

such judgements, how will O'Connor attempt to adjudicate
conflict of purpose without recourse to philosophy which deals
with that set of values.and ideals embodied and expressed in

the purposes for which knowledge, skills and attitudes are

A7Ibid., p. 55.

“81pig.

(9
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imparted, which, as we have seen, plays no role in his con-

ception of educational theory? . 4

As with the nature of philosophical questions, O'Connor

4, ,\
moves to resolve the dilemma by way of the linguistic route

subsequent to the collapsé of his empirical criteria. He
will do this by "looking at the ways in which such statements

are both like and unlike statements we do know how to veri-

fy."&g For example; he shows us that the statemen®T -

"'Beethoven's seventh symphony is a great work' is gram-

matically the same kifd of statement as the factual state-

ment 'Beethoven's seventh symphony is written in the key of

!II‘SO

A major. Now the grammatical similarity may mislead one

into thinking that the term "great" has the same sort of

independent factual étanding as does the "key of A major,"

and by extension that sﬁch terms as "good," "t}ue,"‘etc. are

similarly endéwed. For those who were misled, however, -he ) g
reveals that "there are gpod reasons to doubt it can be

defended without serioué qualification."

Those philosophers who have maintained ob-
jective theories of morals have, in general, -
supported their position in one of two ways.
(a) Sometimes they have tried to deduce
3 statements about our duties or about the
eltimate good from statements ¢f a scientific
kind about the nature of man or from meta-
physical statements about the nature of God

Lo or the relations of God to man. (b) Often s

however they, have <c¢laimed to have direct N
intuitions or, in a metaphorical ?ense‘of
the word, perceptions of values.5

49
Ibid., p. 56. Italics his.

' 201hid., Zralics his.

Slibid., p. 57. Ttalics his.
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The "serious qualification™ O'Connor brings to unhorse
the claims of those philosophers who have tried to deduce
statements of value from statements of a scientific or meta-

physical kind or of those who claim a direct intuition or

perception of values is, of course, introduced illegitimately

from the logical family of empirical statements. Smith or

Jones, for example, cquld consult a thermometer if they

-~

' disagreed_over wheéther a room was hot or cold. O'Connor

triumphantly concludes that "There are no such objective

. L . o 52
tests for checking our supposed intuitions of values."
- :

The objeétion might be raised that if Smith or Jones did not
. L b
agree as to the connotation of "hot" or "cold" there is no
more reason for their disputé,go be settled by consulting a
thermometer than if they‘had ié§put;d over whether the whale
was a fish whén they did not agree what constituted a "fish."
O'Connor invokes Hume once more with the observation that
"if these theories contain a notion of obligation in their
premises, fhe argument is unnecessa?y and if it is not con-
tained there, the argument is invalid."53 Since metaphysical
statements and direct intuitions of value do contain such a
notion in their preﬁises, the argument, under the ruling,
is unnecessary; on the other hand, since it is just such
stateme;ts of a scientific kind about the nature of man which
purport not te contain such a notion in thei; premises, it

 J

is O0'Connor's argument itself which is invalid.

=

321hid., p. 59. N
>3 1bid.
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Having shown us that statements of value are_like
sStatements we know how to verify in that they may be gram-
matically similar and how they are unlike statements we know
how to verify in that recognized processes of argument, or
confirmation or refutation by evidence which can be checked
and assgsseq by established and recognized methods are in-
operative in that they cannot be so verified and, presumably,
confident that he has demolished the realist conception of
value, O'Connor passes on to a consideration of the subjec-
tivist justification of judgements of value. We may hear
children’arguing as to whether "Marmalade's nice," but, "As
we grow more sophisticated about thesé ﬁatters, we learh to
distinguish genuine statements of fact from those expressions -
of taste or personal preference *lat are @isguised as objec~
tive claims by their grammatical form."54 Being "sophisti-
cated" here is shorthand for seeking the relevant empirical
data for checking and assessing the statement, there‘being,
however, no such data to assess expressions of "personal
emotion." In\ﬁpe face of the conundrum presented by what is
and what is not "nice,” 0'Connor's criteria fail to deter-
m£ne.the merits of marmalade.

With the profound deliverance that statements of value
are like statements we know how to verify gram@atically but
are unlike them in that they cannot be verified like state-
ments we know how to verify, O'Cénnor next considers the

"expressive function of language™ which is nothing more than

/, n
>41pid., p. 60, !



the emotive view regarded from the third person. The expres-—
sive function, he points out, "must be sharply distinguished

from its use in describing our private feelings or in stating
n35

that we have them. O0'Connor dges not indicate how the

expressive function may be distinguished from describing

our private feelings or in stating that we have them% but’
the reason he makes such a distinction is presumably under
the impreésion thét the expressive function does not, while
'the descriptive or stating function does, have a denotive
reference that can be run under empirical check. "Mérma—
lade's niEef" for example, may be an expressive function of
-ianguage, a description of one's < private feelings about
marmalade, or a report stating that we have these feelings
about marmalade. How g}ll O0'Connor sharply distinguish

them and, more im?ortantly: how will he bring his empirical
family of statement% to bear upon the verification of the °
description or statement while excludi;g tﬁé simple expres-—,
sion? And in what sense does the distinction itself have
relevance when O'Ceonnor points out that judgements of value
"are not merel};descriptions of my habitual or momentary
st;tes of miqs. 'They are in some sense prescriptive or

mandatory andsngt only for me but for everyone."s6

In an attempt to elaborate some comprehensible theory
of value, one on which his criteria-will have some purchase,

b

O'Connor moves to integrate the expressive function of per-

135

sonal emotion, the imperative function of universal prescrip- -

>3Ibid., pp. 62-63. Italics his.

56Ibid., p- 62.



136

tion, and the "persuasive" fﬁnction of judgements of value,
that intended to sway the opinion of others.- While it is
difficult to distinguish the expreéssive fgom the persuasive
since .the latter is but the former in the ears of an inter-—
locutor, the imperative is to be aistinguﬁshed from the
persuasive since the former "can be supported by regséns:"

Yet one would have thought to be persuasive is to employ - .
) ' .

reasons. In any event, the result of the integration is

set forth as follows.

When I utter a moral judgement of the form
'X is right' where X is- any action or class
of actions of which I approve, my judgement
has three functions. First it expresses my
own attitude to the action or even states
that I have the attitude. .That is, 'Y is
right' expresses orf states my approval of
X.  Secondly the judgement has an impera-
tive element. It directs my hearers to
approve also. But it is clearly useless
merely to command anyone to experience an
emotion or assume an attitude, since even
if my hearers are prepared to obey my
commands, emotions and attitudes cannot

be zssumed at will. However the emotive

Or expressive component of the judgement
works together with the imperative com-
ponent to influence the audience by com- -
municating to them some of my own attitude
of approval. In this way, the first two
components of the judgement working to-
gether have a persuasive effect whicg7
either would lack without the other.

It is, of course, perplexing as to just what all this
might mean in terms of justifying judgements of value. How,
in other words, can such judgements be justified by the way

we happen to use words? So what if the expressive com-

ponent of judgements of value work together with the impera-

57Ibid., p. 66. Italics his.

-
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tive component to have a persuasive effect on the. audience

which either would lack without the other? Are judgements
of value then to be justified-in terms of the numbers of

]

those who have been persuaded? If the imperative_ component
is to be distinguished from the persvasive by virtue of

the fact that it can be supported by reasons, are not these

Pl

reasons’ more relevant to the justification of judgements
of value than their persuasive effect? What, then, are
these reasons, and how might thgy be justified by the way

we happen to use word$5? It would seem that such justifica-

-

tion on the grounds of usage suffers from comparable per-
plexity as-did their attempted justification on empirical
grounds, for, as in the case of the fish, disputes over

connotation cannot be settled by the way we happen to use

words when it is Precisely the way we happen to use words

which is at issue.

-~

Having apparently forgotten that he did not tell us
how we might distinguish the expressive function of
language Tn judgements of value from stating or-givihg
information that we have them, O'Connor views his handiwork
and finds-it wanting in any case./' ! {4

It seems paradoxical dé?claim that the
process of justifying or validating moral
judgements can ever be reduced to the
interplay, however, subtle and complex,
of the informative, the expressive and
the persuasive uses of‘langgage. For

to claim this looks very like repeating
in a disguised form the error, 'exposed

by Hume, of trying to deduce statggents
of value from statements of fact.

>8Ibid., p. 69.

3]

2
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It appears, after all and by his own admission, that '

"’-.___ -
O'Connor's attempt to justify or validate moral judgements
p J y J

s
by means of their reduction to tbe‘subtle and complex inter-—
play of the uses of language has been aboféive. It appears
further that his attempt to diagnose judgements of value in
order that they might not persist as a source of intellectual
muddle by means 6f appeal to linguistic and empirical

criteria has failed since they are not those distinct%ve

m;;ns of support of the logical family of such judgements of
"value. As with the logical family of metaphysical stétements.
O'Connor fas revealed them for what they are only in the
diminished sense that his criteria are inoperative in their
elucidation. But the thing is that empirical and linguistic
criteria are O'Connor's distinctive means Ef support. One
can-only hopejthat, in his state of continuing perplexity,

-

he will not be dogmatic or fanatical about them. ’

(c) The Empirical Familv of Statements

o -

Where educational theory properly‘understood consists
in that which purports Eo explain or to justify those .tech- -
niques‘?or imparting knowledge, skills aﬁd'attitudes and i
in which philosophy conceived—as that set of values or ideals
expressed or embodied in the purposes for which such know-
ledge, skills and attitudes are imparted can ﬁlay nd part,
what doe} O'Connorlconceive to be that quite different way
in which the distinct logicai family of empirical statements

in educational theory, those "capable of being supported by

the evidence and observable fact" may themselves be sup-

”

/N
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ported? TFor O'Connor the empirical family of statements are
] .

of two sorts, marked off by the advent of experimental
psychology which constitutes the watershed of educational
theory correctly conceived.

The first of these is relatively common in

the writing of those theorists who lived

before psychology became established as an

experimental science. They consist of

recommendations for educational practice.

These recommendations may of course be

made on theoretical grounds but they have

been adopted rather because of their ef-

ficiency in giving results.
Such, for example, was the case with the theories
of Pestalozzi, Froebel and Montessori whose influence was
"due more to.their precepts and their practical achievements

than to their theoretical teachings."60

Now if "education"
at the theoretical level is characterized by a set of
theories which purport to explain or to justify that set of
techniques for ipparting-khowledge, skills and atti;udes,
how:can éuch a set of techniques for imparting knowledge;
—
skills and attitudes be supported by appeal to the prag-
matic sanction of efficiency in giving results without
reference to those recommendations for edqﬁational practice
which are in their-girn grounded on that set of values and
ideals embodied in the purposes for which knowlédge, skili§¢
and attitudes are imparted? How, in other words, can the

adoption of the practical achievements of Pestalozzi,

Froebel.- and Montessori be characterized independently of

-

. %Ibid., p. 107.

®01piq. - .
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their theoretical teachings by virtue of which those practi-
- ‘cal achievements may be identified as achievements? In
~addition to puzzlement over how the results of a theory
might be identified, to say nothing of being adopted, in e

e

independence of its grounding théory, in-what way does
O'Connor maintain that, a "recommendation for practice"
Belongs in that logically distinc£ family of empirical
statements, those that can be supported by the.evidence and
observable fact?  Where his failed attack on the mefa-

physical family &g'statements and his perplexity'oéer the

justification of judgements of value originated in his

-

empirical and linguistic criteria, here he covertly intro-
duces what is clearly a judgement of value drawing on
metaphysical notions of purpose to support his empirica¥
family of statements. Even if such recommendations for
educational practice emerged before the advent of experi-~
mental psychology, éhe only Qay their;efficiency in giving
results migﬁt be rated*is in respect to the nor-empirical
components of "educapion" by means of which they come .to
count as "results." 1In other words, O'Connor appeals for

support to just that which he discounted in his consideration

of ﬁhe metaphysical family of statements ag(i%hs family of

judgements of value. 1If Pestalozzi wanted to go to Land's ;,//

End and Froebel to‘Manchester, ip what sense Qould the

- - - - \
Froebelians adopt Pestalozzi's recommendations for educa- . }
4
tiomal practice on the grounds of their efficiency in N
. . . i .:f
giving results? - : AN

e
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Reflection on the different ways the distinct family

- w

. . .
of empirical statements need to be supported leads O'Connor
to reject his own criterion of pragmatic efficiency.

2 The fact that a well conducted sthool using
H . r
- the Dalton plan or Montessori or Froebel i
.methods produced goad results is, of itself,
. no justification whatever of the supposed
.theoretical background to these practices.
If indeed a representative group of schools
using, say, project methods of teaching
consistently got better results than a
comparable group of schools using other
methods, that would be some evidence in
favour .of Dewey's educational theories
. which the project method was intended to
. apply. But no very.convincing evidence of 6
" this sort seems to be available at present,
Where the distinct family of empPirical statements was .
. ‘ s

previously seen. to draw its support from its efficiency in
prg{ﬁéing results, where recommendations for practice were
adopted on the grounds of such efficienqy, we now see that
such efficiency in giving reéuits is no justification of "the
theoretical groundingrof those recommendations for educational
pgectice. In dodging the quesEion of what, then, doe; con;

‘stitute the nature of support for the logically distinct

~ -

family of empirical statements, O'Connor has simpiy turned
the.equation.around to maintain that one can get g;od results
in that séf of techniques for impérting knowledgé. skiflé

and bttitudés but that such techniques do not serve to
justify;thdt set of theories which purport sto explain or to
justify them. The trick is to hold "good results" and

"better results" constant and in iadependence_of that in

S
11

T o ‘

1 rJ

. 8lryid., p. 108.
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terms of which "good" and "betfer™" are defined and have mean-

ing, and then tofponder on the nature of_the~relation between
the two, an exercise comparable to that in which O'Connor

previously attempted to determine whether one's collection
. Q

. o

. -

of relevant facts was relevant to that to which the facts®
4 .

-

. ) B ) i
referred. Where one has, on the one hand, "good results" ¢ |
’ ‘ . N I

: o S
dg;ined, of course, in the barest and most rudimentary

f;?m‘ﬁf heing able to understand instructidhs and to fill T

up formg correctly, and on the other a range of educational
‘theoriefs which purport to ekplain or to jq@;ify them, theories

rd . ‘.
which, by definition, 'have nothing to do with those values -

- .

or ideals éxpressed in terms of ‘the purposes for which know-

Jledge, skills and attitudes are imparted, it is of no great

.- surprise that one cannot tell just - 'how those theories may

be jus;ified‘g; explained by thbse "good results."”

In the absence of the pragmatic sanction then, what-

. ~
i1s the manner in whicﬁ ghe logically distinct family of
empiciée} statements, thgse“being capable of suppert by the
‘evidence and obsL{vable»fact, need to, be themselves supported?

. -O'Cgﬁndr,ﬂin effect, maintainsg that the ' statements capable .

- f

of being sdpported-by the evidence and observable fact are

. i - “ . "
Justified and explained by their being capable of being 1 )
- e
- . \vl
supported by the evidence and observable fact— Tt is just

that the statements capable of being supported by the

Sat

~ - = . - -
evidence”and observable-fdct Yn Lhe case of educational

theory are®not the sanme as'thq statements capable Hf beifig

Py

~supported. by the evidence and observable fact "in scientific




go ' . 143
- . LY .

ay

ﬁheory. The logically distinct family of empirical state-

. -

ments as they appear in educational theory, in other words,

are not Ehe same.as the logically distinct family of empirical

statements as they are seen to crop %E\i:é5?y51cal ‘and cheml—
cal theory, for, unlike the emplrlcal sTat¢ments or gﬁgd//
results in educational theory, those found in scientific
. =
theory work to.falgiﬁy the theoretical grounds with .which

'the§ are incompatible. Empioying psychiatry as a case

~analogous to that of education, 0'Connor sees no such tight

theory-practice fif as that which obtains in science. In

the practite of psychiatry, ) . .
. . . it is found that although the theories
are 1ncompat1b1e with one another, the tech-
niques as used 'by skilled practitioners all .
seem to produce sufficient results to justify
their continued use. And this would be dim-
possible if the techniques were in fact tied
= as closely te their supposed theoretlcal
foundations as is the case with physical or
chemical theory and its applications. We
must rather suppose that the thevbries of
the psychiatrists are rationalizations of
their pragtice rather than genuine reasons oo
for them. n :

The view is that incompatible theories in education

may issue into sufficient results to justify continued

practice, -where incompatible theories in physics and chem-

istry could not produce comparabl} sufficient results thereby

disqualifying those techniques attached to defigient physical
and chemical theory. The sufficient resu1t§ are, of course,
: B

empirical statements c?pable of being supported by evidence

and observable fact, and the argument reduces to the tautology

-
6"Ibid.



144

-

Q&ii’?tatemenxs capable of being supported by the evidence

.and observable fact are those that are capable ?f being
‘explained or just%fied by the evidence and obSerFable fact.
Newtonian theory will produce sufficient results in that it
will-broduce!empirica% statements capable of being supportéd
by Newtonfgn aheory and will likewise support the techniques
employed to produce those sufficient results. Similarly,
Einsteinian theory will produce sufficient results in that

it will'produce empirical statements capable of being sup-
ported by Einste;nian theory ana~will support those techniques

emploved to produce those sufficient results. _But-:Newtonian

'(\Eigﬁry and Einsteinian theory are incompatible. Therefore‘

it is impossible to employ Newtonian techniques in the _pro-

. ’ ’ -
duction of Einsteinian sufficient results. The production

of these sufficient results, of these empirical stateménts

£

capable of being supported by the evidence and observable

. S
fact, -is, then, little more than the demonstration of their

~
.

A +
theoretical foundation, operations performed under Kuhn's

t

paradigm of "normal science." . The model, of course, is

*

inoperative in the discrimination %i}ybqi competing incom-

P

. - : N L. .
patible theories as well as even the recogniilon of incom-
N ’ n‘ B —— i

patibility. The thing is, why should not equal jincompati-
% bility hold betwéen, say the Deweyian]and Froebelian

theoretical foundatijons? It is only where the results are
., .

“/___HQSId to their uncontentious minimum that & similar incom-

patibility does not obtain. Sufficient results defined in

P ! :

tegms of rudimentary literacy and numeracy does not dis-
qu;}?T}QEEEpéf\the Froebelian/ oxr\ Deweyian theoretical
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foundations, but neither would sufficient results defined

minimally inm terms of a descp#ption of the free fall of an

1

object disquality either the Newtonian or Einsteinian

theoretical foundation. Where such sufficient results, how-"

=

ever, are dgfinéd in terms of the upper limits of Froebelian-
ism, in tertis of the release of innate characteristics of

the ch;la, such sufficient results may be well deemed
'insufficieqt from the Deweyian theoretical background_;tress-
ing problem-solving and social re-construction and work to
disqualify the Froebelian theoretical founda ion.

In addition te the question of "sufficient results"
is that of thE‘naturé of incompatibility between thecories in
education which are ,seen to disqualify those techniques
associated with ghose theories?T O'Connor's view is based
on the notion that Dalton, Montessori, Froebel and Dewey
are at odds in the same way that the Pfolemaiﬁ and Gélilean
"systems were at odds over the nature of the universe. Where‘

educational theory is seen to‘subsist apart=~from theose values

and ideals embodled and expressedtln the purposes for which
F_-I.

knowledge, skllls anQ+att1tudes areglmparted ore is sxmply

leftr with that belng capable of support by the evidence and
observable fact whlch of course, is meanlngless in so far

as purp. ive behaviour is concerned. But incompatibility

in educatiopQ&::Feory is not total in the 'sense that accep-

tancg of on® theory logically involveZ rejection of the
others. There does not exist a relation'pf simple logical =

exclusivity one to' the other so that one who adopts the tech-

niques of Deweyianism must logically embrace experimentalism
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and reject the theoretical foundations of Dalton, Montessori

and Froebel in their entirety. Similarly, one who adopts

a theoretical foundation is not logicdlly committed to adopt-

ing its entire range of prescriptions for practice, and all -~

that this shaws is-that theory and practice in education,

much as with non—nor;;1>theory and practice in science, do
N : " e . 62
not stand in 2 relation of logical implication.

2 . o
6"Scr‘:i.ven sees no logical relation between the empiri-
cal statement and its theoretical foundation in O'Gonnor's
sense. "Certainly,” he points out, ‘

I3

there are no exact 1 éical rules for infer-
ring the right theoffettcil axioms from
observations, but i£ has been held that the
converse is tru The relationship of the
axioms to the/fbservations has sometimes
beer thought to be deductive. But it is
clear from any attempt to set out the ‘
deduction, using any theories more sophisti=
“cated than the gas laws, that this is not true.
("Explanations, Predictions, and Laws," op.
cit., p. 216.)

For Clive Beck, O'Conno/cs view of the loosge practicé— f
theory fit in educational theory working to disqualify -~
educational theory as a contender for the title, is to mis- ~

construe the "nature of implication™ -between educational
theory and practice, an implication where

- « - 1t .is not at all anomalous that people

who agree on some theoretical matters will

arrive at differing practical conclusions, or

that people who disagree on some matters will:

arrive at the same practical conclusions. Of

course, it is anomalous if people who are

supposed to agree on evervthing arrive at .-

different cogclusions. And traditionally it

has been supposed that two educators who

have embraced the same "ism" do agree on

everything to do «ith education. But this

is an extraorainary supposition to make, - @

and it should not be simply accepted by those :

who are engaged in discussion of the nature of
educational theery and its relation to practice.

<, (Educational Philosophv and Theorv: An Intro- ~ -

: duction [Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1974}, -
p. 3F5.) JTtalices his.‘ ) )

.

[
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The view that éducationa@ theory in its pre-psychological
days consisted in little more than rationalizarions for prac-
ticg forces 0'Connor to éxplaiW‘héw such practice came to 2 -
transcend the le;el of siﬁpl% random activity. This he at-

pts by comparing the introducti%n éf a new teaching tech-
nique to the "empirical insight of the herbalist in tihre
early stages of medicine. Practicé)cémes first; but its

theoretical justification has to wait for the scientific

development that can explain its success." 0'Connor does
- ul
not tell wus just of what such ;gmpﬂrical insight™ might U

-

consist, nor, in the abseacs of that sét of values.and

ideals embodiéd and expressed in the purposes for which know-
ledge, skills and attitudes are transmitted, on just what
such "empirical insight” is based. .Where "efpirical” is

by definition that family of statements which can be sup-
ported by the evidence and observable féct, and tﬁgt which
can be so supported is so by logical derivation f;;m its
theoretical framework, what constf}utes the role of "insight"
in the model? To be "empirical,“/in other words, is to
exclude such insight. And'how is it that practice, such as

3 .
that in medicine, must wait for the relevant scientific

-

development to €xplain its Success? Does not this make of
medicine, and indeed, of all science nothing more than a
rationalization of its early practice? At what point then,

ﬁoes such rationalization rise to the level of well-estab-

lished theory so as ;6 exclude practice based on incompatible ’,_\\\’//
63 ‘ o

An Introduction to the Philosophy of Education,
op.cit., p. 109.

~

-
. .
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theory? O'Connor must determine how the advent of "scientific
psychology" has transformed the "empirical insight" of the
herbalist in educational theory so that "we no-longer have

. .

; . .
to rely on practice to suggest theory."6 -

Where theory before psychology, for O'Connor, con-

stituted merely a rationalization of practice, after

psychology ' ‘

-+ » 1t is experiment rather than practice
which now suggests theory. The relationship
-— between theory and practice has become a
reciprocal one. Theory directs practice and
practice corrects theory. Present-day know-
ledge of perception, learning, motivation,
the nature of 'intelligence' and its dis-
tribution and development, the causes of
educational backwardness, and many other
matters of this kind enable us to amend
educational practice in the expectation of
improved results. We have, in other words,
a body of established hypotheses that have
been confirmed to a reliable degree.65 .

What we have‘here is little more than a chronicle
outlining the establishment of conventional practice ieading
by degree§ to a body of confirmed hypotheses which, then come

. T
to direct the relevant practice. Practice in the pre-
psychological period rested in isolatiqn, theory being 1i€tie
more than its rationalization; then practice began to "sug-

gest" theory although the nature of the modification is not

clear; then a bréak-point is reached where practice be-

-

.comes "experiment" and rationalization becomes "theory,"

with a symbiotic relation consisting of directior and correc—
L)

tion obtaining between -the two. But'beyond a formalization
LI .

ﬁélpid. . L _ \
®3rbid. Italics, his. v

~

e aa
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of practice and rationalization, what is the nature of tHKe
difference in qualitative termé between them agd experiment
and theory? How are they to be distinguished from the
"empirical insight™ of the herbalist whereby the one bur not
the other m;y lay ¢laim to the title of "theory"? If theory
defines the paramejers of experiment in psychology as the
"empirical insight" of the herbalist defined the parameters
of" his practice, in what way does experiment corréct theory?

When, for example, has behaviouristic experimentation

falsified behaviourism? In addition, if experimental

psychology now consists in a body of established hypotheses -

which have been confirmed to a reliable degree and suchéz;

hypotheses guide experimentation regarding perception,

learning, motivation, "intelligence," educational backward-

ness and many other matters, will O'Connor show what these
hypotheses are and how they have been reliably confirmed?
0'Connor directs his attention to learning theory, "one

of the best developed field of psychology;" but it appears
that the body of hypotheses in that realm are neither
established nor confirmed to a reliable degree.

-The processes of human and animal learn-
ing have been very thoroughly studied by
experimentaNmethods for over fifty years.
The great mass of accuhulated results of
this work' has greatly improved our under-
standing of how we learn but it has not

yet been condensed into a single overall
theory. There are several theories of
itearning all of which seem.to be com-
patible with most of the known facts ‘ *
without ‘being necessitated by them. No' .

-one 'of them fits the facts so perfectly

as to exclude all its.rivals. What-are
still needed are crucial experiments -
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which will enable the psychologists to
decide between one theory and another.
Thus even the best examples of theories
'in the sciences of man are less closely

tied to their supporting facts than

theories in the sciences of nature.66 -

It is puzzling to determine exactly how learning theory
in psychology can contain a body of é%tablished hypotheses
which have bdgg\cbnfirmed to a reliable degree and which.
enables us to direct experiment in the expectation of im-
proved results, yet at the same time such hypotheses are at
variance with themselves and stiil further that.they are

1
compatible with most of the known facts about learning.
Could it be that such theories are variable relative to their
respective "empirical insiéhts" into the nature of learning
which yield variaSle explanations of that proqéss, explana-
tions which are identical to the "known facts" and with
which these theories then find themseives in surprising
harmony? Could it be that O'Connor's puzzlement originates
in that objectivist dilemma of determinipg if one's relevant
facts are }elevaﬁt to that to which the facts refer? Could.
it be that iearning theory has not yet been condensed into
a single overall ﬁheory'just because conflict exists at the
level of the . meaning of learning, a level at which O'Connor
found the resolu‘ion as to whetler a,WEale-qu a fish so & -

-

perplexing? 0O'Connor calls for a "crucial experiment” to
resolve the dilemma, yet if theory directs experiment in

>
what sense could there be such a theory-free crucial experi-

- +

ment? On what grounds will the crucial experiment be

7. 61pid., p. 110. y

4

e



151

condu;ted and how Qill such experimentlserve to correct itself
in the absence of its theoretical foundation? And why should
the best example of theory in the sciences of man be less
closeiy tied to its supporting facts than theory in the
sciences of nature, since in either case such facts are facts .
betause of such theoriesé -

O0'Connor has not shown how the theoretical compoﬁent
of experimental psychol;gy, nor experimentation which is
guided by and corrects that component, differs in any funda-
mental way from the recommendations for educational practice
which mérked the writings of téosg theorists who lived before
psychology became an‘experimental-science.. There is only a
formal difference between pre-psychological insight ground-
ing recommendation for educational practice and psychological
theory guiding and being corrected by psychologic%l experi-
ment. Sincé both rest on that set of values\énd ideals

expressed and embodied in the purposes for which knowledge,*

)

skills and attitudes are<imparted, which in their turm arej 4§f

S

embodied and expressed in the logical families of meta-
physical statements and _judgements of Qalue, he has not

shown the distinct way in which his logical family‘of
empirical sgatemgnts, those gomp?ising his view of what
educational tﬁeory consistslto the.exci}sion of metaphysical‘
statements and judgements of value, an'itSelﬁ be suéported.‘
IA view of the failure of his péduc ionist empirical criteria
to accoLnt for the quite different ways the distinct logical

‘

families of statements need to be supported, it may equally

]
-

be said that the distinction itself cannot be éupported.J
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Finally, because of a similar failure of his criteria to

comprehend the nature of educational theory, O'Connor's

relegating of such theory to the status of "courtesy title"

cannot be supported.

In ‘the present chapter consideration has been given"

to the second component of O'Connor's conception of "educa-

tr

tion,” that set of theories which Purport to explain or to

Justify those techniques for imparting knowledge, ské}ls

and attitudes at.the level of practice as formulated in
independence of that set of values or ideals embodied and

expressed in the purposes for which such knowledge, skills

. -

and attfitudes are imparted. -It has heen seen that 0'Connor's
5y
own stlpulatlve definition did not satisfy its own expLana—
2

tory function of theory as its lagical congditions pre-
supposed knowledge of that which generated initial 9u441e-
ment . Slnce there was no 1n1tlal puzzlement and no satls;
faction of the psychologlcal condition, the explanatory
function of theory could not account for its own guidance
function in the face of the anomalous. ‘The.gﬁidance func-
tion in O'Connor's\model was reduced to a'mgchaﬁgg;l sﬁb—
sumpgion of what was to be'explaiﬁed under present kﬁowledge

consisting of laws of increasing generality. Yet he

simultaneously héla to an objectivist view of the explicandum,

holding the phenomena as stable and 1ndependent of their

‘ -

explanatory frameworkS. The stlpulatlve deflnltlon then,

did rot meet 1ts own central criterion nor could it account
for explanation:in the first person, the genesis of its own

axioms, or of radical theory change as with Kepler, Newton

"
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and Einstein, apart from that high r-level «context which in
educational theory is set forth in terms of the values “and
ideals embodled and expressed in the purposes for which (

knowledge, sknlls and attitudes are imparted. . Of course,

kN

O0'Connor’s model of explanation appealed throughout to its

s
own higher-level con¥ext, that of materialistic or empirical

reductionism, where such purposes were seen to be explicable
) ~
in terms of the laws of human nature grounded ultimately in

those of inanimate nature itself. Yet his failuré to pro-

duce such laws of human nature upon which his sciences of

man were baged was seen not as a failure ;f his explanatory

éontext and the_e;planatory force gf such science§ but

rathe; as inadeﬁuacy in their current development where

"development" simply means their émenability‘io subsumption

under the laws of nature._ Heré O'goﬁnor's logical condition
. - .

of the explanatory function of theory failed in the face of

the anomalous, that is, of conscious and purposive human

behaviour. His own backgroupd theory proved incapable of
subsumlng such behaviour under natural laws of 1ncrea51ng*,
and inanimate ge;erallty. It was, however, on such a hasis
that 0'Connor determined that educational theory could be
conéeived only -in the diminished sense of "courtesy title."
A similar deficiency of his empirical and reductionist
éxplanatory“bacgg%;und theory was seen to obtain in his at-
tempt to account fér his }ogitally distinct families of

statements as incorporated in such educational theory. His

own metaphysical criteria could not comprehend those values
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and ldeals expressez/}n ‘the purposes for which knowledge,
skills and attitude; are imparted since the empirical
family of gtateﬁenfs dérive théir meaning by reference to
such purposes. Similarly, his empirical family of state-
ments proved'inoperati{e in confrontation with the anomalous

in the form of disputed connotation, and the appeal to usage '
in the form of the various fuﬁcgions_of language was seen
to be irrelevant in questions relating to judgemenfs of
valfc since‘it was the‘meaning gnd purpose of such juige-

ments and not their llngulstlc function which was at 1ssue.

-

_Fagggly, his own empirical famlly of statements encountered

-~

difficulties -in terms of their quite different ways of sup-
port. The pragﬁatic means of support for empirical state-—
ﬁénFs‘failed since efficiency in giv%ng'resulhg is tied to
Fhe-ﬁurpdéeé in terms of which those results are appraised,
‘purposeg.yhich I'ie beyond.empirical criteria. Support for.
Empificallstatements-and concurrent disﬁualificatzon of
éducational theory in terms of its empirical statements

was thén $een to consist in a.theory—practice relation such
that the accé}tance of empirical statements and the tech-
niq;es empioyed to produce them would lead to the rejeﬁtion
of the theoretical backing of competi&g sets of empirical-
Statements. However, the view that educational theo;y is
deficient in this respect, that educational.theorie; may ,:-. -
be incompatible yet produce sufficient empirical statements,
rests upon the view that such ;tatements can be character-

/

ized independently of such theories, that facts can be

~ L

identified and assessed apart from their theoretical under-
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-pinning. But this is no more true in sciemce than it is

L
in education.

0'Connor's mechanistic and reductionist account-of
- T
the explanatory function of theory and his relegating-educa-

tional theory . to the status of "courtesy title" on the

basis of that aﬁcount has omittéd any formulation of the

nature of that activity, thaE is, what it is to employ theory
’ [3

in'the‘propess of explanation. Withogt some explanation of

what it is-to explain somgtﬁing, the e;ﬁlanatory function

bf'theory is not explanatory. 1In effect, the explanatory

function of thebry becomes its own explicandum. In the

present context of O'Connor's definition of "education," it-
. .
is now that third component which requires clarification,
that is, Dhét.set‘of techniques for iqpariing knowledge, .
skills and attitudes;- Where such techhiques.involve teach-
ing and teaching involves learning, what is the nature of
that activity in which one coﬁes Eo comprehend, where th;
psychoiogical condition of puzzlement is relieved? The,
inade'quacy of O'Connor;szaccougt of explanation and, by *
extenéioﬁ, what it is to Leafn, becomes cleéfer in his

analysis employing ‘the stipulétiye,definitioh, of an event '
4 ! ' * : ’

within the standard case of theory, fhat of science.

-

Cdl,



CHAPTER III

©~ THE NATURE OF LEARNING: D.J. O"CONNOR AND

THE DISCOVERY OF NEPTUNE

"Educatign" for O'Connor consists of that tripartite
construct comprised of purposés, theories and téchniques.
"The set of values and ideals embodied and expressed in the
purposes for which knowledge, skills and attitudes are im-
parted and so directing the amount and type of training that
is given constitutes the object of philosophy. It was the
scientific method which révealed that aifférént sorts of
questions required different §orts of evidence, yet O'Connor
phﬁ&fsophizing about the purposes of education revealed anly
thatlthe methéd itself was inapplicable to the resolution
of such purposes. The second compbnent of "edﬁcation," that
set of .theories which purport to explain the Jghird, that set
of techniques for imparting knowledge, skills and attitudes,
was seen to fail its own eeptral criterion as laid down by
the stipulative definition of theory, that "logically inter-
connected set of hypotheses confirmed by observation and
which "has the further properties of being both refutable and
explanatory." Under the explanatory function of theory, the
stipulative definitioﬁ could not account‘for its own puzzle-
ment condition and O'(onnor's attempt to label educational

theory a "courtesy title" came to rest on a failed attempt

-

to formulate the logical condition of the stipulative defini-

tion in the form of a reduction of purposive human behaviour

to instances of the laws of inanimate nature. Q0'Connor no-

where explains that set of techniques for imparting knowledge,

156

\
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skills and attitudes, that is, what is invplved in the actiéity

of teaching nor, cqnversely, what i§v;mxg}¥ed in the activity -
FS :

of learning, a rather central notion in any account of "educa-

tional theory. Both, presumablyl are qf such uncontentious

obviousness as not to require clarification. In order, Eyen,

to test the validity of the stipulative definition in terms

'it is necessary to en-

of the third component of "education,'
gage discussion at the level of the "standard case."

As with other philosophical analysts, sciegce for
O'Connor,p;ovide; the model of theory in terms of -which tﬁe
components of the stipulative definition are fulfilled as weli
as the model of the method constitutive of the activity of
knoging and'by,exﬁention that of Iearning.l Indeed, it is

by virtue of this method that science becomes paradigmatic

1"The model or paradigm of theories in this, the most
important sense of the word," O'Connor points out, "is to be
found in ratural sciences and particularly in the more de-
veloped sciences like physics and astronomy." An Introduction
to the Philosophy of Education, op. cit., p. 76. R.S. Peters

sees science as "the supreme example of reasoning in action
not just because of the opportunities for criticism which it
provides, but also because of the agreements which it permits
by means of its testing procedures. These guarantee objec-
tivity and the escape from arbitrariness.”" ("Reason and
Passion” in R.F. Dearden, et-al., Education and the Develop-
ment of Reason [London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1972],

p- 221.) C.D. Hardie maintains that "the criterion for the
meaningfulness of any question or problem, adopted by prac-
tising scientists, must now, be accepted for the whole of
knowledge." ("Philosophy of Education in a New Key,"

Educational Theory, Vol. X [1960], p. 257.) G.L. Newsome
reports that: T -

Analytic philosophers strongly contend that
-truths about human experience and the uni-

verse cannot be discovered by philosophical

means. Matters of empirical fact and truths -
about the world are discovered or established

by science—not by philosophers. ("Analytical
Philosophy and Theory of Education," in J.

Park, ed., Selected Readings in Philosophv of

Education [New York: Macmillan & Company,
1964], p. 342.)

W

5
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of theory. This method is. the hypothetical-deductive method .

+ . - . . y 1] T .
and it has its oalglns, for‘O Cgﬂpcg, in "accounting for

- \
unusual facts.”

This method of accounting for unusual facts

is a very characteristic pattern of scientific,
"as well as of everyday thinking. If contains
three steps: (1) the proposal of a hypothesis

, to. account for an unexpected or anomalous

fact; (2) the deduction from this hypothesis
that certain other facts are observable;

(3) the checking of this deduction by ob-
servation. This pattern of thinking is often
called the hypothetical-deductive method.

“< As O'Connor's stipulative definition of theory is a "
product of the hypothetical-deductive method of reésoning,
its ﬁélidity.a; well as that of the view of knowing and_lea}n—
ing which it incorporates, will turn on the aegree‘to which
that method constitutes the impersonal and objective passage

from the proposal of a hypothesis to account for an anomaly”

to the checking of deduced facts by obseryation. For such

e
impersonality and objectivity is just that uvpon which science's

claim to paradigmatic status rests, st that which marks it
off from other ways of thought peculiafhto non-scientific
patterns of thinking. As has been seen, philosophizing with-
out regard to thelmode of thought exemplified in the developed
1

sciences is not to keep our minds free from nonsense, and -
educational theory can be considered as such only by virtue

of courtesy since it has failed to conform to the epistemo-

logical injunctions embodied in the study "of inanimate nature.

However, it will be argued here that while scientific thinking

0'Connor, An Introduction te the Philosophy of

Education, op. ¢it., p. 78.



159

does indeed resemble everyday thinking, it does not do so in
the sense understood by O'Connor. It will be argued here that
his view of scientific thinking &s constitu;éd by the
hypothetical-deductive method encounters difficulties in Just
those areas which are seen to ground its claim to constitute
the "standard case" of theory, its paradigmatic status inm
respect to what it is to come to know, and by extension,

the exemplary standard of the learning process. It will be
argued, in effect, that the hypothetical-deductive method is
a process which is not so ' much "objective" and impersonal

but which is rather supported and sustained at key points

by the "unobjective" and personal participation .of the scientist
engaged in the pursuit of_scieﬁtific knowledge, these key
points being those pf hypothesis generation, the nature of
empirical inference, the content of the activity of obServa-
tion, and the character of verification or refutation. It
will be maintained that the processAof scientific thinrking
incorporated in the hypothetical—ded;ctive method rests fqr
its coherence upon each of these elements which transcend 3
strictl& empirical or positivistic characterization, and in

so doing works to undermine an objectivist view of that pro-
cess as well as that of everyday thinking and learning
conceived as diminished manifestations. of that characteriza-
tion. The basis of the analysis will be one of O'Connor's

own choosing, the discovery of Neptune in 1846.
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A. The Proposal of a Hypothesis to Account for an Unexpected

or Anomalous Fact

To illustrate the hypothetical-deductive methed in
action 0'Connor chooses what would appear to be a safe ex-
ample, selected from astronomy, one of the "more developed
sciences,”" and one which, since it transpired over one hun-
dred years ago, is not currently anomalous. Two steps feature
in the first movement &f the hypothetical-deductive method,
the initial rec;gnipion of behaviour gs being anomalous and,
secondly, the generation of a hypothesis to account for the
anomaly thus perceived. How does O'Connor view these two

steps?

(1) The Nature and Recognition of Anomaly

"In the year 1781," O0'Connor explains,

. - .+ the planet Uranus was discovered by
Sir William Herschel. As soon as its dis-
covery was announced, astronomers began

to collect observations in order to compute
its orbit and they were soon able to pre-
dict the path of the new planet. But
although the behaviour of Uranus at first
conformed to the predictions of the astron-
omers, it began after a few years to
diverge slightly from them. By the year
1840, the discrepancies between the ob-
served path of Uranus and its predicted
path were large enough to show that the
behaviour of the planet could not be
accounted for by the gravitational forces
that were then known to act upon it, that
is to say, the gravitational pulls due to
the sun and to those planets known at the
time., But it is important to notice that
although the discrepancy between observation
and prediction was sufficiently large by
1840 to need an explanation, it was still
far too small to be observed by the naked
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eye. (It amggnted at that datle to about
ninety secon of arc or one part in “thirty- ’
six hundred of a2 right angle.)3

Before dealing with the recognition of the anomalous
behaviour of Uranus, a comment might be made about the dis-
c;very of that planet by Herschel. Uranus had been sighted
on at least seventeen different occasions by the most eminent
astronomers of Europe who had dismissed it as yet another
‘ :
star.a Herschel himself had sighted it on four successive
nights in 1769 and saw no motion that would indicate it was
anything other than a star. Twelve years later, after con-
structing his own telescope, Herschel sighted it again,
this time noticing its un-star-like motion. He had recognized
Uranus' anomalous behaviocur, and to account for it he an-
nounced he had discovered a new comet. Only after several
months of failed attempts to fit the new sighting to a
cometa;j path did Herschel accept the suggestion that the
orbit was not cometary but planetary. Uranus had been dis-
covered. The poinﬁ is that Herschel, for a period of twelve
years when he saw Uranus as another star and for several
months when he saw it as a comet, did not recognize its be-
haviour as anomalous with planeta}y orbit because he did
not anticipate anomaly, which is hardly surprising since all

of the known planets had been discovered and their orbital

3Ibid., p. 79.

/

“The figure is Kuhn's, op. cit., p. 114. W.M.
Smart's "John Crouch Adams and the Discovery of Neptune,"
(Nature, Vbl. 158, No. 4019, November 1946}, a summary
address given to the Royal Astronomical Society on
October 8, 1946, on the occasion of the centenary celebra-
tions of the discovery of Neptune, puts the figure at 19.
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periods charted by the Baﬁylonians. -After the discovery of
Uranus, the astronomers of Europe were prepared to find-
additional planets anthin fact found some twenty'of them both

within and without our solar system dﬁfing the first fifty

KN

yedYs of the nineteenth century.

- v’ - ' . ) -

O'Connor's ‘account of the discovery of Neptune starts
1 -

with tHe recognition of the anomalous behaviour of Uranus.

‘It was behaving oddly to the point that it was gradually

i

‘diverging from the predictions of the astonomers in the
v [ -

”

. e " .

sense that a gulf wals opening between their ‘observations and
their calculations of its future orbit. By 1840 the observed
path of Uranus was sufficienply?&igcrepant with astronomical

expectations so that its path could.not be accounted for by

the gravitational forces thenm kné@n to exist. However, what
O'Connor's account of scientific diécovery as embodied in the
hypothetical-deductive method does-not indicate is ‘the initial
recognition of anomaly. By what formal procedq;e did the
astronomers determine that these discrepancies were "large
enough” to constitute anomalous behéyiour? How; in other
wo}ds. does the method establish whep'discrepancy between
observation and prediction is "sufficiently large” to demand
an e;blanation? Why was the explanation by Herschel that
Uranus was a planet not rejected since it did not act like
one? |

Anomaly is, in.effect, nothing other than a test or
trial of that antecedent theory in the light of which it is

recognized as anomalous, yet which is set aside as a dis-
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crepancy in the hope that further findings will reconcile it
with its background thecory, But it is just such a test on
trial of antecedent théof} which the hypothet;;al—deductive
method cannot comprehend for, like the logical conditions in
explanation by subsumption under more general covering law,
the model demands the inviolability of such anteeedent theory
uhder which all énomalieg can be automatically accommodated.
In effect; there can be no real anomaly.in the framework of
the Qgpothetical—deductive method since it depends for its
efficacy on the one-dipectional deduction of conclusions from

-

premises known to true. It is only after anomalous be~

haviour has been determined to have been temporarily deviant

and that it can be assimilated to antecedent theory that it

can function as a mechanism of demonstration.

The relationship of anomaly and background theory or
"paradigms"” has been pointed out by Thomas Kuhn. In the course
of "normal science," science conducted under a dominant picture
of reality, a paradigm-resistant anomaly may be encountéred
engendering "paradigm crisis" and "revolutionary science"
aimed at a radical alteration_of background theorvy to accom-
modate the anomaly. The emergence of 2 new paradigm Kuhn
likens to a "gestalt switch,”" a "conversion" based on _
"personal and inarticulate considerations." Discovery, for Kuhn,

- . . commences with the awareness of
anomaly, i.e., with the recognition that
nature has somehow violated the paradigm-
induced expectations that govern normal
science. Tt then continues with a more

or less extended exploration ©of the area
of anomaly. And it closes only when the
paradigm theory has been adjusted so that
the anomalous has become the expected.
Assimilating a new sort of Tact demands
more than additive adjustment of theory,
and until -that adjustment of theory is
completed—until the scientist has learned
to see nature in a different way—the new
fact is not quite a scientifie fact at all.
(Kubhn, op. cit., pp. 52-53.)

It is, of course, just this violation of paradigm-induced cx-
pectations with the possibility of ensuing paradigm crisis

presented by anomaly which the hypothetical-deductive method
passes by.
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In addition to misconceiving the nature of anomaly iﬁ-
self as a test of that background theory by virtue of which
it is apprised as anomalous, O'Connor's hypothetical-
_deductive’methqd?‘as indicated, glosses over the unformalizable
process of recogpition that Sehaviour of a'specific sq;t does,
- in fac;, constitute anomalous behaviour. For there are no
rules of procedure.determining that point at which gnomaly is

established, such being rather the personal assessment of

the scientist in the live situation. Smart's account gives
insight into the unformalized nature of anomaly recognition.

When, shortly after 1781, an approximate
orbit had been calculated for Uranus, it
was suggested by Bode that perhaps the
planet had been observed previously as a
"star'; the search of the catalogues
proved surprisingly successful, -for no
fewer than nineteen authentic observations
of Uranus had been recorded, the earliest
by Flamsteed (the first Astronomer Royal),
who designated it 34 Tauri. JIn the nomen-
clature of the time, these_pre-discovery
observations of Uranus are known as the
'"ancient observations,' those after the
discovery as the 'modern observations.'

In the second decade of the last century
the accurate establishment of the planet's
orbit was undertaken by Bouvard, who was
soon faced with a peculiar difficulty. If
he used the 'ancient observations' alone,
he obtained an orbit differing unmistakably
from the orbit derived from the 'modern ob-
servations' alone, these covering nearly
forty years. In this dilemma he rejected
the 'ancient oservations' entirely, on
the plea that they carried much greater
observational errors than the 'modern ob-
servations,' and his tables of Uranus,
published in 1821, were based entirely on
the latter. But soon Uranus was seen to be
faliing behind its predicted position;

by 1832 the error in longitude was 1/2',
and in 1837 Airy (the Astronomer Royal)
reported that the errors were 'increasing



with fearful rapidity’; the anomalous be-
haviour of the planet had now become the

most puzzling problem in contemporary
astronomy. ‘

Bouvard's decision to base his "tables of Uranus" on
the "modern observations" covering‘some forty years after
the planet’'s discovery by Herschel rather than on the "ancient
observations" which extended ovér a period twice as long but
which were discrepant with the "modern observations" was
based upon his personal judgement which, in its turn, was
based upon the conviction that Uranus was a planet and not
a star. It was on the basis of such conviction that he re-
jected the "ancient observations" as carrying "much greater
observational errors"™ than the post—-discovery observations, _
yet there was no "objective" criterion by which such rejection
might be justified. It was upon this conviction that he
based his calculations of Uranus' path, yet ;t was upon these
same calculations.that the -behaviour of Uranus was seen to
have become anomalous to the point where Airy regarded its
orbital irregularity as "fearful." The reason it was fea?ful
was, of course, that the "modern observations" may well be
wrong, that Uranus was not a planet after all, or even that
the forces of Newtonian gravitation had been miscalculated,
the last actuélly being one of the hypotheses to account for
the anomaly. Nineteenth-century astronomy was on the brink
of a Kuhnian "paradigm crisis" for such ad hoc hypotheses

serve to throw background theory itself into question. It is

this anomalous nature of anomaly, central to the practice of

6Smart, op. cit., p. 648.
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science but suppressed in the hypothetical-deductive method

viewed in objectivist terms, whiéh demands the exercise of

x ‘
unformalized and personal judgement of the scientist. The

point here is that’ the initial recognition of anomaly is not
-

itself the outcome of some prior employment of the

hypothetical-deductive method or any other act of formal in-
/ ’ ‘ -
ference but rather of an intuigiﬁf grasp of a discrepancy °

o, -

grounded upon theoretical premises which may well be in-
articulate in the actual process ofy that recognition. It is

2
only by ignoring this core of personal estimation that

O'Connor can rest his case that the natural sciences provide
the model or paradigm of theories and the standard case of

the knowing process.

(2) The Generation of a .Hvpothesis to Account for Anomaly

From O'Connor's objectivist standpoint the proposal

of a hypothesis is seen to be automatic while, in the case

of multiple and conflicting hypotheses proposed to account
for a particular anomaly, their selection is determined by

observational results. His account of the generation of a

-

. 4 .
hypothesis to account for the anomalous perwurbations of

Uranus is both short and simplistic.

Various. hypotheses were proposed to account
for this divergence between ‘theory and ob-
servation. One suggestion among several
was that a very distant and hitherto unob-
served planet existed whose gravitational
attraction for Uranus caused the perturba-

tions of its orbit from the expected course.

LY

7
O'Connor, An Introduction to the Philosophy of

Education, op. cit., p. 79.
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As with anomaly recognition, O'Connor's view of the
origins and discrimination of competing hypotheﬁes falls
§hort of the full story. Smart's more detailed'analysis of
the proposals to account for the discrepaﬁcies indicates
that the genesis and discrimination of hypotheses are not
susceptible to the application of any formal rule.

Several suggestionssfere offered to account
for the phenomenon;®™ the law of gravitation
might not be exactly according to the in-
verse square of the distance (a suggestion
regarded by Airy as possible even so late
as 1844); the existence of a resisting
medium-——an ever-popular hypg&ﬁ&§is——was

put forward; perhaps the errors in the
positions of Uranus were due to a massive
satellite (how this escaped _observation
was not stated); perhaps about the time

of discovery in 1781 Uranus had beyé‘hit

by a comet, this suggestion being-'made,

of course, to explain the difference in the
orbits derived separately from the 'ancient'
and 'modern' observations; and fin. 1ly, it
was hazarded that the discrepancies—or,
technically, the perturbations—resulted
from the attraction of an undiscovered.
planet far beyond the bounds of Uranus.
Airy himself had no doubt about the last
hypothesis, for he wrote: 'If (the
anomalous behaviour of Uranus) be the
effect of any unseen body it will be

very nearlé impossible ever to find out -
its place.

The hypothesis that a very distant and hitherto unob-
served planet existed whose gravitational attrigp&on for
Uranus caused the perturbations of its orbit from the ex-

2
pected course was, if the Astronomer Royal were to be taken
as authoritative, the least likely of all those suggestions

proposed to account for this divergence between theory and

observation. Given that a hypothesis is antecedent to the

8Smart, op. cit., p. 648.
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observation of its consequences then, on whattgroﬁnds.woufd
O'Connor maintain, within the framework of the Eypothetical--
deductive method, that the various-hypotheses were pro- .
posed?9 It can only be that those who proposed ‘them believed
that the perturbatibns of Uranus were caised, respectively,
by erroré in the calcﬁlationé of Newtonian gravity, the
existence of a resistiné medium, the presence of a.satellite,
the impact of a comet, or the existence of an undiscovered

planet. It would seem that the generation of a hypothesis

to account for an unexpected or anomalous "fact" rests, then,

P

upon personal éssessments that such are in fact true insights
into the nature of reality. As with the recognition of
anomaly, the proposal of a hypothesis is not the outcome of
some prior application of thg hypothetical-deductive Qethod
but rather presupposes that in terms of which the method can
get sfaréed. Hypothesis proposal is antecedent to the method,

emerging from a grasp of background theory brought to bear

on anomalous behaviour. Moreover, such background theory is

Abraham Kaplan writes in this connection that:

We must be able to entertain a hypothesis
before we have a way of checking it, even
before we know whether the laws of nature
would permit a way, for it is sometimes by
such inquiry that?we can determine what
the laws of nature are (the theory of rela-
tivity is usually cited in this connection).
Our conception of what is possible, even of
what is logically possible, grows with the
growth . of knowledge. As a result, the situa-
tion is not that we first establish what
propositions are meaningful, then determine
Wwiich of them are true. Truth and meaning

-~ move forward hand:in hand. ("Concepts,"”" in
Van Cleve Morris, ed., Modern Movements in
Educational Theorv [Boston: Houghton Mifflin

» Co., 1969], p. 178.) B '
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itself n;t an object of further hypothesis in the act of pro-
posing a hyﬁothesis——the astronomer does not diépassionatély
hfpéthesize regarding his hypothesis while hypdfhesiziﬁg——
bﬁt it is rather the fiduciary framework housing his hypqthesis
and thch serves as the basis of his commitment to that par-
ticalar hypothesis. Yet it is, of;course, just this founda-
tion of belief which O'Connor's formalistic and objectivist
account of the scientific process as encapsulated within the
hypothetical-deductive method which is suppressed in. the
éourse of illustrating his paradigm of theory and the "stand-
ard case" of what it is to come to know.

Tied to the question of the proposal of a hypothesis
to account for an unexpected or anomalous "fact" is that of
hypothesis discrimination' among a2 range of competing hypoth-
eses proposed to account for that anomaly. Five hypotheses
were proposed to account for the perturbations of Uranus,
each of them "live" hypotheses in the sense that any one of\
them might be a true explanrnation of the anomaly. The issue
is, how does_the hypothetical-deductive method account foé
the assigning of greater coefficients of probability to the
one rather than to the others? On the_basis of what objective
grounds might one say that th; existence of an undiscovered
planet provided The r?@ht explanation where the impact of a
cbmet, the presence of a satellite, the existence of a |
resistiﬁgAmedium, or errors in the calculations of Newtonian
gravity did not? Obviously, the method can provide no such

grounds. Hypothesis discrimination and selection does not

consist in the dispassionate testing of all . possible hypotheses

h
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but rather that which the scientist believes has a h%ih
~

chance or degree of probability of being true, and further,

he may well be unable to give any formal account of why he

holds to one hypothesis rather than another. Accounts like

O'Conhbr's'ﬁﬁnctiop only with the benefit of hindsight, they

. L
' never empley open or live scientific questions but only those

-

achievements believed to have been indubitably established.
In doing so, however, they ove{look th: fundamental quality
of commixted bélief in the truth of the ch?sen hypothesis, a
~belief based upon an unformalizedjact of personél assessment
by virtue of which an aspect of reality is revealed.10

Concealed in the first step of O'Connor's hypothetical—_
deductive method by which science attains paradigm status is
the personal evaluation of the scientist who proposes a

hypothesis or selects a particular hypothesis among competing

hypotheses proposed to account for anomaly. While it is

v

Gerald Holton remarks that such assessment of the
probability of hypotheses by the scientist is akin to-
aesthetic discrimination.

To understand what almost any working sciéntist
feels when he has to evaluate an hypothesis
seems to ‘be difficult for those who are not
agtually engaged in creative scientific work.
Hence it will be useful to develop a field
that can fairly be called the aesthetics of
science. For these matters are still de-
cided in practice on the basis of which
Copernicus confessed, apparently so vaguely
yet so correctly, to have made his decision
against accepting 'the planetary theory of
Ptolemy and most other astronomers, although
consistent with the numerical data'; one of
his chief objections was thet he found their
sort of evidence not 'sufficiently pleasing
te the mind.' (Gerald Holton, "Einstein,
Michelson and the Crucial Experiment," Isis,
Vol. 60, Part 2, No. 202 [Summer, 1969],

p. 177.)
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ultimately upon such an evaluation that hypotheses are both
" proposed and selected, one which may well be incapable of any
sort of formal articulation and which thereby marks science
and scientific knowing as analogous to other forms of non-
paradigmatic cognition, ig\Ta\Pnly by circumventing the act
of unformalized assessment thgt O'Connor c¢an maintain that
science provides the standard case by which other forms of
thought-must be measured.11 However, by the suppression of
even the acknowledgement of such evaluation, his hypothetical-

-

deductive method is incapable of explaining its first step.

B. The Deduction from This Hvpothesis that Certain Other

Facts Are Observable

The second step in O'Connor's hypothetical-deductive

method of scientific discovery maintains that there is a

1 .

Holton points to the appeal of science to "informal"
articulation by way of the justification of hypothesis assess-
ment.

This helps to explain the significance of
the passionate and 'unscientific' language
generally used to describe such hypotheses,
and incidentally points to gradations of
aesthetic or 'psychological' acceptabifity.
Thus we have found in the scientific litera-
ture characterizations of the following
kinds for acceptable ad hoc hypotheses:

“not intonceivable,' 'reasonable,' 'plaus-
ible,' 'fundamental,' 'natural,' 'appealing,'
'elegant,' 'likely,' 'assumed 2 priori to

get desired results,' 'auxiliary,' or 'work-
ing hypotheses.' On the other hand, when

‘an ad hoc hypothesis is rejected, we see it
described in the following way: ‘artificial,'
"complex,' 'contrived,' 'implausible, '
"bothersome, ' 'unreasonable,"’ “improbable, '
'unlikely,' 'unnecessary,' "ugly.' Some-

times 'ad hoc' itself is applied in.the
pejorative sense, and then it has such
meaning. (Ibid., p. 178.)



.deductive or legical relation;hip between a proposed hypoth-

esis and that which the hypothesis has been proposed to
explain. It is not entirely c¢lear what O'Connor might mean
by this. Adams' hypothesis was that an unseen planet was
causing the anomalous behaviour of Uranus and that his cai—
culations would determine its position thereby rendering it
observable. In other words, his hypothesis'bf an unseen
planet is‘identical to his belief in the existence of that
unseen planet. On one reading, O'Connor's construction would
seem to mean nothing more than if -the calculations deter-
mining the existence and location of the unseen pyanet were
correct, that is, if there actually were a planet and it
actually was where the calculations predicted it would be,
there exists a deductive relation between Adams' belief and
the fact of the planet's existence and location. Conditional
upo; the truth of the premise, the existence of the unseen
planet, and conditional upon the validity of the inference,
here the accuracy of Adams' calculations, the conclusion in
the form of the éause of the perturbations of Uranus might

be secured by deductive inference. While the syllogism is
logically persuasive, it is, like all such syllogisms, tauto-
logical with its premises_yet it is just those premises, the
existence of the unseen planet, which is at issue. As an
explanationr of the process of the discovery of that unseen

planet, it is simply absurd.

On another reading, 0'Connor has simply conflated

Adams' hypothesis of the existence of the unseen planet with

172
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the existence of that unseen planet, and maintains that a
deductive relation holds between the two identities. In dther
words, there can be deduced from Adams' hypothesis that there
existé an unseeﬁ planet certaih other facts, these certain
other facts being that there exists an unseen planet. The
fact that it will cease to be unseen and become observable ig
a purely contingent matter depending upon the truth of the
hypothesis, that is, that there is an unseen planet. If

the hypothesis were false, if there did not exist an unseen
planet, then, of course, the deductive relation would not .
hold for there wouldwnot be-other‘facts which were observable.
This bit of inteffiéence can hardly be re-assuring to those
engaged in scientific discovery. The issue comes down to

what O'Connor has in mina by a deductive relation between

hypothesis and certain other facts.-

(1) The Deductive Relation between Hvpothesis and Certain

Other Facts

.

While botﬁ Adams in England and Leverrier in France
shared the unobserved planet hypothesis to account for the
perturbations of Uranus, others did not. The puzzling thing
is that if the relation between hypothesis and certain other
facts revealed in the light of that hypothesis is deductive,
how is it that different scientists take different views of
the same hypotheéis? A:é/;hey simply being illogical?
O'Connor chooses to avoid the issue and concentrates rather
on the striking fact th#b\L»oaastronomers shared the same

hypothesis. Yet even here the nature of the inference em-
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ployed by each between hypothesis and certain other facts

does not appear to be deductive.

Now it is a difficult computation for an
astronomer to work out the perturbations
of a planetary orbit caused by another
planet of known weight, size and position.
"But to perform the inverse calculation and

deduce from the observed irregularities of
one plant's orbit the size and position of
another yet unobserved planet which causes
them is a very much more formidable task.
And to do this over a hundred years ago
without the assistance of modern calculat-
ing machines was a mathematical feat of
the highest distinction. Yet two astrono-
mers, J.C. Adams in Cambridge and Leverrier .
in France, carried out-this calculation.
independently of each other and predicted
the position in the sky where the new
planet might be seen with a telescope.

For O0'Connor, Adams and Leverrier deduced the size and
position of the unsbserved planet on the basis of their in-
verse ;alculatipns, working from known irregularities of
Uranus to the cause of these irregularities which was as yet
unobserved.. If O'Connor is suggesting that this is simply
a deductive relationship, albeit in reverse, then histori-
cally his account of the discovery of Adams and Levegrier is
false. In addition to the questionable logical validity of
inferring from known conclusions back to indubitable premises,
there were lacunae in the calculatiqgs of Adams themselves
which preclude the possibility of any formal deductive pro-

cess. These lacunze consisted, in Smart's account, of two

groups of unknowns which were themselves recalcitrant to

deductive inference.

7
l"O'Connar, An Introduction to the Philosophv of
Education, op. cit., pp. 79-80.
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The problem to which Adams devoted his
energies during 1843-46 was one of con-
siderable complexity. On the hypothesis
of the unseen planet, the orbital elements
as deduced by Bouvard must be somewhat
erroneous, for the observed positions of
Uranus which he used must be affected by
perturbations of which he was unaware;

the corrections of Bouvard's orbital ele-
ments of Uranus constituted the first

group of unknowns in the mathematical S

formulation of the problem; to these :
must be added the mass of the hypotheti-

cal planet and the elements of its orbit.

Owing to the way in which the mean dis-

tance of the new planet entered into the
equation, of condition it was necessary,

if the problem was to be made practicable,

to ass¥§e some value for this mean dis-
tance.

In the framework of the reverse deduction even the
conclusions from which Adams was-to deduce his premises in
the form of the unseen planet, were, in effect, a group of
unknowns. By what rule did Adems correct these conclusions,

the erroneous orbital elements of Uranus as calculated by
Bouvard? In effect, Adams was '"deducing” from incorrect
conclusions to premises which were not only not known to be
true but which were merely hypothesized as being true, an
exercise which hardly fulfils the conditions of logical
inference. In addition, the valid inference condition of
logical deduction can hardly be said to have been satisfied

since Adams had "to assume some value" for both the mass of

the hypothetical planet as well as its mean distance.

In what sense, then, might one say that the inferen-

tial process of Adams which required the assumption of values

13
Smart, op. cit., p. 648,
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was a deductive one? It is only if O'Connor is using the
term in some extended sense which he has not explained that
Adams might be said to have "deduced" the existence of the
unseen planet from calculations based upon the perturbationg
of Uranus. Similarly, his view that the achievement was one
of the highest distinction since it Qas performed "without
the assistance of modern calculating machines"™ is to extend
the deductive nature of scientific discovery while overlook-
ing its anticipatory and projectivé character, in this case
set within the framework established by Herschel's prior
discovery which anticipated the possibility of additional
undiscovered transuranic planets. Such a characteristic is

not attributable to calculating machines but rather to those

IA
who use them.1

ll‘]-lcylt'on maintains that scientific discovery viewed
as "the inexorable pursuit of logically sournd conclusions
from experimentally indubitable premises™ is little more than
a "current myth," supported by "systematizers, axiomatizers,
textwriters, and others (who) may yearn for linearized se-
quences both in scientific work itself and in accounts of it."
(Holton, op. cit., p. 157.) His view of the relationship
between hypothesis and the reality which it is designed to
reveal is incorporated in a "Fingerspitzengefl."

Rather, what is required is (@ feelling for
the state of affairs, a 'Fingerspitzen-
gefll,’ which not only distinguishe's the
quality of insight of different scientists
but also forces them to take often quite
different views of the same hypothesis.:
I use the dangerous word 'feeling' deliﬁ-
erately, because it indicates accurately
the difficult-to-define locus where judge-
ments of the scientific relevance of
hypotheses are made. (Ibid., p. 182.)

Holton goes on to maintain that the "experimentalist
fallacy” of imposing a logical sequence, reverse or otherwise,
on scientific discovery must be resisted. 1In relation to Ejin-
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The basis of O'Connor's view of a deductive relation-
ship holding between a hypothesis and certain other facts
rests upon his positivistic conception of the nature of

. ’ .
scientific facts, a view originating in a third-person per-

_spective in which the facts are "out there” in a universe in

. . . . 15 ‘
which the scientist himself is absent. In a sense there

stein's theory of relativity as an example, he points out
that:

Not only is it false to the actual develop-
ment of thought processes that may have led
to major scientific discoveries; not only
might the doctrine inhibit creative work in '
science if it were to be taken too seriously;
but also, by drawing attention primarily to
the external visible clay that provides
factual support and operational usefulness
for the developed theory, it does not do
adequate justice to the full grandeur of
the theory. The basic achievements of Ein-
stein's theory was not to preserve hallowed
traditional conceptions of mechanism; it
was not to produce a logically and tightly
structured sequence of thoughts; it was
not to build on a beautiful and peda-
gogically persuasive experiment. Rather,

i the basic achievement of the theory was
that even at the cost of sacrificing all
these, it gave us a new unity in the under-
standing of nature. (Ibid., p. 197.)

510 his "Schooling and the Culture of Positivism:

Notes on the Death of History," (Educational Theory, Vol. 29
No. 4 [Fall, 1979]), Henry A.Giroux remarks that:

The central assumption by which the culture of
positivism rationalizes its position on theory
and knowledge is the notion of objectivity,
the separation of values from knowledge and
methodological inquiry alike. Not only are
the 'facts' looked upon as objective, but

the researcher himself is seen as engaging

in value free inquiry, far removed from the
untidy world of beliefs and values. Thus,

it appears that values, judgements and
normative-based inquiry are dismissed because -
they' do not admit of either truth or falsity. (p. 2699

Giroux sees positivism and its third-person perspective as ulti-
mately rendering man passive, supporting the status quo, and
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v .
are facts out there existing in indep%ndence of the scientist
but the third-person view fails to account for the fact that
e¢stablished scientifi; facts become such by the interaction
of the scientist with those "facts," an interaction in which
the background theory of the écientist works to incorporate
the phenomenon within the system upon which the theory is
based. Neptune's existence was not a "fact" prior to its
establishment by nineteenth-century astronomy that it was a
fact, that is, one would not say after its discovery, "I )
used to see a star but now I see a planet.”" While Neptune
existed as a planet before its discovery, its discovery as a
planet established it as a scientific fact, as a part of the
conceptual framework ordering astronomical observation. After
its discovery one would say, "I used to see a star but I was
mistaken. I now see a planet.”

As Kuhn has pointed gut, not all facts even within the

exercise of "normal science” have identical standing, for not
- ”

eliminating history as a legitimate knowledge framework, all
of which boil down to the same thing.

Objectivism is the cornerstone of the culture
of positivism in public education. Adulating
"facts' and empirically based discourse, posi-
tivist rationality provides noc basis for
acknowledging its own historically contingent
= character. As such, it represents not only
an assault on critical thinking, it also
grounds itself in the politics of 'what is.'
(Ibid., p. 276.)

R.D. Bramwell ("Education and the Two Traditions of
Science," Educational Theorv, Vol. 28, No. 3 [Summer, 1978])
sees the third-person "logical-empirical" tradition to have
limited use in education as opposed to the first-person

"hermeneutic-dialectic" tradition. "Even physicists these
days," he-remarks, "doubt the strict objectivity of what
they do." (p. 226)
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only are they paradigm-dependent but they vary to the degree
to which they can articulate that paradigm. He distinguishes
three sorts of facts or "focii for normal science."

First is that class of facts that the para-
digm has shown to be particularly revealing
of the nature of things. By employing them
in solving problems, the paradigm has made
them worth determining both with more pre-
cision and in a larger variety of situations.
At one time or another, these significant
factual determinations have included: 1in
astronomy—stellar position and magnitude,
the periods of eclipsing binaries and of
planets; in physics—the specific gravities
and compressibilities of materials, wave
lengths and spectral intensities, electrical
conductivities and contact potentials; and

in chemistry—composition and combining
weights, boiling points and acidity of solu-
tions, structural formulas and optical -
activities. Attempts to increase the accuracy
and scope with which facts like these are
known occupy a significant fraction of the

literaturg of experimental and observational
science.!

Faces ih scilence are not, then, as 0'Connor would .
seem to suppose, pre-paradigmatic phenomena exlsting in the
universe but rather, in the present case, past achievements
made possible by means of a paradigm through which they
attain their meaning. It is in terms of that paradigm which
they commence and continue to be of interest, serving to
"reveal that nature of things" with greater precision and
scope. O0O'Connor's objectivist or positivistic view of
scientific facts, that facts are such by virtue of their
simple existence in the world regardless of whether they are

known or unknown, places them as facts on one level of Signifi-

16I(uhn, op. cit., p. 25.
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cance. In the absence of a pa;adigm or explanatory background
theory to bestow significance upon the scientific fact, which
is such relative to the degree that it can, in the normal
practice of science, articulate that background theory or
paradigm, there ceases to be a criterion of relevance to which
the scientist might appeal to determine just which "facts"

are ﬁore or less worthy of articulation. The speed of water
flowing down a gutfer would have equal standing, if measured
precisely, with astronomical discovery since both facts exist
objectively in reality, and both would be equally demanding

of further exploration. For there is no explicit rule which
may be determined by objective means just which phenomena

will permit refinement of the paradigm in terms of accuracy -

. -

and scope, this being rather a matter of the personal assess-
ment of the scientist. Indeed, in the absence of para-
digmatic relevance, even accuracy and scope do not constitute
sufficient conditions. T.W. Richards won the Nobel Prize in
1914 for a very accurate determination of atomic weights,

but after it had been established that atemic weight varies
accidently in proportion to the concentration of isotopes in
thosé elements, Richard's measurements could be dismissed as
"of little interest and significance as the determination

of the average weight of a collection of bottles, some of
them full and some of them more or less empty."17 The facts

of science, then, are established as facts by the paradigm

but it is indeterminate as to the degree to which they are

17F. Soddy, The Interpretation of the Atom (London:

1932), quoted in Michael Polanyi, P.K., op. cit., p. 136.
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thought to be useful in solving problems and refining the-
scope of that paradigm. -
Kuhn's second class of facts are more closely tied
to the paradigm than those selecred and employed by the
paradigm in solving problems, these beiné in the nature of
"demonstration facts." Such fa;ts are those which, "though
often without much intrinsic interest, can be directly com-

1
pared wirth predictions from paradigm theory." 8 By way of

illustration Kuhn gives such facts as those derived from

'
-

special telescopes to demonstrate Copernicus' prediction of
annual paraliax or Foucault's apparatus to show that the
speed of light is greater in air than in water.

Kuhn's third class of scientific facts are those used
as the basis of articulating some of the residual ambiguities
of the paradigm itself, such as improving the values of the —
gravitational constant. The point is thar these attempts
to refine the paradigm would not have been conceived nor
carried out "without a paradigm theory to defige the prob-
lem and to guarantee the existence of a stable solution."19
After Herschel's discovery of Uranus, Adams' efforts to
determine the existence of an unseen plaret constituted sucﬁ_
an articulation of residual ambiguities of the existing .
paradigm extended to comérehend transuranic planets, a2 para-

digm which bestowed upon his subsequent discovery the status

of "fact." It was not an instance of revoluticnary science,

18 :
Kehn, op. cit., p. 26.

i

lgIbid., p- 28.
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where the very notion of the nature of a fact undergoes alter-
ation. For Priestly, the "fact" was de-phlogisticated air
where for Lavoisier the fact was oxygen; for Aristotelian

physics the "fact" was restrained fall, where for Galileo the

fact was the motion.of the pendulum; for pre-Daltonian
chemistry the "fact" was thatlsolutions were mixtures, where
for his successors the }aEt was that they were compounds;

for Ptolemy the "fact" was that the sun was a planet, where

for Copernicus the fact‘gaé tHat it was a star; for Newton

the "fact” was that the cenf¥e of the universe was at absolute

o

rest, where for Einstein the fact was that absolute rest did

not exist.

The purpose of this consideration of what constitutes

scientific facts has been to show thar siich facts are the

.
o4
outcomes of the acts of comprehension by scientists which

are based upon and guided by conceptual frameworks or para-

-
-

digms. It has been to suggest that the scientific fact, in
- c“ '&'_ i 1

order to be a scientific fact, must be apprehended under some

aspect which establishes 4t as a2 fact and which renders it

o

\gE”has been to suggest that the scientific
-y -

fact is not to be identified with a simple phenomenon or

-

thereby meaningful.

natural event on the basis of which science might then pin
its claim to some-form of "objectivity" seen as transcending
man's conceptual apparatus and thereby come to constitrute
the "standard case" of theory and knowledge in O'Connor's

sense of the term. In so far as it is the outcome of that

conceptual apparatus, background theory, or paradigm, the

Oy
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scientific fact does not differ from other facts which are
the outcomes or achievements of non-scientific paradigms.
Yet it is upon this ambipuity as to what constitutes a "fact"
that O'Connor appeals his case. He has maintained, in Fhe
'first step of the hypothetical-deductive method, that a
hypéthesis is proposed to account for an anomalous or unex-
pected fact. 1In the present case, the hypothesis was that
__of an unseen planft, the anomalous or unexpected fact the
perturbations of Uranus. The second step involved a deductiocn
from this hypothesis, the unseen planet, to certain other
facts. But what are these certain other facts? It cannot be
simply. the unseen plan?t since the deduction, as indicated
above, would be-between identities. It must be that those
certain'otﬁfx.facts'are observable. Observation must be that
4
by which O’Qonnor hopes to establish the objectivity of the
scientific fac:t and so secure for science its standing as

the "standard case." What, then, is involved in observation?

(2) -That Certain QOther Facts Are Observable
It is by observation, in 0)Connor's positivistic con-

ception of science and its objectivist conception of

1

scientific knowing, that the scientific fact is established

as a fact and by virtue of which it bases its claim to con-
stitute ihe exemplar of the knowing process generally. It

was by observation that anomaly or an unexpected fact initially
was espied and which generated the hypothesis whi;h was pro-

posed to accouq} for it. It is by the observability of

these certain other facts that the hypothetical-deductive



method aspires to emerge from the subjective netherworld of
hypothetical speculation to ground itself in the realm of
the interpersonélly visible. From observed anomalous fact
te certain other facts which are observable, it is clearly
observation which closes the circle. At the heart of the
positivistic conception of science, @ere manifesﬁed in an
empirical objectivist view of philosophical znalysis in
educaticnal theory, is the central role of the economical
and dispassionate recording of observations. Nor does
observation establish a fact zs a fact alone,'serving as the
linchpin of empiricist rationality and the yardstick of
evidential adequacy. It also serves'to ground empirical
conceptions of science as paradigmatic, for a theory which
conflicts with observation should be abandoned forthwith or
cene that is not immediately testable by observation should
be so revised in order that its predictions are restricted
to obéervable magnitudes. There are, however, certain diffi-
culties attached to the view of observation as maintained

in the--positivistic scheme which modify its criteriological
role in the knowing process.

The fact is that the simple classification of ob-
servables as observables transcends the activity of observa-
tion_itself. To observe something is not simply to record
a series of retinal imprints made by objects which happen.to
fall within the field of vision but rather to purposively
isclate the object of observation as distinguighed from the

rest of the visual field. We can, in other words, see things

without observing them. We can see a camouflaged object as

184
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patches of colour without actually observing that object,
which, after all, is the purpose of canouflage. To observe
a camouflaged object will require a consciocus re-organization

of our .wisual field so that what was heretofore patches of

colour will not be the oEject of conscious awareness but
rather thau/;hich is secondary or peripheral to such con-
scious'awa eness. Similarly, one strains one's eyes to ob-
serve an objéetf seen under poor‘lighting conditions, or one
seen at a distance. Converseiy, the intentional nature of
observation is shown by the fact that one.can, by unfocus-
sing one's gaze, dissolve that previously observed as an
object into its constituent colour patches, reversing the

process of observation. As with- the establishment of the

1

"facts," observations then are not simply objective data

impinging on the retinae within a given visual field but
are purposeful achievements, however rudimentary, of the
observer.

In addition, in so far as observations are purposeful.
integrations of.visual experience, they rely for their co-
herence upon a framework which is antecedently accepted as
true and which is itself not, at that time, an object of
further observation. Observations, in effect, are acts of
personal judgement which are both intentional-and irreducible
to any formal rule, for any rules of observation can be
derived only from p;ior observations that we have accepted

v
as true before we knew these rules. As we cannot observe

ourselves observing an object without destroying the initial

observation of that ebject, this being the intentional or



vectorial quality of observation, so we cannot conform to

prescriptions for observing an object prior to observations
previously accepted as determining that the object under
observation is one of a particular sort. In other words,
observations themselves incorporate a framework of belief
or personal accreditation of the rightness of the very act
of observation, a framework which at that time is not itself
. 20
an object of observation nor grounded in any formal rule.
Adams, then, did not simply "observe'" the perturbations of

Uranus under the aspect of simple celestial phenomena but

read them as pointers to the location of the hypothesized

unseen planet, much as patches of colour are read as pointers

to the object camouflaged to conceal its presence. It is
this purposeful yet indeterminate quality of the act of
observation, one which marks it as an act of personal dis-
crimination resting upon a basis of accreditation not simul-
taﬁeously an object of further scrutiny, which is suppressed

in objectivist accounts such as that of O0'Connor in the hope

““In his "Philosophical Foundations of Religious
Education," Educational Theory, Vol. 28, No. &4 (1978), R.
Laura points to the act of implicit accreditation as being
as central to the process of scientific reasoning as it is
to religious reasoning, such accreditation being located in
the framework of belief underlying both forms of rationality.
"The theist's bQé}ef,” he points out,

. . . derermines the nature of theistic
reasoning somewhat in the same way that

the principles of induction determine the
nature of scientific reasoning. Just as

to engage in scientific reasoning we must
implicitly subscribe to the principle of
induction, so to engage in theistic reason-
ing, we must implicitly subscribe to a’ ™

belief in the existence of God. (p. 315.)

186
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of establishing its impersonal and objective standing and of

securing for the hypothetical-deductive method its para-
digmatric status in the knowing process.

The personal element involved in direct observation

P

is compounded in the case of indirect or instrumental observa-

tion. Indeed, it is questionable whether the two kinds of

.

observation can be said to be equivalent. _As A.S5., Carson

remarks,

When we test the air temperature with a
thermometer, are we observing the heat .
when we see the mercury rise in the same -
way that we observe a2 typewriter we are

looking at directly? And when the path

of a proton is noted by a trail of vapour

in 2 cloud chamber, is that observation

in the same sense as either the testing

of air temperature or seeing the type-

writer? Strict empiricists differ on

what counts as observation. )

Observation mediated by instrument readings, in addition
to incorporating the intentional discrimination which marks
direct observation, may either serve to magnify such personal

. b
factors or it may introduce a range of secondary features
into the activity which render it still further a matter of
informal assessment. As seeing the mercury rise in the -
thermometer is a step removed from a direct observation of

heat increase, so, as Carson points out, the determination of

2 A.S. Carson, "Two Problems of Educational Theory,"
British Journal of Educational Studies, Vol. XXVIII, No. 1l
(February, 1980), p. 23. Carson also points to the observa-
tion of "black holes" in astronomy which, since they emit

no light; are unobservable in principle. Yet such black holes
are an observational datum of current astronomy. lnder strict
empiricist criteria, such theories "would have to be regarded
2s unacceptable: in 2 similar vein much of science—of what
scientists do—would havg to be ruled out of court.” Ibid.,
p. 24,




the path of the proton in the cloud chamber -is "an inductive
inferenfe based upon ﬁrior unconfirmed proton theory."22
Observation in this case, in other words, is guided by a
theoretical framework in atomic physics which is not only
unconfirmed but known to be unconfirmed yet which still funec-
‘tions as the anticipatory matrix within which the path qf the
proton is observed. The proton theory in terms of which the
proton is observed is not itself an object of observation
and, further, the determination of the proton's path in

terms of its correspondence with such theory is not itself
amenable to further check without or beyond that theory.

The flight of the protorn is not simply a datu; of objective
existence in terms of its comprehension by the physicist

but rests upon an antecedent explanatory framework and, in
thistcase, one which may well be wrong. In addition, of
course, instrumental observation relies necessarily on the
assessment of the accuracy of those instrument readings which
is itself a further personal determination, as is skill in
interpreting their significance and in projecting predictions
made upon them. Incorporated in the interpretation of
instrument readings is the assumption of randem error which,
in its turn, demands the employment of unformalized inter-—
pretive skills in assessing the proper correspondence

between sets of instrument readings and the sets of numbers

221p44.
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23
accepted for the purposes of measurement.

The point that is being made here is that 0'Connor's
view of the nature of the activity of observation: whether
direct or mediated by way of instrument readings, is not
constituted by the simple and dispassionate recording of
such observations but raéher resides in the unformalized
application af background theory and the equally unformalized

-~ .
interpretation of the results of such application. To deduce
from a hypothesis that certain other facts are observable,
where such facts are facts just because they are observable,
is to overlook the fact that observation does not consist in
some sort of passive activity whereby phenomena are duly
noted but rather in the form of intentional achievement. AS
such, scientific observation contains within itself elements
which work to undermine positivistic notions of that activity

such as that of 0'Connor, which are seen to serve as the -

basis of "objectivity™ in its exercise. In addition to mis—

23Polanyi (P.X., op. c¢it.) gives the example of such
interpretive skill in the chemist's assessment of correspond-
ence between instrument readings and the determination of
the proportion of elements in a chemical compound. Chloro-
form (CHCL3) consists of one part carbon measured in units
of 12 grams, one part hydrogen measured in units of 1 gram,
and three parts hydrogen measured in units of 35.5 grams.
When measured by unit weights, the composition of a cloroform
compound may be 1:1:3 (for chloroform), 1:3:1 (for methyl-
chloride) or 1:2:2 (for methylene dichloride). "To ascertain

2 simple proportion of integers from 2 measurement of weights,"
Polanyi points out,

- - . demands that we go beyond the method
of ascertaining measured quantities from
sets of instrument readings, as we do for
the verification of predictions in classical
dynamics. We must take the further step of
identifying arithmetical proportions of
measured quantities with integer fractions.
(p. 42.)
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construing wﬁat it is to observe something, O'Connor's second
step in the hypothetical-deductive method incorporates the
view that if certain other facts which were deduced from the
hypothesis were not observable, this would serve to discredit
the hypothesis from which they were deduced. In other words,
a theory should be abandoned if it conflicts with observation.

This.is to take us to the third step of his hypothetical-

deductive method.

C. The Checking of This Deduction bv Observation

Returning to O'Connor's account of Adams' discovery,
the anomalous behaviour of Uranus had been detected and the
hypothesis of an unseen planet had been advanced to account
for the anomaly. The deduction from this hypothesis, that
certain other facts, the unseen planet, would be observable

was, of course, incorporated in the initial proposal of the

-—

hypothesis to account for the anomalous behaviour of Uranus.

According to O'Connor,

It remained to carry out the third step of
the hypothetical deductive scheme and con-
firm by observation the existence of the
new planet in its predicted place. It
needed a good telescope, a trained ob-
server and an accurate star map. The
search was not systematically undertaken
until nearly a year after Adams had com-
pleted his calculations. In September
1846 Galle in Berlin, acting on a2 sugges-—
tion from Leverrier, made the predicted
observation, and a new planet, later to

be called Neptune, was discovered.Z24 ~

2z‘O'Conncur, An Introduction to the Philosophv of

Education, op. cit., p. 80.
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As with the activity of proposing a2 hypothesis to
account for anomaly in step one and deducing from this
hypothesis that certain other facts are observable in step
two, O'Connor's checking of this hypothesis by observation
conceals features which do not accord with his formal account
of discovery. The confirmation of Adams' calculations,
O'Connor suggests, would be rather a routine matter for
anyone sufficiently trained in astronomical observation, in
possession of a good telescope, and guided by an accurate

s ) .
star map. The facts of the case do not appear to bear him

out.

(1) Verification

On 9 July, 1846, Airy wrote to Challis, the director
of the Cambridge Observato;y and one who 0'Connor would have
to admit was a trained observer, directing him to undertake
a search for the new planet using the Northumberland Tele-
scope, the most advanced instrumeﬁt of its time. Airy had
informed Challis of the longitude of the new planet of the
basis of Adams' calculations. From 29 July to the end of
the following September Challis made no fewer than 3,150
observations, concluding only with the news of Galle's
sighting at Berlin. 1In spite of the fact that Challis was
a trained observer, had used the best telescope -¢xtant, and
knew the longitude of the unseen planet, he }eported no
positive results. It was only after Calle's,sighting and in
the ensuing storm over who, in fact, should be accorded the

discovery, Adams of England or Leverrier of France, that
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certain facts were revealed. It seems that Challis, according

to Smart's account,

. - . had very little faith in the outcome
of theoretical investigations for detecting
a new planet; he seemed to undertake the
laborious series of observations merely
because Airy was firm on the matter; and
when he had embarked on the observational
programme it never occurred to him to dis-
cuss his observations as they proceeded—
except in the instance recorded earlier,
and the comparison in this case was merely
a test of the adequacy of the two separate
observational methods he had adopted.
Challis comes out of the Neptune episode
as a sceptic and procrastinator, perhaps
not earning, however, the almost brutal
judgement passed on him by the his%grian
of the Royal Astronomical Society.<

Whether or not Challis' failure in sighting Neptune
showed him to be a sceptic and procrastinator, what it did
show was that he was not prepared to observe Neptune, that
his background conéeptual framework, in this case consisting
of his lack of faith in Adams' theoretical investigations
for detecting the new planet, did not provide the anticipatory
matrix constituting just that personal element underlying the
observational activity. That such an anticipatory heuristic
framewogk guides observation appears confirmed by the fact
that, although he reported no positive results, Challis had
indeed sighted Neptune four times! For Challis, the check-
ing of Adams' deduction from his hypotheéis that certain
other facts would be observable was hardly the routine,
25Smart, Op. cit., pp. 649-50. The "instance reccorded
earlier" refers to 29 September when, according to Smart,
"before the news of the discovery at Berlin had reached Cam-
bridge, Challis, impressed with Leverrier's insistence that

the planet would show an unmistakable disk, noted against a
star: 'It seems to have a disk.'"™ 1Ibid.
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mechanical exercise as portrayed by O'Connor. Smart continues:

Except for a comparison of his observations
on July 30 and August 12, Challis made no
attempt to discuss the fruits of his toil,
despite the sense of urgency which Airy's
importunity and his own knowledge of Le
Verrier's June paper would have seemed
imperative to one who had even a modicum

of faith in the results of mathematical
analvsis. Comparing his observations of
August 12 with those of July 30, Challis
noted that the first thirty-nine stars

on the former date agreed with the observa-
tions on July 30; 1if he had gone to star
number forty-nine he would have seen that
this star was absent from the records of
July 30; this star was the planet.26

The determining factor, then, in Challis' failure ro
sight Neptune could be attributed less to his training and
equipment and more to his lack of a "modicum of faith" in
the efficacy of "‘Adams' mathematical calculations, a lack
which inhibited him from %ross-checking his observations on
the nights of 30 July and 12 August.. Challis had "observed"
Neptune on three other occasions without knowing he had done
so because, in effect, he was not looking for Neptune.

There is a final twist to the story of the discovery

of Neptune, one which works to throw O0'Connor's view of

verification as the simple checking of the deduced hypothesis

by observation into further doubt. After‘the sighting at
Berlin, Adams used Challis' observations to calculate the
elements of Neptune's orbit since they were, ‘ironically, the
most exhaustive available. The outcome of Adams' efforts

revealed that his initial calculations, those upon which

2
"6Ibid., p- 649. Italics added.



Challis had made his observations, were wrong. Any observa-
tion employing them would have discovered nothing. "The

surprising tfesult of Adams' and other calculations,'" Smart

wfites,

. . . was the comparatively small value of
the semi-major axis of Neptune's orbit; this
was thirty astronomical units as against
about thirty-five used in Adams's and Le
Verrier's solutions; no wonder that Pierce
of Harvard was led to declare that Neptune
was not the planet resulting from mathe-
matical analysis and that its géscovery must

be accounted a happy accident.

It was not, after all, the precise inverse calcula-
tions'of Adams and Leverrier which had thrown current astro-
nomical theeory into near crisis but rather their conviction
in respect to their hypothesis that the perturbations of’
Uranus could be explained only by the presence of an unseen
planet, andkit was this conviction that created the antici-
patory framework which led to the discovery of Neptune by
those who shared it. Further, Adams' initial revision of
Bouvard's equations was an heuristic surmise or projection
grounded in that conviction and not the oufcome of formal
application of the hypothetical-deductive method, as wa;, of
courge, Bouvard's prior rejection of the "ancient observa-
tions." As it turned out, Adams' inverse calculations were
based upon a revision of a rejection of observétions that
were correct. HNeptume, as it turns out, had been sighted as

early as 8 May, 1795, as well as two nights léter by Lalande.
27

Ibid., pp. 651-652. Italics his. It might be remembered that

Leverrier also calculated the position of Vulcan, lying be-

tween the sun and Mercury, which current astronomical theory
maintains does not exist.
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Once again, however, it was the absence of that "modicum of

faith" in the veracity of the observations that ‘proved

decisive.

In reference to the 10 May sighting, Smart

remarks that:

\

This observation was marked "doubtful,' and
it seemed bad luck that, out of so many
thousand observations of stars, the only one
that mattered in this connexion should be
reckoned by Lalande to be unworthy of con- o
fidence. Subsequent references to Lalande's = 5.
manuscripts revealed the interesting fact RS
that Lalande had observed the 'star'—as he

beldieved it to be—on May 8:°as well as on

f—~\<“/§9& 10; as the observations on the two
\ ights were discordant he discarded the :

first and included only the second in hi§
catalogue, labelling them as 'doubtful.'Z8
“'—-.._./ °

"Doubtful,”" "unworthy of confidence," Lalande "believed"

it to be 2 star—all exercises of personal judgement incor-

porated in the third step of O'Connor's hypothetical-

deductive method as applied to one of the "more developed

scignces” and in, terms of an illustration selected to manifest

the smooth operation of that method.. The actual process of -

-

the discovery of Neptune has shown that 0'Connor's "checking

this deduction by observation™ Js no more an impersonal and

formalized procedure than was the recognition of anomaly and

the proposal of a hypothesis to account for it. To verify

-

something would seem to require the same powers for recognizing

rationality in nature as does the initial act of discovery,

such verification being relative to the evidence selected

to establish it,where such evidence, in its . turn, is selected
N

in the light of heuristic projection grounded in anticipatory

@

L/ 3

28

Ibid., p. 652.
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background theory and in terms of which it is assessed. Sug-
gested in 0'Connor's third étep is the existence of some
forﬁél ng?g whereby verification might be effected, but the

discovery of Neptune has shown that any such rules, if indeed

qthey may be said to exist at all, must be utterly ambiguous

as to both their formulation and application. The discovery
of Neptune has shown that verification rests upon a conception
of the nature of things by which the astronomer is guided,

. -
. <
and that within the framework of differing conc

eptiéns thé
same "observa;iOn" will yield contrary evidence and_conflict—l
ing results.

O'Connor's objectivist account of verification rests
upon the positivist verifiability principle where meaning is
the method of verification. The principle, however, can be
contested on theoretical grounds as‘well as those shown by
an analysis of verification in practice. The principle
assumes, for the verification principle is itself unverifi-
able, that there can be only two meaningful modes of dis-
course, analytic and synthetic propos;tions. The first
derive their meaning from the logical relationship between
the subjects and predicates of such propositions so that their
truth is a function of tautology of their terms. Analytic
propositions, because of the purely fgrmal nature of the

méaning so derived, contain no truth beyond that contained in

their premises. The verifiability principle is advanced to

~distinguish such propositions from their synthetic counterparts,

the meaning and "truth content" of which is empirical and con-

tingent, derived as they are from observation. Unlike
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‘analytic propositions, no logical céntradiction is involved
in their denial. Objectivism, iﬁ its positivistic mani-
festation aé with O'Connor, lays it down that ghe two classes
are @htually exclusive and jointly exhaustive of all meaning-
qul statements. As Harry Broudy remarked in connection with
current analysis in educational theory, "he who cannot speak
in the language of logic or science is condemned to philoscphi-
cal silence."29 + One must choose between empty tautology or
empirical verifiability. Consequently, in its Qwﬁ terms, the
verifiability principle must itself be either analytic or
synthetic, and to be meaningful in a'non—tautological sense,
it ﬁyst establish itself on synthetic grounds. : =
But the verifiability principle cannot itself be an
empirical or synthetic proposition based on constant con-—_

junction since it serves as a principle of selection which,

on non-empirical and 2 priori grounds, rejects all non-
empirical statements as meaningless. As the principle pre-
Suppo?és the validity of the obse;vétional criter;a it \
emplé}s, criteria which are thémselves not the further objects
of verification, it belongs to that class of non-empirical
—
propositions it has rejected as meaningless. Again, to say
that the meaning of a statement is its method of verification,
where such method of verification is réstricted to the rele~-
vant modes of observation, is to simply render verification

analytical with observation and the principle reduces to

tautology. To verify or to check a deduction by observation

Harry Broudy, "The Role of Analysis in Educational

Philosophy,”" Educational Theorv, Vol. XIV, No. 4 {October,
1964), p. 267, :
+
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is to simply observe that deduction since that is what "verify"

means. .

In cases wﬂere the deduction cénnot be immediately
tested by direct observation the verification principle ﬁ;y
assume the form of operaticonalism, the view that di{ferent
opgrations define different concepts rather than their re-
striction to their relevantgmodes of observation, This‘
variation on the verification principle, however, q?nnot
accdu;t for the principle of selection of alternate possible
operations on the same data, why one set’of operations as
opposed to another is given operational status. Yet the fact
is that certain operations and not others are selected, not
on the basis of principles derived from operatignalism since
there appears to be none, but rather because some and not
others hold particular preomise for thé articulation of the
theoretical background to which such opefacions are tied.
Where the principle of verifi;ation assumes the form of mean-
ing as the method of verification then; the principle provides
no guidance. In the case of Neptune, whether to proceed by
way of a re-calculation of the law of gfavity, an examination
to determine the presence of a resisting medium, a search for
a uranian satellife, an investigation for traces of impact
from a comet, or, finally, seeking a transuranic planet, the
principles of operationalism can provide no counsel. Indeed,
if operatidns themselves and their resultant measurements
constitute what it is to verify something, there can be no

basis other than a non-operational one for-determining that
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two or more operations are congruent or, in fact, that they
30

are measuring the same thing. s >

Finally, in addition to the tautological nature of
what it is to verify something by observation, and, in its
operationalist manifestation of the verification‘principle,
what is the nature of what is measured as well as the question
of the commensurability of the operations themselves, there
are variations on the theme of the tacit appeal to the non-

empirical realm which the principle has been erected to

reject. "Experience," for example, is restricted to that of

sensory experience but the nature of experience so viewed

ES

is presupposed rather than established as Jjust that exclu-

sive avenue by-which verification may proceed.3l If such

3OAbraham Keplan ("Concepts,” in Van Cleve Morris,
ed., Modern Movements in Educational Philosophy, op. cit.)

illustrates the problem in relatioen to measuring the age of

the uﬁruqife.

-~

Present estimates of what is misleadingly >
called 'the age of the universe' are of the
order of six billion.years or so; what

makes this figure of scientific interest is
that about dozen lines of inference from
correspondijgly different observational

data lead to substantially the same magni-~
tude. Operatdonally we would have to say

that twelve different 'ages' are in ques-
tion. .Even though in these terms it would
remain of scientific interest that they all
have approximately the same numerical

value, the significance of this fact would

be obscured. We should like to beJable

to say that it is because they all measure

the same thing, and this statement is pre-
cisely what operationazlism must deny. (p. 41.)

s

31Van Cleve Morris ("Detggte in Educational Philosophy,"
Educational Theorv, Vol. XV, No. 4 [October, 1965])remarks that
for those philosophers of the "scientific-aralytic bias™ all

' . . . . . . .
'experience” is limited to "entities in the world other than
himself." .

4
In this connection, I am reminded of the
fact that when propositions such as 'I
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experience is to be limited to sense experience, the difficuley
lies in the fact that sense impreséions, of course, are not
themselves verifiable by further sense impressions and the -
pnincipie must appeal to some dimension beyond that encom-
passed by the principle itself, unless "experience" as here
understood is to be elasticized to comprehéqd that thch has
little in common with unmediated retinal imprints. But it
is just such expe%ience so elasticized which the principle
seeks to rule oﬁt. In addition, to check a deduction by
observation covertly appeals to a supra-sensible realm in
terms of which the reports of guch checking ;Equire meaning.
If the verifiability principle demands possession of the
relevant experiences in the light of which the deduction

might be checked, on what grounds, in the absence of such a

realm, can congruence of such possession itself be checked

exist' or 'Existence precedes essence' are :
held up for analysis, the analytic philoso-~ . -
pher often dismisses them as emotive, as

merely reports on the state of feeling of

the speaker. Am I to conclude that a

'state of feeling' is not a real datum in

the world? Besides, how easy is it to k

regard these propositions as entirely non-
cognitive? It seems to me that sentgednces

of this sort serve to ‘record in a concep-

tual way the understandings that real, live

human beings have of themselves in the

world., Are we being told that these under-
standings are not empirical? You see,

some but not all experiences are let into the
philosophical workshop. This is what I am T
calling the scientific-analytic bias.

(p. 268, italics his.)

For a further critique of empirical objectivism grounded in
the third-person view of sensory experience see D.B. Gowin,

"Can Educational Theory Guide Practice?" Educational Theorv,
Vol. XIII, No. 1 (Jan. 1963).
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since such experiences occur uniquely within the individual?
Sensory verificationism“finds itself susceptible to those
difficulties encountered by operationalism for one can, in
effect, never know that ore's checking is commensurable with

another's.32

(2) Falsification

As noted above, O'Conn&r dropped the descriptive and
predictive functions of theory for that of refutability,33
that by which theory retains "that essential connection with
objective fact that their truth will require.”3A In the
context of Neatune, Adams might have checked his deduction
by observation, and, on finding that such observation failed
to turn up the transuranic planet, proceeded to deduce that

his deduction that certain other facts were not, after all,

32G.L. Lucas has, in addition, pointed to the inherent
ambiguity of the principle in his "Some Second Thoughts About
Metaphysics in Education Theory," Educational Theory, Vol. XX,
No. 2 (Spring, 1970) in connection with statements which are
only partially verifiable.

If the meaning of 2 statement is to know its
method of verification, then to the extent
that it cannot be verified it cannot be
understood. The question naturally arises
how, if a statement is only partially veri-
fiable, it is to be understood insofar as

o it is not verifiable. This objection applies

: to empirical propositions as much as to meta-

physical utterances since .if the former are

E:Eih functions of a set of simpler state-

ments all of which need to be confirmed,

one can conceive of empiricatl propositions

the subsidiary components of which may be
- T unverifiable. (pp. 133-134, italics his.)

335ee above, Chapter II, p. 63. )

34

"The Nature and Scope of Educational Theory," op
cit., p. 52. ’ o
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observable. The third step of the hypothetical-deductive
method is a two-edged sword, the sharper of which for some

is not verification but refutationism or falsificationism.35
However, falsificationism is open to identically the.same
objections that undermined objectivist accounts of verifica-
tion.

Falsification, like verification, presupposes the
validity of the observational criteria it employs, criteria
which are themselves not the further objects of falsification.
Similarly, to say that the meaning of a statement consists
of the modes of observation in terms of which the statement
might be falsified is to render the activity of falsification
Eautological with those modes of observation employed~to
falsify it and the principle, like that of verification,
reduces to logical analyticity. Again, falsification cannot
of itself discriminate amcng the cperations in terms of
which a deduction might be falsified, nor are the sense
impressions by which that deduct?on is falsified falsifiable
by further sense impressions. As with reports of verification
by observatien, falsification of itself cannot provide the
grounds of interpersonal commensurability in terms of which
consensus on falsification is established. The falsifica-
tion or refutability principle, like that of verification,
is itself unfalsifiable or irrefutable in its own terms.

O'Connor's refutability condition of theory in its

paradigmatic sense as here incorporated in the third step of
35

See particularly Karl Popper, Objective Knowledge:
An Evolutionary Approach (London: Oxford University Press, 1972).

_
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the hypothetical-deductive method leading to scientific dis-
covery misconceives the activity of refutation as it mis-—
conceived the activity of verification and for the same
reason. This ig the objectivist reification of the scientific
fact. The condition supposes that one can check the deduction,
hypothesis or theory against stable and theory-free reality,
But'reality, the scientific fact, is such by virtue of the
conceptual framework by which it is established. When one
engages in the activity of refutation or falsification one
does not refute or'falsify a theory in terms of its congruence
with "objective" reality but rather one refutes or falsifies
one theory in terms of another theory.

In addition to the objectivist reification of the
scientific fact against which theories or hypotheses are to
be refuted, refutability itself is seen as being more "objec-
tive” than outright verification in the sense that nothing

is being positively advanced. It incorporates that healthy

36Kuhn. op. cit., points out that:

No process yet disclosed by the historical
study of scientific development at all re-
sembles the methodological stereotype of
falsification by direct comparison with
nature. That remark does not mean that
scientists do not reject scientific
theories, or that experience and experi-
ment are not essential to the process .

in which they do. But it does mean—what
will ultimately be a central point—that
the act of judgement that leads scientists
to reject a previously accepted theory is
always based upon more than a comparison
of that theory with the world. The deoci-
$ion to reject one paradigm is always
simultaneously the decision to accept
another, and the judgement leading to

that decision involves the comparison of
both paradigms with nature and with each
other. (p. 77.) T
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skepticism O'Connor viewed as so beneficial as a prior condition
to the clarification of philosophical questions. With the
third step of the hypothetical-deductive method the refuta-
bility condition is regarded as engendering a posture of
tentativism in both the act of checking the deduction by ob-
servation as well as in the appraisal of/ the deduction so
checked, for one can never be sure if one's own refutation
will not in time be itself refuted. Seen as that by which
theory retains that essential connection with objective fact
that its truth will require, refutability is considered to

add a dimension to the impersonal nature of observational
check. Beyond a direct comparison with nature which might
work to disconfirm the deduction, the condition is understood
to further attenuate the personal element incorporated in the
activity of checking the deduction. Indeed, under the
Popperian injunction, all knowledge, even that so far verified
by observational checking, stands in jeopardy of imminent

X 37 .
falsification. However, in much the same way that the

"Kenneth Conklin ("Knowledge and Hypothesis,"
Philosophy of Education Society, Proceedings of the 33rd
Annual Meeting, 1977) has pointed to the "irrational" element
in the Popperian brand of refutationism where such rationality
resides in the exercise of critical justification by reasons.

Popper and his followers are dogmatic about
their skepticism—they are proud of being
ignorant. The only way dogmatism could be
intellectually acceptable is if it occurs
as a natural outgrowth of absoclute know-
ledge, i.e., if one is so certain of what
he knows that the certainty justifies the
inviolable holding and proclaiming of some
doctrine. But no follower of Popper could
claim to have such knowledge, and no be-
liever in critical rationalism would cite
one thing as a justification of another.
Thus a Popperite's dogmatic commitment to
skepticism is irrational: it is not some-
thing he will ever allow to be successfully
criticized. {(p. 115.)



verifiability principle is unverifiable and stands in conse-
quence to the deduction to be checked as an article of faith,
so refutationism rests on the belief in the unfalsifiability
of the falsification principle. A thorough-going skepticism,
of course, precludes the very utterance of its own premises
since they must, by definition; be likewise ﬁhe objects of
doubt. Yet even in the case of watered—doyn objectivist
tentativism, the assessment that a deduction is falsified
by observation entails the prior acceptance 6r belief in the
background theory by which the deduction was falsified.38
Finally, and in conjunction with those difficulties
whicﬁ were seen to surround refurtationism in respect to its
reification of the facts of nature in terms of which a
theory was falsified as well as the paradoxically fiduciary
nature of refutétionism itself, is the nature of the falsi-
fying activity. If the doctrine lays it down that one can.
never be sure of the truth of ény theory since it is in,
danger of imminént félsificarion, how can one be sure that
the new theory is more true than the one that has been
falsified and what, specifically, is the nature of the pro-
cess by which such a determination might be established? In

other words, how doés one know when a theory, hypothesis or

deduétion has been effectively falsified? Here refutationism

38Kuhn (op. cit.) remarks that:

Once a first paradigm through which to view
nature has been found, there is no such

thing as research in thé absence of any para-
digm. To reject one paradigm without simul-~-
taneously substituting another is to reject
science itself. (p. 79.)

205
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appears to take us no farther than verificationism. As there
were seen to exist no formal rules whereby the objectivity of
the scientific method might . be vindicated in terms of con-
firming an observation, so there are seen none for refuting
one. The very existence of anomaly in scientific practice
appears to falsify the falsification doctrine since it coHA
stitutes just that category of observations which, strictly
speaking, should falsify the theory with which it is ‘anoma-
lous. But anomaly does not do this. 1In association with
anomaly, falsification doctrine tells us no more than veri-
ficationism regarding the formal rules by which discordant
observations are ass%iégdvfhe status of bothersome discrep-
ancy, irnregularity marginal to their theoretical basis, or
fundamental counter-instance demanding theory rejection.

The checking of a deduction by observation, whether such
checking involves the verification of that deduction or its
falsification, involves elements which are not comprehended
by any formal applicatiom of the third step of the
hypothetical-deductive method, elements of a distinctly
informal, personal and inexplicit nature. Yet it is upon

the basis of just such formal application that O'Connor

has sought to establish the method as the paraaigm of theory
and exemplar of the knowing process. However, in the absence
of some account of these elements, the method, beginning with
the proposal of a hypothesis to account for an unexpected or
anomalous fact, through the deduction from this hypothesis
that certain other facts are observable, to the checking of

this deduction by observation, must be considered incomplete



at best.

The present chapter has been an attempt to shSW that
the third component of "education" as understood by O'Connor,
that set of techniques for imparting knowledge skills and
attitudes, %s misconceived. The approach has been of neces-—
sity abi{qué, since teaching and, by extension learning, are
considered by 0'Connor to be matters of concern for the
"sciences of man," and in particular that of psychology. In
order to scrutinize his view of the learning process it was.
necessary to analyse the activity in its exemplary mani-
festation, that of scientific discovery and more particularly

r

in its archtypical form in one of the "more developed \\\

sciences," that of astronomy. Where science for QO'Connor

i1s paradigmatic of rational activ%ty by virtue of its method
and its method is constituted by the hypothetical-deductive
method, its status as paradiém rests on the degree to which
that method incorporates the "objective" passage through its
three steps. However, it has been shown that at key points
in the actual employment of the methed, that is, the nature
of hypothesis generation in terms of which a hypothesis is
proposed to account for anomaly, the nature of empirical
inference by which the deduction is made from the hypothesis
that certain other facts are observablé, and the -nature of
verification or falsification by means of which the deduction
1s checked by observation,_other factors must be considered.
In the absence of such a consideration, the method has been
seen to encounter difficulties which render its claim to

paradigmatic status without foundation. The point of this

207
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discussion has not been to discredit thé nature of the learn-
ing activity as it is éiiiiisted in discovery science but
rather 0'Connor's conception of that activity, as well as his
legislating that conception as the benchmark against which
other forms of learning must be measured. For it is these
"other factors™ which éerve as the basis of any cognitional
process, and which cannot be reduced, as 0'Connor has attempted
to do, to formalistic, objectivist and impersonal modes of
procedure.

At the heart of the objectivist enterprise is the re-
fusal to countenance all knowledge which is not derived from
sources.and methodologies which can be demonstrated inde-
 pendently of reference to those other factors of judgement
and assessment igiggng upon a basis of responsible commitment
or belief. 1In the quest for a de-personalized certainty free
of the taint of human intervention, objectivism results uvlti-
mately in an ontologically mechanistic conception—~of man and,
epistemologically, in a denial of man's capacity for independ-
ent thought. In O'Conncr's particular brand of objectivism,
‘that deriving from logical positivism, the source of know-
1edge is seen to lie in a view of reality in which the knower,
in any active sense, is deemed to be absent. A reality so
conceived provides those inelu&table "facts" of experience
which man can only passively record, 2 reality which extends

to embrace the recorder himself who is but another "fact."
The methodology is that of observation, here to be understood
2s that unmediated and non-committal_interface between

phenomenor and its chronicler. Yet it is just in its zeal

for objective certainty that objectivism such as O'Connor's
J ¥ J It .
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reveals thdse voluntary elements it proclaims to transcend,
in its reductive materialism it discloses its own meta-
physics which it denounces as "nonsense," and in~its
epistemological formalism it incorporates those components-

[

it seeks to suppress.
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CHAPTER IV

TOWARDS PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE: OBJECTIVISM IN

LINGUISTIC PﬁILOSOPHICAL ANALYSIS

Where 0'Connor's empirical objectivism sought to be-

stow objectivity on the knowing process by way of the reifica-
e

tion of the scientific fact and method as that by which
knowledge claims must be measured, linguistic objectivism
;eeks to avoid the accreditation of man's unformalizable
powers of knowing by appeal to ordinary usage, by appeal to
the word. O'Connor;s brief foray into linguistic philosophy
rested ultimately on those statements we know how to verify
by scientific means. The more broadly based linguistic
analysis of R.S. Peterg‘and Paul Hirst seeks to secure the
objective grounds of knowledge not merely upon scientific

grounds but upon ordinary usage as employed ir all those
L~

-modes of experience in which claims to knowledge are made.

However, the difficulties which arose with O'Connor arise,

~

mutatis mutandis, with Peters and Hirst. By means of an

internal criticism’of their views, it is possible teo show

that more is involved in, the employment of ordinary usage

and the analysis of such usage than is permitted by their

own criteria, that they, in fact, appeal to just those

I/
unformalized power?/which they seek to render objective.
The present chapter is of a transitional natfﬁe, for

it constitutes, on the one hand, an extension of the criticism

aimed at O'Connor's appeal to usage; on the other it empha-

210
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sizes the need for a new Kind of knowledge theory, one incor- .

porating explicitly the personal act of commitment as the

-

.

basis of the knowing process. Such a process, for Polanyg;
was both personal.yet founded upon a realist metaphysics.

In his cognitive triad constituting the act of meaning artigu—
lation, the gerson in possession of the concept employs the
word to bear upon a reality independé:t of both word and-
concept. ~ Where Q'Connor's empirical objectivism, in the
course of the de-éersonalization of our mental processes,
reifie@ observable reality at the expense of the concept and
the word, the linguist;clobjectivism of Peters and Hirst
reifies the word with which the concept ' is conflated, at the

. <]
expense of reality. There is, in effect, nothing upon which

the word, standing in mirror relation with tge concept, may
effectively bear. But in the absence of that reality to
which usage points, the issue of usage conflict results either
in cognitive paraiysis or, in the case of definit?onal stipu-
laiion,.in violation of the canofis of the "revolution in

- .
philosophy.” To render explicit this insufficiency is the
purpose'of the present chapter.

The structure employed will follow that of the first

three chapters dealing with O'Connor. First, the nature of

'philosophical inquiry as viewed by Peters will be considered,

]

corresponding to O'Connor's examination of the nature of

philosophical questions. This will be followed by an analysis

of Hirst's portrayal pf the nature of educational theory cor-

responding to O'Connor's view of it as a "courtesy. title."
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Finally, both Peters' and Hirst's conception of the nature of

learning will be examined, corresponding to O'Connor's account

of the discovery of Neptune.

-

A, The Nature of Clarification: R.S. Peters and Second-

Order Conceptual Analvsis ) T e

. 1. The Lessons of the "Revolution in Philosophy"

-

For Peters the "revolution in philosophy" consisted
less in the recognition of the purgative effects philosophical
inquiry has on our beliefs in keeping qdr nminds free from
nonseqsé as with O'Connor, and more in the way of the appre-
hension-of its secbhd—é;derror spectatorial quality.1 In
fact, the "revolution in‘philosophy" was constituted for him
by just the "explicit recoénitidn of the second-~order charac-
ter of philosophical .inquiries."”

The distinctive feature of philoéépﬁical .
iggyiries which accounts for the specta-

i
xr

The distinction is one of emphasis, for Peters stré@gés
the process rather than the product of philosophical"analysis.
However, where he does concern himself with the product, he is

"just as much the fabilist as 0'Connor. For examplé, he main-

tains that by means of analysis, "the individual can improve

his understanding and purge his beliefs and attitudes by

ridding them of error, superstition and prejudice." ("Demo-

cratic Values and Educational Aims," Teachers Lollege Record. ’
Vol. 80, No. 3 [February, 1979], p. 472.) 1In his Reason and
Compassion (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973) Peters . f
remarks that "Conscious, explicit attempts must be made to -
falsify assumptions,.to find exceptions to the rules; for

only in this way can a body of reliable assumptions and rules

be built." (p. 78) Again, he points out that "To discover
something, to falsify the views of cne's predecessors, neces-
sarily opens fresh things to be discovered, fresh hypotheses

to be falsified." ("The Justification of Edugationsy " “in R.S.
Peters, ed., The Philosophv of Education [London: Oxford

University Press, 1972], »p. 250.) Unlike 0'Connor, Peters

does dispute that falsification need proceed on empirical

grounds alone. See his critique of Hobbes on these grounds.

(R.S. Peters, Hobbes [Middlesex: Penguin, 1936]:)
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torial role of the philosopher, is their Ve

- second-order character, their concern with
forms of thought and awareness expressed
in Socrates' questions 'What do you mean?’
and 'How do you know?' and in Kant's ques-
tions about what is presupposed in our
forms of thought and awareness. In asking
such questions about concepts and the
grounds of knowledge, philosophers ponder
upon and probe into manifold activities
and forms of thought,ia which they and
others already engage.

Al

The first lesson of the "revolution in philosophy™
is, then, that the philqsopher's perspective in philosophical
inquiry 1s spectatorial and the nature of his inquiries
second-order. As such, he is not concerned with first-order
studies, those relating to our direct understanding of the
world;'bua rather with the forms of thought and awareness
which fi;st—order studies incorporafe and in which he and
others already éngage. As a consequence it is not given to
the post-revolutionary philosopher to "issue highjlevel
directi?es for education as well as pronounce on God, free-
dom, immOftality, aﬁd‘phe meaning of 1ife.ﬁ3

Tied to his second-order pondering and probing, of
courée,'is his ;pectatorial\role. In his pondering &pon and
probing into the concepts and grounds of knowledge which
flourish at ﬁhe first order, the new philosopher abjures
prescriptibn since such is {nEPnsistent with that role.

Rather, he is the patient cartographer of those forms of

-

, ,
“"The Philosophy of Education," in J.W. Tibble, The
Study of Education (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1966),
pp. 60-61. _ T )

3” . .
. . The Aims of Education—4A Conceptual Inqufry,” in
The Philosophvy of  Education, op. cit., pp. 26=27.
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thought and presuppositions through which reality is‘cognized
at the first-ordes., His'role is that of detached recorder.

~

[
"To paraphrase Wittgenstein,"

Peters observes, "éonceptuél
analysis leaves everything as it is."4
In doing second-order work, the new philosopher as
spéctator leaves his first-order philosophical views behind.
In questions relating to the traditional branches of philoso-
phy, to metaphysics, kno;ledge theory and ethics, the
spectator, in the course of probing and pondering becoﬁes
second-order to himself. For example, Peters writes that in
respect to questions dealing with the justi}ication of punish-
ment in the schools, "Complex and difficult questions in
ethical theory are raised as soon as anyone asks this typé
of question in a détermined way. They cannot be‘agswered
satisfactorily without a good deal of hard, clear thinking
of a phildsophical kind."5 The good deal of hardg clear -
thinking is, of course; hard, c¢lear thinking of a first-order
philosophical kind, just that kind which the "revolution" has
revealeq is not the provincg of the philosopher as spectator.
For théj§pectator makes no attempt ﬁo ans@er the substantive
issue, these being "further questions.¥ In his pondering
updnrand probing into the manifold ac;ivities and forms of

thought irn which he and others already engage), the spectator

remains resolutely second-order.

4"Education and the Educated Man," in R.S. Peters,
Education and the Education of Teachers (London: Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1977), p. 19.

=]

-S"The Philosophy of Education;" op. cit., p. 82.
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If theﬁfirst lesson of the "revolution in philosophy"

has shown that the philosopher Qﬁé_philosopher is by nature
spectatorial, the second 1es§on reveals the object of his |
pondering and probing. Having eschewed the high-level direc-

. tive, it was.thought, Peters writes, that "Iﬁ recent times,
after the 'revolution in philosophy,' there is a danger of
too little being claimed."6 What is claimed is that second-
order conceptual analysis clarifies the grounds of knowledge
employed in first-order studies, functioning rather in the
%anner of dispassionate illuﬁination. While it makes no
decisions, Peters maintain;, what second-order analysis does
do is "to spotlight the point at which decisions have to be
made."7 The spotlight may’also be used tactically, as with
the "growth model™ of education which "cannot remain for long
romantically aloft once the glare of philosophical analysis
is turned upon it."8 Analysis renders things at the first-
ordgr egplicit, it clarifies without commitment. It is a
philosophical ovgfture; In respect to the concept of "needs,"

for exampfe, Peters points out that "Analysis helps to make

explicit the value judgements that lie behind statements of

need, but, of itself, does nothing to justify them. In this

respect it serves as a prolegomena to moral philosophy.”9

6"The Aims of Education;—A Conceptual Inquiry," op, -
cit., p. 26.

"Ibid., p. 17.

8"Education as Initiation,” in R.D. Archambault, ed., °°

Philosophical Analvsis and Education (New York: Humanities
Press, 1972), p. 94.

9?. Hirst and R.S. Peters, The Logic of Education
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970), p. 40.
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In pointing the spotlight one might mistakenly think that
there is something which the spotlight is pointed at.! This
is to misgonceive the purpose of analysis, which "is not to
reveal some essence which ordinary language reflects, but to
get clearer about how things are-and what is to be done."10
Things are what they are, and analysis will reveal them for
what they are. All that is claimed by conceptual analysis
is "a detached and clear-sighted view of the shape of issues
and institutions."ll
In his second-order pondering upon and probing into

the forms of thought and awareness found at the first-order,
how, exactly, does the spectator proceed to render our con-
cepts explicit, how does he manage to get clearer about how
things are and what is to be done? The third lesson of the
"revolution in philosophy" reveals that he does this by the
examination of usage, by the consideraﬁion of ordinary lan-
guage. But what is it to examine usage? The "revolution in
philosophy" has shown that two "misunderstandings” had hereto-
fore attached to such examinatiqn. By getting clearer about

-ese, we shall gét clearer about the activity of clarifica-

tion.
A .
The first misunderstanding as revealed by the "revolu-

tion" was that usage could be clarified by way of definitdion.

To formulate such a definition prior to examination of usage,

mlbid., p. 89. ‘

llR.S. Peters, Ethics and Education (London: George
Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1966), p. 45.




217

however, is being prescriptive and persuasive. It is not to
be detached. It is to be first-order, and clarification of
concepts 1s second-order. Peters explains that while "educa-
tion" may be conceived of in valuative terms by those engaged
in its practice, "it might be mistakenly suggested that all
that needs to be done is to pick out certain criteria that
seem central to one's understanding of education and lay

them down as a stipulatory preliminary to the issues to be
discussed. This, I think, would be a pretty pointless and

presumptuous procedure." The reason why picking out certain
criteria that seem central to one's understanding of the con-
cept of education and laying them down as a stipulatory
preliminary to the issues to be discussed is pointless and
presumptuous 1is that the revolution has shown that such
definitional procedure is to be insensitive to the myriad

uses of a term. Peters is not insensitive. "It might be
fhought that the obvious way of beginning a study in the
philosophy of education," he writes at the outset of his

Ethics and Education,

-« . would be to formulate a definition of
'education’ and to see whether it would fit
all examples of it. To proceed in this way,
in the middle of the twentieth century, would
reveal a certain insensitivity to one of the
main contentidns of the recent 'reveolution

in philosophy.' For Wittgenstein, one of the
leaders of this revolution, argued with great
subtlety that philosophers from Socrates to
Moore had been mistaken in thinking that a
formula could be found which would encompass -
the different uses of a word like "justice'

12 . . . .
"Democratic Values and Educational Aims," op. cit.,
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or 'knowledge' in which they were interested. -
The uses of a word are not always related by
falling under a definition as in -geometry
where definitions are provided for terms such
as 'triangle.' Rather they often form a
"family' united 'by a complicated network of
similarities overlapping and criss-crossing;
. sometimes overall similai§ties, sometimes
- similarities of detail.'

In keeping with his spectatorial stance, the new
philosopher is without pre-conception in thinking a definitional
formula can be found which would encompass the different uses
of a word like "education" in which he is interested. His
sensitivity in this regard is tied to a second "misunder-
standing” revealed by the revolution which underwrites the
first misunderstanding. "Another-widespread misunderstand- -
ing, in addition to that of formulating definitions," Peters

continues,-

. .« +« . 1is the assumption that all words have
"2 meaning on the model of names which are
associlated with some .typical referent. This
has led to the position, as in Plato's theory
of Forms, of abstract referents for abstract
terms such as 'justice,' and of mysterious
inner entities and processes to which szds

like 'mind' or !intuition' might refer.

The second misunderstanding is correlative with the
first, since to formulate a definition of an abstract term
such as "education" is to mistakenly suppose that the term
has meaning on the model of names, that it is associateq with
some typical abstract referent to which the term draws atten-
tion, Now.if it is pointi;ss and presumptuous to lay down

-

¢riteria that seem central to one's understanding as a

13Ethics and Education, op. cit., p. 23.

Yorpid., p. 24,
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stipulatory preliminary to the issues to be discussed, if it

is insensitive to formulate a definition of ark abstract
~ b
term on the mistaken supposition that it is associated with

some typical referent, what is it that one does when one
goes about clarifying a concept so that one might, at the
second-order, get clearer about how things are and what is
to be done? How does one spotlight those families formed
By a complicated network of overlapping and criss—c?ossing
similarities? |

While the formulatioq of a definition of an abstract

term like "education" is misconceived if it is believed it is

associated with some typical abstract referent, Peters shows

us that:

This does not mean, however, that there are
no criteria of 'education' which are co-
extensive with most of its central usages.
It only means that terms in a natural lan-
guage develop a life of their own and send
out shoots which take them far away from
the central trunk of the concept. But this
does not imply the abandonment of the
criteria; rather it leads us to distinguish
between the central and peripheral uses

of the term.

What, then, are these "criteria of 'education'" which are co-

extensive with most of its central usages and how does their
e

determination differ from the insensitive practice of formu-

lating definitions along the model of abstract names associated
with some typical abstract referent? How is the "central

usage" of the concept to be distinguished from its "peripheral

uses," the "central trunk" from its "shoots"? What is this

l:"Ibicl. Italics his.
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"natural language" of which Peters speaks? RN
In the following section it will be maintained that

(1) second-order conceptual analysis is not the detached,
spectatorial mapping of concepts employed at the first-order
as Peters suggests, that he does not himself engage in such
second-order clarification, and that it is impossible to do
so; (2) that Peters does not leave everything as it is but

insinuates his own value-laden pre-conceptions into the

detached and clear-sighted view of the shape of issues and

.institutions, that analysis is not prolegomena but epilego-

mena; (3) that the activity of second-order conceptual
clarification employs just those "misunderstandings" it claims
te reject in the course of rendering our concepts explicit,
that it is definitional by way of incorporating those typical
abstract referents for abstract te}ms. In o;hef words, it
will be maintained that commitment and accreditation are
intrinsic to the act of knowing. Where this commitment is

disavowed, as with the spectator, the concept rendered explicit

———— o

is an empt& concept; where it is avowed, the spectator stipu-

lates and ceases to be second-order. Either first-order

- -~
activities are presupposed in second-orderfclarificakion or
that exercise is incoherent. Prior and tacit possession of
those concepts to bg'clarified is not an option to second-
order analysis for in their absence the scheme collapses.
To establish these contentions it will be attempted to

analyse Peters' analysis of the activity of the second-order

clarification of concepts.
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2. The Activity of Second-Order Conceptual Analvsis

The lessons of.the "revolution in philosophy" have
revéaled that second-order concéptual analysis is‘spectatorial
in nature, that it makes no attempt to answer the substantive
question but merely to render explicit the forms of thought
and awareness operative at the first-order. This is .to be
done by ghé examination of words, to see what principle or
principles govern their use which, in turn, is done by dis-
tinguishing the central from the peripheratl useé of the
term. As such second-order conceptual.anal;sis is; by defini-—
tion, concerned with the clarification of concepts, a pre-
liminar& clarification of the activity of conceptual analysis
demands illumination in respect to the nature of that which

T

is to be analysed. What, in other words, is a concepe?

a) What is a Concept?

For Peters a2 concept is not an image or a picture

since "we can have a concept of 'punishhent'/ﬁfgaout neces-

sarily having a picture in our mind of a criminal being hung
16 7 )

or a boy being beaten." If it is not an image, Peters

asks, is "to have a concept Lhen to be able to use the word

'punishment' correctly? . . . This ability to relate words

to ecach other would also go aleng with the ability to recog-

“ 17 .
nize cases to which the word applied.” Peters replies to

his own question that to be able to use the word "punishment"

16The Logic of Edﬁcation, op. cit., p. 3.

Y 1bid. ltalics his.
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\\ ‘

correctly is not to be equated with having the concept, that

"it wor't quite do for two reasons." The first of these is

that it would be restrictive to say that children, "who be-

have differentiady towards their mother very early in their

lives, have no concept of their mother until they can use
-~

Tll18

the word 'mother. By extension with the inability of

being able to use a word correctly as not being equated with

the lack of possession of the concept, Peters maintains that
the possession of the concept is not to be associated with
the broader ability "to make discriminations awd to classify

things together if they are similar." ’
- To be able to use a word appropriately is
--a sophisticated and very convenient way of

doing this. Indeed it could be regarded
as a sufficient condition for the possession.
of a concept though not a necessary one. In
other words, we would probably be prepared
te say that a person had the concept of
"punishment' if he could relate the word
'punishment' correctly to other words such
as 'pain' and 'guilt' and apply it cor-
rectly to cases of punishment. But the
absence of this ability would not straight-

- away lead us to say that he had not the

concept.
Thgtaancept, then, is to be clearly distinguished £from
+ 1its appropriate use. While the ability to employ appropriate
usage 1is a very ccnvenient and sdphisticated way of determin- )
ing the posseés;on_of the concept, such an ability must not
be idenéified wi£h the possession of the concept. Again,

and in similar fashion, the ability to use’a word appro-

-, priately, to make discriminations and to classify things

\ Y8rbid., pp. 3-4. N )

'lglbid., p. 4.
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together if they are similar, cannot be regarded as a neces-

sary condition for possession of the concept, although it

may be regarded as a sufficient one.

As with the absence of

the ability to use the word, the absence of the broader ability

does not necessarily imply the absence of the concept.

Clearly,

there is disjunction between appropriate usage on the one hand

and the attribution of the possession of the concept on the

.other’

~ ) -

Pl
Lo

The second reason why the ability to use the term

correctly and to classify things together if they are similar

will not q

Pe

;/,//

uite do is that

- - . both types of ability seem to presup-
pose something more fundamental, namely the
grasp ot a principle which enables us to do
those things. Locke said that an idea is
"the object of understanding when a man
thinks' and this is probably as near as we
can. get to saying what a concept is. But
it is singularly unillumirating. As, how-
ever, our understanding of what it is to
have a2 concept covers both the experience
of grasping a principle and the ability to
discriminate and use words correctly, which
is observable in the tase of others as well
as ourselves, there is, amongst philosophers
generally, a tendency to rely on this pub-
licly observable criterion. For it is
possible to say more about it than it is
about the subjective side. The public
¢riterion is necessary to identify having

a concept, but having a concept is not
identical with it.2

ters' line of reasoning is as foilows: the abilirty

Lo use a term correctly or to make discriminations and to

classify things together if they are similar are not to be

taken as a necessary condition for the possession of the con-

20

Ibid. Italics his.
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cept since both abilities ﬁresuppose a more fundamental
abil{ty, the experience of grasping a principie or concept:
thg experience 5f grasping this principle or échept is dis-
tinct from the ability to use words.correctly and to make

-

discriminations, but it is not possible to say much about

this experience fr;m the subjective side; ‘tﬁerefore, the
tendency, amongst philosophers generally, is to use the pub-
licly observable criterion, that of using words correctly
and making disc;iminations and classifying things together

if they are similar, as necessary for identifying having a

. -
concept although the concept so identified is not identiecal
: | o -
with the concept. But the question immediately arises as to
g | . o TN
how one might confidently attribute concept possession by //

the public criterion since, by definition, there exists a 7
gap between the concept as possessed and the attribution of
such possession. If X, for example, uses the word "punish-

ment" correctly, relates it correctly to other words such as

"guile," and applies it correctly to cases of

"pain" and
punishment, Y, employing the publicly observable criterion,

may attribute possession of.the concept to X but, under the
ruling, since such attribution is not identical to the concept,

Y may simply be wrong about X's possession of the concept of

punishﬁbnt. On the other hard, if X does not use the word

/
"

"punishglent"” correctly, does not relate thé_word to other
words such as "pain" and "guilt" and does not apply it cor-

rectly to jases of punishment, Y, employing the publicly.

observab}éfcriterion, may not straightaway say that X does

+

g i
S h

-
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not possess the concept of punishment. Clearly, the disjunc-
tion between the attribution of the concept by reliance upon

the publicly observable criterion and the identification of
the concept cannot be bridged by appeal to the publicly.ob—
'servable criterion. 1In spite'of this lacuna, Peters proceeds
on the basis of the efficacy of just'such an inference. The
reason given is that it is possiblé.to'say more about this
public side than it is about the subjective side but, of
course, Peters is employing just this subjective side to
attribute possession on the public side. Peters is employ-
ing his experience of graspiﬁg a-principle on the ;ubjecpive

side, 'an experience he nowhere explicat®s, to attribute

-
.

‘ . -
possession on the public or jobfective side. He is in prior

possession of the concept and it is by virtue of such prior
‘ - -
h i .
possession that he attributes the correct use of wotds, the
s ‘ ¢
ab111§§ to make approprlate discriminations and towcorrectly

c1a551fy things together if they are similar. While it may
not be possible for Peters to say much about the subjective

side, it is that by which he endorses possesq}on on the publlc

“

side’ while 51multaneousf7\d1savow1ng such endorsement bv way
of appeal to usage, to the publicly observable crlteryon.

But. it is upon the basis ol such endorsement on Bhe subJectlve

# .

side that he, Peters, has correctly grasped the pfinciple in
order that he can obserwve compar&h&e ability in the case of

others. Further, such is his commitment to the criterion,

+

. - » . _
not only does he appeal to it in the case of his observation

of others but in the case of himself. He mainteins, i% other
s . :

words, that he can,’by virtue of the publicly observable

a
A

)
\ -
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criterion of usage, cbme‘to observe himself in the experience
of grasping a prihcibie. Of course, "he does not indicate
just how this is done, it being on the subjective side‘about
' i
which it is not possible to say much. It is, however, just
this suppressed sélf-endorsement on the subjective side that
L~ renders speci®us the detached, spectatorial posture assumed

.
- -

in second-order\analysis of concepts.

.
- \'

. b) The Activity of Clarification

-

The possession of a concept, then, is not to be equated

with the ability to use wgrds appropriately since such én.

Al

ability is not a ﬁegessary condition for such possession, nor,
equally, is possession to be equated with the ability.to make

discriminations and to classify things together if they are

~

similar since such ability presupposes the more fundamental
-

“"\\grasp of a principle which-enables us tp do these things.

i How, then, does second-order conceptual analysis proceed?

’

What does Peters.do when he analyses a concept? 0Oddly, ;3
view of the foregoing, Peters reveals that:.

As the concdept in question is usually one
~the possession of which goes with the
(; ability to use word® appropriately, what
we do is to examine the use of words in
order to see what principle or principles
govern. their use. If we can make tHese
explicit we have uncovered the concept,

In spite of the fact that there was seen to exist no

idepbity'between possession of the concept and the publicly

observable criterion of appropriate usage, it is just by such

. a criterion, after all, that Peters' second-order conceptual

21l1pi4.
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analysis proceeds. He appears to see no regress in‘the equa-
tion. If disjunction exists between the concept and thé
attribution jf.its possession, in the.absence of an endorse-
ment of the isitial attribution the appropriateness of that
attribution must becpﬁe,itself the object of fu?ther assess-
ment in terms of its appropriateness. But here the_gap
between concept and attribution of its possessioq and-the
regress to which it gives rise in the absence of accreditation
from the "subjective “side, and that is what reliance on“the
publicly observable criterion means, has been suppressed
with the assertion that one can, indeed, uncover the concébt-
by an examination of usage. For here the possession of the
concept "usually" goes with the ability to use words appro-~

- 22 - '
priately. Some concepts, presumably, do not go along with
the ability to use words appropriately, but usyally they do.

Unfortunately Peters does not show how the distinction is to -

be made, it having been effected, no doubt, on thé basis of

some more fundamental grasp of a further principle\ﬁhich is
not itself a concept which goes along with the abiiity to
use words.aﬁpfopriately. |
. Having bridged the gap between the concept and attribu-

tion via the publicly observable criterion, what is it,

22

“For some puzzlement might arise from Peters' stated
view that concepts in philosophy derive their interest from
the fact that they are "contested concepts." Education is
like politics and unlike engineering, he has maintained, for
they "cannot be adequately conceived of as related to any
agreed or non-controversiazl ends. This, by the way, is oncg
of the reasons which makes them both philesophically inter-
esting in ways in which engineering is not." ("The Place of
Philosophy in the Training of Teachers," in Education and
The Education of Teachers, op. cit., py 139.)




228

precisely, that Peters does when he\:§qsines‘the use of a
. | :

word'to'render the principfe or principlés underlying it
explicit and ‘thereby uncover the concept? Oddly, having

‘shown that appropriate usage is not to be taken as a neces-

~
»

sary condition for possession of the concept, what is in- -

-

volved in the examination of the use of words to see what
principle or principles govern their use is the attempt to

uncover the 1dgically necessary condition for the use of that

word.

iy Iﬁ Search of the Logicalle Necessary Condition

. In their quest for the principle or principles govern-

ing the appropriate use of words, pre-revolutionary philoso-

phers, according to Peters, slipped up by attempting "to

~
do this by trying out definitions.". .

Now there is a strong and a weak sense of
"definition's in such cases. The weak
sense is when another word can be found
which picks out a characteristic which is
a logically necessary condition for the
applicability of the original word. Thus,
to revert to our case of '"punishment,' a
logically necessary condition for the use
of the word is that something unpleasant
should be done to someone. Part-of our
concept of 'punishment,' therefore, is
that somsghing unpleasant should be in-
flicted. '

LY
In second-order conceptual analysis it is the weak
sense of definition in the form of the logically necessary

condition which is sought, a2s the strong sense is limited to

"artificially constructed symbolic systems, such as geometry,

2
“3The Logic of Education, op. cit., pp. 4-5. Italics
his, |
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where we lay down right conditions for the use of words such

1uld

as "triangle. This cannot be done in conceptual analysis

for, since "words are employed in a much looser way in

fy o
ordinary language, such as 'courage' and 'justice,' we would

be hard put to it ever to find such a tight set of defining
. characteristics. In conceptual analysis we usually settle

for making explicit defining characteristics in the weak

2 , - .
sense.""5 The importance of .the logically necessary condit$8n-

' .
. r

in the second-order analysis of usage .cannot be over—
emphasized, for it is that by which philosophy is set apart Y
from other studies. "In attempting to make explicit the

rules behind our usage of words, and thus to get clearer

about our concepts,"

Peters points out,
- - . 1t is important to distinguish logi-
cally necessary conditions from other sorts
of conditidns that may be present. To
- - understand this difference is, in fact, to
. understand the difference betwgen doing . -
"philosophy and doing science.?

Preliminary perplexity in regard to Peters' weak

sense of definition in the form of the logically necessary
condition arises from the fact that it is, after all, a -

definition. Did not Peters report that Wittgenstein had

argued with great suBtlety that philosphers from Socrates to

.'Moore had been mistaken in thinking that a formula could be
L <

- " found which would encompass the different uses of words like -

.

"justice" or "knowledge" in which they were interested? But

2
“aibid., p- S.
25

Ibid. € .

) ) ,
"6Ibid. Italics his.
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their "formula" was not an artificially constructed symbol

system as found in geometry where we lay down tight conditions

for the uses of a word like "triangle." While they may have
——

. «
been interested in determining the defining characteristics

of justice rather than the way we happen to use the term

"justice," Peters has not argued, with great subtlety or
otherwise, just how their definitions differ from his logi-
cally nécéssary gs&ditions; how theirs was a "formula" and
his js something else. Now if Peters' 1ogiéally necessary
‘conditions do’constit;tgzdefinitions, and he has not shown

how tﬁey do not; he is in violation of one of the main cpn;
tentions of the "revolution in philosophy.™ if, on the other
hand, his logically necessary conditibq$ are not definitions,
that they are, iﬁ facet, gomething else, jusﬁ‘how can he find
another word which picks out a logically necessary condition
for the applicability of the original wofﬁ?‘\ﬁow, in other
words, did Peters know that a logically necessary condition
for the term "ppnishment? is that something.unpleasant should
be infl?cted? On his .showing thus far, it would seem that
Peters must either surrender his weak sense of definition or
renéunce his revolutionary c?edentiéls.

The ambiguity is not lost on Peters, who proceeds to
do some second—o;der work on Wittgensteih's families of criss-
crossing and overlapp%fg similarities found.in the use of
words. ~ ''Now fhough much of what has been called conceptual

analysis seems to consist in looking for logically necessary
L]

conditions for the use of a word, and hence concerned with

-
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a - -

'"definition' in the loose sense,”" Peters maintains, -

«+ -« - it has become fashionable in recent
times to deny that it was ever possible to
produce such definitions. Ordinary lan-
guage is not static; it is a form of life.
If we think that we have got a concept
pinned down, we are apt to come across a
case where we would naturally use the word
but where the condition which we have made
explicit is not established. We might
think, for instance, that a necessary con-.
dition of using the word 'punishment' is
that something unpleasant should be in-
flicted on the guilty. Yet we do talk of
boxers taking 2 lot of punishment. And
of what are they guilty? Wittgenstein has
. made this general point by taking the
example of 'games.' He claimed that there
is no ome characteristic in terms of which
roulette, golf, patience, etc., are called
'games.' Rather they form a 'family'
united 'by a complicated network of simi-
larities overlapping and ¢risscrossing;
sometimes overall similarities, sometimes
"of detail'—rather like the similarities
between faces of people belonging to the.
same family. There is, he argued, no one
characteristic or group of characteristics
that allzgames posses in order to be called

'games. '
Now either conceptual analysié consists either in the

attempt to render the logically necessary conditions for the
\_Qigﬂof a word explicit, to give a definition.in the weak

sense, oOr %t does not. Peters, clearly, maintains that it

does, but this is just what.it has become fashionable in

recent times to deny, Wittgenstein being a leader of this_

fashion. Where the logically necessary condition or a group
of logicaily necessary conditions mey be taken as Ehe equiva—L

lent of one characteristic or group of characteristics, the

fashionable philosophers have determined there to be no

o

;
2"Ibid., p. 6.



-

) - 232

logically necessary conditions. Is Peters to be out of fashion?
Is he, in his own words, to be "inseqsitive" to one of the

main contentions of the "revolution in philosophy" and to be
methodologically "pregumptuous" and "pointless" in the bar-
gain? As a matter of fact,he is. Peters adheres to his

weak sense of definiticn in the form of the logically neces-
sary condition.

For Peters, what Wittgenstein's injunction to the
effect that it is not ever possible to produce definitions
insrhe sense of looking for the logically necessary c&nditions
for the use of a-word does is "to warn us that we may not
always be successful in our search for logically necessary

conditions for the use of a word. But sometimes we may

n28

be Peters does not show just how we will know that we

are successful in our search for the logically necessary

condition but proceeds to attack the fashionable view that

it is not ever possible to de so. The thing is, Peters points
out, if there is no one characteristic or group of character-
istics that all games possess in order to be called "games,"

but rather if they form families united by a complicarted

network of similarities, how, exactly, "would we know which
samples to lay out in order to look for the similarities?"

Why did not Wittgenstein take gardening or
getting married as examples of games? Does
this not show that there is some more
general principle which underlies calling
things 'games' which he might have over-
looked? It might be argued that gardening
or getting married might be ranked by some-

: 281144,

£
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one as games. But this brings out that
whether something is a game or not does not
depend on any single observable property of
the sort that makes a thing a triangle.
Rather it depends on how a human’ being con-
ceives an activity. A necessary condition
of calling a thing a game is, surely, that
it must be an activity which is indulged
‘'in non-seriously. Now non-seriously does
not mean that the player lacks involvement
in it or that he does not give his attention
to it. Rather, it means that he can con-

ceive it as,got being part of the 'business

of living.'
Whether the fashionable followers of Wittgenstein ‘would hesi-
tate in applauding‘Pete;s' rendering of "games" in the sense
of roulette, golf and patience as being just the sort of
thing that Wittgenstein had in mﬁnd is of no concern here.
What is of concern are two points in that rendering which
tell equally against Peters as'they do against the recent
fashion.

X The tendency amongst philosophers generally, as
Peters has informed us, has been to identify possession of
‘the concept by way of the publicly observable criterion, by
the ability to'discriminate and use words correctly, an .
ability which is observable in the case of others as well
as ourselves, although the concept was not iaentical to it.
In the same way, however, that the determination as to
whether something is a game or not does not depend upon an
observable property of the sort that makes a thing a triangle,
that is, the overt activity of the one enguged in the game,
but rather depends upon how a human being conceives 'the
activity, so the defermination as tq‘whether one is in posses-

2
”glbid.
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sion of é concept does not depend upon the publicly observable
criterion of the ability to discrimiﬁate and use words appro-
priately which is-observable in the casé of others as well
as ourseives, but rather on how a human being conceives suth
usage and discrimination. In other words, the observability
criterion which Peters invokes against the determination as
to whetﬂer something is a game or not,—one cannot tell by h
means of the pbservability criterion,——apglies equally against
himself. But if one cannot tell by way of the pﬁblicly ob-
servable criterion whether one is in possession of qhe
concept, Peters must show how one does, in fact, infer from
that criterion to the attribution of possession of the concept.
In similar fashion, Peters' perplexity as to how
Wittgenstein would know, in the absence of a defining char-
acteristic or group of characteristics that all games possess
in order to be called games which samples to lay out in order
. -

to lock for similarities, comes back to roost. ‘For how does
Peters, in the absence of prior possﬁskion of the concept,

~ know which. samples to lay out in order to look for the .
logically necessary condition for the use of a word in order
that he might render it explicit and thereby uncover the
concépt? As Wittgenstein must have had prior possession-of
the conceptlof "games" in order to look for their familial
similarities, so Peters must benin prior possession of the
more general principle governing the use of a Qord in order
to look for the logically necessary condition. But, on the
one hand, it is just such prior possession which‘is disavowed

by the spectator in his detached examination of appropriate
?
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usagé which yields upAthat clear-sighted view of issues qnd
institutions. On the other, thié more general principle is
just that typical ebstract referent ruled oht of bounds as
a "misunderstanding™ by the "revolution in philosophy.™

What Peters has done so far is to initially maintainm
that the "{pvolution in philosophy" has laid it down that
philesophical inquiry does not proceed by way of formulating
definicions.for the use of a term and to gee whéther it
would fit all exampleé of it. To do so was to be "insensitive"
to the uses of language in the middle of the twentieth cen-— ;
tury QndL procedur;lly, it was to be both "pointless" and
"?respmptuous." That said, Petérs then proceeded to formulate
juét such a definition, albeit in the "wedk sense'" of ihcof—
porating the logically necessary condition for the use.of.a
word, bearing in mind that appropr;ate usage did not con-
stitute a necessary condition for pessession of the concept.
But, alarmingly, fashionable Philosophy has denied there
exist such logicaily necessary conditions, that language i§

. )
a form of life and that counter—éxamples will always be
{ound to dis-establish the logically necessary condition un-

covered by examination of appropriate'usage. Rather than

. from logically necessary cbnditions, words derive meaning

-

from membership in families of criss~crossing and overlapping

similarities. _ . .

h]

Aqhering to his logically necessary condition, Peters
retorted that the fashionable philosophers must be in posses—
sibn of the‘concept of what it was to be a "family," else

. j -

how did they know which samples to lay out to look for
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5

genealogical affinity. To call something a "game" required
that it'mhst.be regarded "non-seriously.™ But the same. ob-
jection of prior posséssion applied with equal force to him-
self, since Peters must be in similar possession of the
conhept in order to krow what samples to lay out in ordgr to
look for the logically necessary condition. Peters now
attempts a reconciliation with the "revolution in philosophy,"

for the view of the fashionable philosophers to the effect

that there exist no logically necessary conditions for the

\

use of a wdrd "brings out two points which Wittgenstein
‘himself made. The first is that we must not look for the
défining characteristics in any simple, stereotyped way,
with the paradigm of just one type of word before us. The
second is that concepts can only be undérstood in relation

30
to other concepts."

ii) On Not Reing Stereotvped

- .
Of course, one does not want to be simple or stereo-

-
LY -

typed ih'the search for the loéically necessary condition
with the paradiém of just one type of word before one,-but
the question does remain as QP'how Peters knows which types
of words to lay out in o;def'to look for their defi:an
characteristics inﬁépendently of prior possession of the
concept embodied in stipulated paradigmatic usage. If one

cannot proceed with the paradigm of just “one type of word

before one, by what means will Peters discriminate the central

—~\\\\\ *O%bid., pp. 6-7.




the trunk from the shoots? And if he cannot proceed in any
simple, stereotyped way with the paradigm of just one type
of word before him, how will he distinguish those logically

necessary conditions for the use of a word which may be suc-

cessfully uncovered from those .that may not, since success

in these affairs is only partial?

‘When we do nkpy look for the logically necessary con-
dition for the use of a word in any simple, stereotyped way,

with the paradigm of just one type of word before us, what
fe do 'is to

- - . proceed by taking cases within their
denotation and trying out suggestions
about defining characteristics. This is
how Socrates, for instance, proceeded in
the early part of the Republic in order
to get clearer about 'justice.' He took
different cases and tried out suggestions
such as 'justice consists in giving every
man his due,' 'justice“is in the interest
o of the stronger,' and so on. In this way
© we gradually make explicit the link be-
tween wordglwhich reflect our conceptual

structure.”
" . Now, to the u;tutored_it is not apparent just what
the distinction might be between taking cases within their
, denotation and trying out suggestions about their defining
characteristics on the one hand, and the insensitive practice
~of formulating a Hefinition and seeing whether if would fit
all examples of it, on the other. For dees not taking cases
-+ within the denotation of a word presuppose prior formulation
of that denotation in terms of which such cases are taken?

Is it.not in terms of such a-formulation that suggestions abo

their gefining characteristics are tried out? If Peters is
31

Ibid., p. 7. a

from the peripheral uses of the term? How will ‘he distinguish

ut
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not in such prior possession of the denotation of a word,
-

»
——

that is,of its definition, and in consequence thereby also in

.

possession of its paradigmatic usage, how will he know which -

cases to lay @ut to uncover its defining charactefristic, its
. 3

logically necessary condition? What Peters is making explicit
here is either the link between words which reflect our con-

ceptual structure and in which case he is being defitional

-

and thérefore insensitive, or he is making explicit the liﬁk
between wordsband his comceptual étructure, in which case

he is beihg-simple and stereotyped. 1In either case, the
exercise is not exploratory but confirmatory.

Confusion arisés in‘Peters' account between the word
and the concept and the.nature of the link that binds them
iA the absence of the reality upon which such words dre made
to bear. In the ‘epistemological mirror-house of Peters'

linguistic idealism, the word reflects the concept and the

<

concept reflects the word, but, without that typical abstract
o -
referent ruled out by the "revolution in philosophy" as a
- <

"misunderstanding,"

there is no’reason*why they should do so.

Yet it is just by-such a typicaD abstract refefent that the

link is made between word and comcept, that which the concept

comprehends while employing the word as_an articulate
4 It °
pointer. In the absence of that typical abstract referent,

the word and the concept jointly aré meaningless, while
’ >
viewed separately they trail off into fragmented incoherence.

In Peters' account, thefe is nothing for the concept-to con-

——

ceive, there is nothing-for the word to articulate.

’

/f“”\
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iii) Understanding Concepts in Terms of Other .Concepts

If not beiﬂé simple or stereotyped in the search for
N . :

the logically necessary condition with the paradigm of just

one type of word before us appears to be no different from b;

the insensitive practice of Tormulating a definition to see
A :

] ‘ : ‘
Jéiiiﬁr t would fit 411 examples of it, what is.it to seek .

the 1 ically necessary condition by way of understanding a

concdept in terms of other concepts? What one does here is to:

-+ « - Ppay attention to what we mean by using o

a word in the sense of the job that we con- _ ~_
ceive of the word as doing in the context in
which we employ it.. For wofds are not just
noises or marks on paper; they are more -

like tools. They do.specific jobs in social
life.32 . c ‘

Ig épite of the féct that there is amongst philosophers
‘general}§ 3 tenden%y'to rely upon the publicly observable
crite};on of usage ‘to identify possessiqn of Fhé concept
since it is pos%ible to say more about it than_it_}s about -

the.subjective side, it is about the subjective side that

.

Peters now spe - Examined from the objective side, words
p | J! .

would be.just like noise% or marks on paper. But the meaning
. o~

.0f a word is a fun

v .
ction of the purpose the speaker has in

uttering it, and the,ﬁurpose the speaker has is a function

—

of the context in which he employs it. Wotrds are employed

3
L
. \ b4
for a purpose ‘and that purpose is their meaning. But\}j/ v
concepts can only be understéod‘in terms of other concepts,
what remains of the cxamination of appropriate usage to see
; < o .
what principle or gfinciples govern their use since under-’ q.
32, .
T Ibid.
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standing is attained not at the level of usage but at the

level ;frthe concept? And how, if concepts can be understood
only in relationfto other concepbé}\ggé;,Peters know which
concepts to lay out in order to look for the one which_wilf
providé the logically necessary condition for the use of th%
original concept? The issue of the attribution of tﬂe possés-
sion of the concept, on-the objective side, remains untouchéd.

Unless Peters simultaneously broadens what it i$ to be a

Legncept”" and what it is to "examine" the appropriate use

of words, egress from the dilemma appears difficult. For if
words reflect our conceptual structure and thé concepts
comprising that structu?e\gre char®cterized by the{;\purpose,
, - /‘\_\/

there must be samething intended or _pointed to in terms of
that concept. But this is thap'typical abstracr referent
ruled out by the "revolution in philosophy.” On the other

hand, unless Peters broadens what it means to "examine™ the

-

appropriate use of words to comprehend the seat of that
purpose, he runs foul of those mysterious inner entities and

processes such as "mind" and "intuition" branded equally as

specious by the revolution. His reconciliation with the

"revolution in philosophy" would appear to be driviﬁg him

’

“further from, not closer to, its main lessons., ' - )

‘

If understanding concepts must be done in terms of

other concepts and concepts themselves must be understood in.

- ~terms of their purposes, in terms of the job we conceive of
. ]

the word as doing in the context "in which we employ it, it
must also be understood, Peters points out, that the jobs

words do are legion and that, moreover, many of these jobs

.
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are not to be understood in terms of other words.

Obviously one of thé main jobs that words
do is convey information, to describe
things and situations. But this is only
one of their jobs. Sometimes we use :
words to warn people. At other times

we use words to suggest courses of action
to people. At other times we use words
to expregs what we wish. And so on. The
use of words, in other words, is a form
of purposeful behaviour, but it has to be
understood in terms of other non-
linguistic purpose§3£hat people have in
their social life.

I

If the use of words must be understoodfin terms of

other non-linguistic purposes that people have in their social
-
life, how is it that we can uncover the concept, can reveal

the ldgically necessary condition for the use of the word,
by means of the examination of language? Where one word may N
well be used in the context and with the purpose of conveying-

9

information, describing things and situations,’warning:people,'
suggesting courses of action, expressing what we wish, and
. - i - L .
s¢ on, how, by "an examinatién of the hord are we to arrive
A '
at the logically necessary condition for its use so as to
uncover the concept? To say that people must employ words to

articulate their non—linguistig purposes and that comprehen-

sion of these purposes involves® an examination of these
. a

.

words is, in one sense, . to platitudinously observe that We
L] ' -
do not* know what people mean unless they say what.they mean.

On th?o.ther hand, to say that the use of a word is to be .

understood only in terms of the non- 11ngulst1c purposes

people.have in their social life and that the concept so .t
- g
. Ibia. . , .-
. - -

»'

P
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understood as governing the use of that word is conditional
upon that purpose is to say something, but it is also to
reject the "widespread misunderstanding" as revealed by the

"revolution in philosophy" and to embrace the typical abstract
o ‘

- ‘ . - . . N
referent with which words and concepts are associated. In

either case Peters has not shown just how one does understand

purposeful behaviour.

The first step in effecting reconciliation with the

"revolution in.phiiosophy" revealed that Peters was being
pre-revolutiohary, that he was being simple and stereotyped;
the second step saw him evading platitude only by way\Ei
embracing those referents, entities and processes barred by

the revolution. But what has happened to the logically

neces§éry condition which-was the point-of the enterprise?
This dis,after all, that by which doing philosophy and doing
science are to be distinguished, it was that for which
.secénd—qrder conceptual analyéis ;sually settled.

To paraphrase Peters' observation on ‘the popular view

of education, the logically necessary c&ndi;ion for the use

Kingdom of Heaven in formeg
= '1,_..."',9.

St

times. It is both within us ‘and amongst U8." yet it also lies

. . -
of a word is "rather like the’

b}

. .- . \ .
ahead. The elect possess it, " and hope to gather fﬁ/;hose who

are not yet saved But what on earth it is is seldom made
L w34 L |
clear. It is, it seems, the quest rather than the capture

of the logicglly negessar} condition which is paramount. The

first thing-to note is that the quest for the logically neces-

34"Education as Initiation,”" op. cit., p. 88. Italics

his.
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Vox,

[
o

Y
sary condition by way of second-order conceptual analysis is

not conducted by "an undiscriminating analysis of any old
!

concepts . . . .such as 'clock' and 'cabbage.”"35 Thus re-

~

assured, we may then brace ourselves to the realization "that

the inability to emerge with neat set of logically necessary
conditions for the use of a wofd like 'knowledge' or 'educa-
tion'- is not_necessarily the hallmark of failure."36 The '

reason why it is not the hallmark of failure, in spite of the

[N

. &
fact that it was that for which we usua ly settled, is that,

au courant, "we should  have become c1 areg  about how things

are and about the sorts of deci to be faced

in deali with them."37 One of the principal things we should

have become clearer about is that "crude view" which maintains
that "there must be some vssence in the nature of things which

: 38
our concepts reflect.” 2

We have not, of coufse, become Q{egrer about how-things
are nor has our philosopﬁiﬁai crudity been mitigated by the.
foregoing aralysis of Peters' rendering of second-order cén-
ceptual analysis. What has become clearer, howevert is the
rature of his linguistic objec&ivism as contained in the reifi-<
cation of usage and what is involved in the spectatorial
examination of such usage aiming at the uncovering of the
logically neceséary conditions for the use of words. What has
become clqafer is that the appeal‘lo usage as an account of
the knowing process fares little bégter, under scrutiny, than

35

The Logic of Education, op. pit., P

3“{[bid., p. 10. ‘ I -~

. 9.

-

37

e ™

Ibid., p. 1i.-.

38Ibid., p. 12. . :



0'Connor's appeal to empirical fact. Where the attempt to
de-personalize the knowing process by appeal to empirical
verification sought but failed to.eliminate the tacit and

ugformalizable personal element by which such verification

eded, so the comparable attempt tec do so by appeal to

usage apart from that upon which such usageris brought to bea

by the personal act of the knower utilized thfoughout the ver

act which the appeal to usage was designed to suppress.

39An illustration of such an attempt may be found in
his "Education and Educated Man: Same Further Reflections"
(Education and the Education of Teachers, op. cit., pp. 3-21)
While in prior possession of the concept, by virtue of which
%he knows which samples to lay out in order to look for their
similarities, Peters purports to render explicit the logi-
cally necessary conditions of value and knowledge he initiall
ascribed to "education" (see his "Education as.Initiation,"
in Archambault, op. cit., pp. 87-111) and thereby uncover the
concept. What he wants to do is to ask "prior questions about
whether any conditions that begin to look like logically
necessary conditions for the correct application of the term
'education' have been provided." (p. 4) He initially raises
and then meets the counter-example to the cognitive condition

in talk about "Spartan education"—they "had nothing to pass
on except simple skills and.folk-lore"—by invoking, on the
one hand, his prior possessfﬁn of the value condition. R’

People who speak irn this wamﬁigg/zgé\phrase "with reliance
purely on the first condit¥on, in the sense of bringing up
their children in what is/thought valuable.” (p. 5) On the
other hand, for those /wiio speak im—this way; he stipulates
diminished conceptualidevelopment, they "have not advanced to
the level where they make 2 distinction between ‘'education'
and 'training' or 'bringing up' and one word might function
in a much more differentiated way." (p. S) They have not,

in other words, made Peters" distinction. Further, for those
who have made the distinction yet who insist in speaking
about "Spartan education;" they are being anachronistic since
"the same words are sometimes used in the more general way in
which they were once used." (p. 3} 1In spite of such stipu-
lative prior possession,. however, Peters claims the counter-
example "is a difficult one to meet." (p. 5)

Peters then proceeds to raise and then meet the
counter-example to the value condition embodied in those who
"regard Eging educated as a bad state to be in." (p. 8) As
he raised “the value condition to counter the objection to the
knowledge condition, so here he raises the knoyledge conditio
to meet the objection to the value condition. If, he poeints
out, "they do not regard knowledge and understanding as

valuable at all, then they give quite a different content to

-

244

r
—

y

y

n

%



245

B.The Nature of Fducational Theory: Paul Hirst's Domain of

Theoretical Discussion and Investigation

Where O'Connor's elucidation of "education" at its

K3
highest level of generality consisting of that set of values

the concept of being educated, for their values are quite
different." (p. 6) As the objectors to Peters' knowledge
condition had not made his distinctions, so the objectors to
his value condition do not have his values. Peters' prior
possession of the concept by virtue of which he knew which
samples to lay out to look for their similarities has laid it
down, of course, that both conditions are logically necessary.
"Education” relates to some processes in which a desirable
state of mind develops, but what it means to be "desirable"
nls to have knowledge and understanding. Conversely, posses—

/ sion of knowledge and understanding is what it means to-have
a desirable state of mind. VYet it is by the simple examina-

- tion of usage that Peters has purported teo show that the
logically necessary conditions for "education” can be made
explicit and the concept thereby uncovered.

While the debate, of course, is really over for Peters
at this point, he c¢laims to find the counter-example to the
value condition "very serious” and that we seem "to have
reached 2 very serious impasse in our attempts to simplify
the analysis, whichever way we attempt to do it." (p. 10)
Peters will simplify the analysis, however) and he will do
S0 1n a manner inconsistent with his own distinctions and
admonitions. In spite of the fact that he has maintained that
to do philosophy is to distinguish the logically necessary
conditions from other sorts which may be present and to
understand this is to understand the difference between .-
doing philosophy and doing science, and, in addition, as
etymological conditions, like empirical .conditions, are con- <«
tingent and not logical conditions—it is "a matter of
contingent fact that we value knowledge and understanding"”

(p. 5)~—and further, in spite of his admonition' that "Argu-

ments from etymology, of course, establish very little"

(p. 10), it is to etymology that Peters turns to cut the

Gordian knot. What etymology shows us is the term "education™

was employed in the "more general sense" with reliance on

the value conditior in times prior to the Industrial Revolu-

tion, but that after the Industrial Revolution and with the

advent of formal instruction for the masses the term has

come to have a connection with knowledge and understanding

which we value. It is by breaking the connection between

"education" and the "educated‘man" that we may speak appro-

priately with reliance on the ‘value condition . alone in ‘£

respect to the former, but with. respect to the latter we

speak with reliance upon both conditions, jhst'that sense of

the term which Peters was 1in prior possessign. ’
I

' &

P
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and ideals embodied and expressed'in the purposes for which:
knowledge, skills and attitudes are imparted and so directiﬁg
the amount and types of training that is given proceeded by
way of an attempted clarification of the nature ;f philosophi-
cal questions, so Peters sought similar elucidation at a
comparable .level by way of & clarification of the activity

of second-order conceptual analysis. Owing to the nature of
his-empirical objectivist criteria embodied in what it w;ﬁ

1t

to be a '"fact," 0'Connor's clarification failed to reveal the

nature of those questidns, the sort of evidence relevan; to
answering them, or the method by which this might be achieved.
In similar fashion, owing to the nature of his 1inguis§ﬁc‘
objectivist'criteria embodied in what constituted appropriate
usage, Peters’ clarification failed to uncover the logically
necessary condition for éﬁch usage, that by which it was
ap?ropriate. O'Connor's second component of "education,"

it will be recalled, consisted in a set of theories which
purport to explain or to justify the use of those fechniques
for:imparting knowledge, skills and attitudes. The outcome
of his analysis of 'educational theory, that is, that it can
be counted a2s an instance of theory properly conceived only
by virtue of courtesy, Qas sééQ‘to be v;tiated by the fact
that his own siipulative definition of wggt it was to be a.
theory'féiled to meet his own criteria since it was neither

. ~

explanatory in its own terms nor could it engage questions

N -

of value'by which it might be justified. In view of his
special concern wi;h questions of educational theory among

linguistic philosdphers,_;t ls appropriate to turn to the

u

57
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account of Paul Hirst as counterpart to O'Conno;’s second

o 40
component of "education.™

Unlike O'Connor for whom educational thecry was only a

diminished instance of the exemplary model as found in the

-

natural sciences since such theory failed to conform to the
inferential patternkgfhbeductive subsumption under laws of
incre@sing generality, Hirst maintains that educational theory
does, in fact, constitute a respectable claimant to the title

as it provides the basis for decisions which havé to be made
N
in educational practice.

Responsible educational principles need to

be formed by a serious attempt to build to-
gether whatever knowledge, values and beliefs -
are crelevant to the practical issues. And
further, it means that between philosophicatl
beliefs and educational practice we must en-
visage a domain of theoretical discussion

and investigation concernred with forming
these principles. To this domain, which I
shall refer to as educational theory,
philoscphical beliefs make their own distinc-
tive contribution alongside socizl theory,
psychological theory, and so on.%!

AOIn particular see his seminal paper "Liberal Educa-

tion and the Nature of Knowledge" in R.D. Archambault,
Philosophical Analvsis and Education, op. cit., and in R.S.

Peters, The Philosophy of Education, op. cit., and in P.
Hirst, Knowledge and the Curriculum (London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1974), See also "Philosophy and Educational
Theory," British Journal pof Educational Studies, Vol. 12,
No. 1 (November:, 1963)zﬁi%an J.W. Tibble, The Studv of
Education, op. cit., as "Philosophy and Educazion,” as

well as "The Nature .and Scope pf Educational Theory" in

Langford and ™'Connor, New Essavs in the PhilosophVv of

Education, op. cit., and "Human Movement, Knowledge and

1

Education,” The Journal of Philosophv of Education, Vol. 13
(1979), andd more recently "Professional Autherity: Its
Foundations and Its Limits,"”-.op. cit. '

41,

Phi}osophy and Educational Theory," British.Journal
of Educational Studies, op. cit., p. 52. :

-
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As conceived by Hirst, educational théory is then of
a composite nature, peing a domain of theoretical discussion
and investigation comprised of contributo;y disciplines such
as philosophy; social theory, psychological theory, and so
on. The domain has as its concern the formulation of educa-
tional priﬁciples which come to act as prescriptions fo;
educational practice. Unlike OtConnor, who reduced educa-
fional theory to the outcomes of undeveloped psychology,
Hirst rahkslphilosophical beliefs as equally central, beliefs
which "are considered cojointly with many' other elements
before any parti%ular principles for educational practice
are explicitly formulatéd."a?

There are two points to which attention will be drawn
in respect to Hirst's domain of theoretical discussion and
investigation, points which Hirst must establish to g;oun;
his view of educational theory. These are: (1) What-is the

nature of the distinction between the contributory elements

and the domain of theoretical discussion and investigation A

P
'

of_ﬁﬁ;ch they are comprised? and, (2) What is the manner in
which they make their distinctive c$;ﬁributi6n,,what is the
nature of the.infefeﬁtial-process in terms of which they

aré built together, the process by which they are "con-
sidered cojointly"? in other words; Hi;st musta§how the ﬁqf
criteria- by which discipline is to be disti uishea from -
ao$ain on the one hand, and on the other how such a domain

is not constituted by a process of deductive subsumption

1 - \

421bi4.
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from the relevant sciences as with 0'Connor but by one other
than deduction.
By way of clarifying what is involved in his domain

of theoretical discussion and investigation, Hirst reveals

three misconceptions which have dogged discussion of educa-

tional thsﬁry. These are, respectively, the traditionalist

.

misconception, the misconception that educational theory

constitutes an autonomous discipline, and f;nally,.the mis-

conception that philosophy has only periphéral significance

for educational theory.

1. Three Misconceptions About Educational Theory

a) The Traditionalist Misconception

~While Hirst does not dispute that philosophx, seen

as a "system of metaphysical, epistemological, and ethijical
beliegs that provides a theory of what is ultimately real

and ultimately important in 1ifé must have some significant
contribution to make to educatiqnal ideals and practices,”

he does dispute the manner in which this contribtition is

23

viewed by the "traditionalisgts." _ e

" While.dit is obvious that there is some
connection between philosophy and educa-
tion, the traditional view takes this to
be one of direct implication assuming that
thoroughly valid vrinciples for determdning
educational practice can be readily infez—
red straight from philosophical beliefs, %3

. ¢

The reason why principles detefmining educational

ractice cannot be inferred straight from one's svstem of
prac % 8 _ y

“Ibid.; pp. 51-52. Italics his. - oo

p
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metaphysical, epistemological, rand ethical Zelie{s,'that there

does not exist a relation of direct implication between them,

is that’ such a view is "too simple."” The reason why the
view that one's philosophical beliefs determine one's educa-

tional principles is too simple is because the relationship
between them is "necessarily somplex."

It is too simple because it implies that
on philosophical grounds aldne we can
satisfactorily answer certain questions
about educational practice. This, how-
ever, is not so. By their very nature N
all such questions are necessarily com-
‘plex and any answer based on philosophi-
cal beliefs only must theregzre be
- regarded as ill-considered.

If it is ill-considered to base one's answers to educa-
- 3

tional questions on'philosophical grounds .alone because educa¥
iional theory, upon which-one's answers to‘educational'
questions are based is necessarily complex,.yhat Hirs: must

. . L .
show, as an extension of the first peint, ig how philosophy
as a contributory discipling differs froﬁ the domain of
educational theory, how philosoppy; vgewed as that system of
metaphysical, epistemological and ethiéal beliefs that pro-
vides a theory‘of what isiultimately‘reél and ultimately

.

important in life, is but one of a range of contributory

disciplines éomprising such educational theory. Secondly,

and as an extension of the second point, Hirst must'show,

since educational theory cannot be inferred straight from
philosophical belief, just how it is to be inferred. If

educational theory is not deduced from prier phiiosophical

“41vid., p. S2
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presupposition, are there perhgps non-deductive modes of

o ——t

inference operative at the level of educational theory proper

by virtue of which other, contributory disciplines, in addition

to that of philosophy,. may be admitted to the theory? This’

leads Hirst to his second misconception.

b) Educational Theorv as an Autonomous Discipline

The thing is that if educational theofy is not to be

conceived of as a direct ocutcome of philosophical belief
L4 .

. - - LY .
but rather constitutes a distiact.domain of theoretical

~

~discussion and investigation, neither is it to be conceived

o f
of as an autonomous discipline possessed of its own criteéria

. : . - N_J
by means of which its contributory disciplines might be

assessed. . For it is by virtue of such possession that.a
. . %
discipline is autonomous, by virtue of which it is a disci-

pline, and these criteéria are just what educational theory
. ~ .

-

lacks. "There is the impressive claim,” Hirst points out,
“. . . that the theory of education is an
autonomous discipline. Philosophical beliefs
and other branches of knowledge are said to
contribute to this discipline but their
contributioms are assessed by criteria that
are within the theory itself. Educational
principles are thus formed within a theoreti-
cal framework that is in some genuine sense
free from, independent of, all other-dis-

3 ciplines, including philosophy.

While it may have been impressive, for Hirst the claim

is false since educational theory lacks the criteria- marking

off distinctive types of judgement in-t®rms of which the disci-

“31bid., p.”ss.

P
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N S
plines are said to be autongomous. Breadly, distinctive types

Ky

cf ,judgement belong to those found in the pqrsuft of theoreti=

.

c@l kﬁoﬁledge while educational theory comserns itself with

the pursuit of practical<knowledge. "As far as I am aware,"

Hirst mzintains, . : *

. - . no judgements of quite this exclusive
character have been shown to occur and it is
therefore difficult to accept the claim in
this extreme form. , The formation of educa-
tional principles does certainly involve par-
ticular acts of judgement .and these do not
seem to be of a kind that occurs in the’
pursuit of thebretical knowledge in say the

. sciences or history. They are in fact
practical judgements as to what ought to be
done in education made on the basis of much

. knowledge and experience. In this way
educational theory draws on a great variety
of specialist disciplines, but nsists of
much more than a collection, of pieces of "’
Jknowledge. A building together of thede
elements occurs<whes in the Jjudgements )
rational educational principles are formed. R
Practical judgements are, however, not ' '
unlque to educaticnal theory for in every-

s day affalrs and in pohltlcal and social

theory, gxample, the same process is
to be f und. & R

Clearly, Hirst's view of educational theory rests
upon epistemological grounds, dpop the form of judgement

employed in the theory. at/ional theory involveS“practical

judgement, where-the contributory disciplines involve: .
theoretical judgement. It .is this distinction-which pre-

- +

*

cluded the view that educational theory was 'directly inferred

,4 "
from philosophical bellef ‘since phllosophy is. a pur5u1t Qf .-
‘theoretical knowledge‘Emd\educaC1onal theory is a pursu1t of

L hes

practlcal knouledge; That is wH§ the view was too 51mp1e.

It is also this dlStlnCtlon which precludes the view of .
: e : ‘ T

educatlonal theory as an autonomous discipMine- 'since practical

o

“01bid., $p. 56- 57. .

\\‘/"W‘



judgement as found in educational theory enploys-theqretical

judgement in its pursuit of practical knowledge, it Mdraws

[3

upon" such judgement and builds’ together out of these judgeT

menté rational educational principles. Besides, practical

judgement as found~in educational_thedry is also found in
political and social theory as well as everyday affairs.

Now since Hirst's theory of educétionél‘theory depends for

253

its coherence upon epistemological grounds, what is demanded

is nothing more or less than that which has been demanded so

- -

fa;, that is, the distinction between the contributory ele-
ments comprising the domain of theoretical discussion and
investigation to be here set forth in terms of the criteria

grounding the types of Judgement that occur in the pursu1t

of theoretical knowledge, in the range of contributory dlS-.

-
.

c1p11nes of which philosophy is but one. Aldo what ig
demanded is the nature of practical judgement itself as it
is fonnd in educational théory. What is it, in the absence

of criteria specific to educational theory, for such judge-

&

ment to draw on, to build together, and to consider ‘cojointly

the range of such contributory disciplines?

Where educational theory has been seen to be not
autonomous but derivative fromia range of contributory dis-
ciplines it has also been seen that it can not be directly
1nferred from philosophical belief since the theory is not
simple but complex. The same complexity criterion is._em-

ployed by-Hirst to counter attempts, notably by O'Connor,; to

reduce educational theory to its empirical components drawa

3
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from the relevant sciences. This is the third misconception
about educational theory, as it ignores the centrai role

philosophy plays in its construction.
. )

.

c¢) The Peripheral Significanée of Philosophv for Educatiqﬁal
Theory -
Scigntific'theorf, like philosophical belief, embodies
a type of.judgemen; employed -in the pursuit of'theoreticél
kﬁowledée where educational theory embodies that type of
judgement eﬁployed in pursuit of practical knowledge. Science
is-a discipline, education is a domain. Science is homoge-
neous as to the‘disfinctive fo;m of judgement in terms of

which its subject matter is assessed; education is hetero-

-

geneous as to its form of judgement, drawing upon the con-
tributory disciplines of which science in general and
psychology in-particular, is but one. For irsts attempts

such as 0'Connor's to reduce educational theory to its

'empirical components fail as such attempts.do not grasp that: -

Educational theory is in the first place
to be understood as the essential back-
ground to rational educational practice,
not as a limited would-be scientific
pursuit. Even where O'Connor momentarily
recognizes this he nevertheless fails to
recognize the complex kind of theory that

. is necessary to determine a whole range o )
of practical activities. He therefore
falls back on his scientific paradigm _
maintaining that the theory must be
simply a col%ection of pieces of
psychology.

In addition to, or by extension of, the complexity

condition, what the empirical reductionists do not understand

A PR - e e
7Ibid.,'p. 39.
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is the central reole philosophy plays in its contributory role
v — . .
to educational theory. The empiricists generally, and
AN

0'Connor in particular, seem to think that philosophy is only
of peripheral¥significance, only an accessory to the theory,
where the fact is that its contribut!on ranks on a par with
the other disciplines which are cojointly considered.

The final impression that is left isgkhat

philosophy is no more than ‘an accessory

to the theory, useful only where diffi-

. culties of a logical or conceptual kind

arise. If we reject the scientific

model as thoroughly false and artificial,

with it can go too the idea that philos-

ophy is only of peripheral significance

even if by philosophx we still mean an

analytical activity. 8 '
There may, of course, be some difficulties of a logical or
conceptual kind with Hirst's final impression. Philosophy
is seen by the empiricists as an accessory to the théory
where by "accessory" is meant useful pnly where difficulties
of a logical or conceptual kind arise, vyet phileosophy is
simultaneocusly seen by Hirst as central even if,by philosophy
we mean an analytical activity. But philosephy meant as an
analytical activity is philosophy seen as useful only where
difficulties of a logical or conceptual kind arise. However, °
the point is made. . Science, like philosophy, must take its =
place alongside the other contributory disciplines which
inform the domain of theoretical discussion and investigation.

However, the same qualifications which aroge in the case of

the traditionalist misconception and the misconception that

e e

o R
48Ibid., p- 60.
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educational theoryécomprlsedhan autonomous discipline arise
in the case of the misconception tha philosophy is—-only of

peripheral significance in the building ‘together of an educa-

tional theory. Te ground his view of educational theory,
- ‘ ) -

Hirst must show the nature of the distinctive types of

- judgement employed in the contributory disciplines, how they

vary relative to each other since each makes its distinctive

Y

contribution, and how they differ from practical judgement,

that "type of judgement employed in the domain of educational

theory which draws upon, builds together, and cojointly con-
siders offerings from the contributory disciplines, all

without its own sui generis criteria of Jjudgement. " Hirst's
!

educational theory rests upon the foundation of the con-

tributory disciplines. - If the contributory 'disciplines are

found wanting, the superstructure of his educational theory

will fall of its own weight._ His contributory disciplines
are, of course, his "forms of knowledge." Can Hirsf estab-
lish his forms in'terms of their own critgria and can he
distinguish tﬁe forms thus estab¥ished ffom the domain of
theoretical discussion and investigatiqn which they serve

-

to support?

2. The Forms of Knowledge

-
’

Hirst's forms of knowledge constitute his justifica-
tion for the curriculum as found in traditional liberal
education, a justification appealing to the nature of know-

ledge itself where "no metaphysical doctrine of the connection

Ve
-

v
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. : ) 49,
between knowledge and reality is any longer, being invoked.™

-

The forms comprise some seven discrete noetic realms possess-—

.ing concepts peculiar to the formﬁ\§istinctive logical

-

structures, and yielding expressions testable against experi-

50

ence. It shall be ‘maintained here that, by abandoning the

"metaphysical doctrine”r;f the connection between knowledge
and realify Hirst, in the fashion of Peters, proceeds to
-~

identify the concept wit%?usage and thereby rénders the con--

- 3 N
- 49"Liberal Education and the Nature of Knowledge," in
Pe;ers, The Philosophy of Education, op. cit., p. LA0.

-

OHirst lists the distinguishing features as follows:

(1) They each involve certain central concepts that are
peculiar in character to the form. For example, those
of gravity, acceleration, hydrogen, and photo-
synthesis characteristic ‘of the sciences; number,
integral, and matrix in mathematics; God, sin, and
predestination in religion; ought, goed, and wrong

o in moral knowledge.

{2) In a given form'of'khowledge these and other concepts

-  that denote, if perhaps in-a very complex way, certain
aspects of experience form a network of possible rela-
tionships in which experience can be understood. As
@ result the form has a distinctive logical structure.
For example, the terms and statements of mechanics
can be meaningfully related in certain strictly
limited ways only, and the same is true of historical
explanation.

(3) The form, by virtue of its particular terms and logic,

- has expressions of statements (possibly answering a
distinctive type of question) that in some way or
other, however indirect it may be, are testable against:

~experience. This is the case in scientific knowledge,
moral knowledge, and in the arts, though in the arts
no questions are explicit and the criteria for the
tests are only partially expressible in words. Each
form, then, has 'distinctive expressions that are
testable against experience in accordance with ‘particu-
lar criteria that are peculiar to the form. Ibid., '
p. 102. - ‘

Hirst lists a fourth, that each. form "has developed particular
techniques and skills for exploring experience and testing
their distinctive expressions, for example, the tethﬁiqugngfﬁ
the sciences and those of the various.literary arts." (Ibid.,
pp- 102-103). This fourth feature shall be here considered

as part of the third feature. - :
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cept, and by extenéion the forms of kndwledge upon which they
ar; based, taufological with such usage. Ig’wili be main- = °
tained that the distinctive logical structures are pre-supposed
in the identificaﬁion of such appfopriate usage, and that thé
tests against experience, in justothose forms other than the
empirical and deductive forms which Hirst seeks to ground

his ra;ge of contributory disciplines, similarly appeél to,
-yet fail to justify, that pre-éupposed identification of
appropriate usage. It ‘shall Be maintained, in éffect, that
Hirgt cannot justify his forms of knowledge by appeal to his
linguistic ¢riteria, that he in facttincorporates the "meta-~
physical doctrine" his forms have been erected to reject

and, inally, that he does n;t show on the basis of such

criteri how the forms of knowledge are to be distinguished

frombthe domain of theoretical discussion and inv;$tigation

to which they contribute. What, thenr, are these central
concepts, distinctive logical structures and tests against
experience by which the forms of knowledge are to be differ-

entiated from the domain of theoretical discussion and

investigation?

a) Central Concepts and Distinctive Logical Structures

The forms of knowledge constitute a linguistic descrip-

tion of Hirst's view of the structure of knowledge. It is

.descriptive in that it does not give an account of the process

»

by which that structure is acquired but rather one of that

&
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Structure once acquired. It is linguistic in that the -
forms in general, and the concepts and logical structures
indigenous to the forms in particular, are identified with
e : .7 52 g . .
their verbal expression. By way of explicating the nature
of the central concepts and distinctive-logical.structuqes-—

the reason for the union of the first two features shall
. r '

" "become apparent—Hirst points out: that

’ . . . all aspects of meaning necessitate

the use of concepts and it is only by
virtue of conceptualization that there is
anything we can call meaning at all, And

no concepts can be the basis of shared
meaning without criteria for their applica-
tion. But the criteria~for the application
of a concept, say 'X,'/simply are «he
criteria for the truth of statements that
- say something is an 'X.' By this chain of
relations, that meaning necessitates con-
cepts, that concepts necessitate criteria

>l1ssue with Hirst has been taken on this basis by

Robert Halstead ("Cognitive Structures and Forms of Knowledge,"
The Proceedings of the Philosophy of Education Society, 33rd

Curriculum, op. cit., p. 82,

Annual Meeting, 1977) who disputes the view that "we can settle
questions of the nature of an individual's undérstanding by
analysis of the logical structure of collective knowledge."
(p. 212) Halstead distinguishes Hirst's "descriptive thesis"
embodied in the claim that "mental abilities must be charac-
terized in terms of the forms of knowledge so that descrip-
tions of mental abilities such as thinking effectively do not °
cut across the forms. That is, describing someone as thinking
effectively in mathematics is different from describing
someone as thinking effectively in the arts,” (p. 207) from
his "development thesis," that "there is necessarily an
identity between the achievement of knowledge and the develop-
ment of a mind." Halstead maintains that "the development
thesis does not follow from the description thesis, and hence
Hirst has not provided a connection between the forms of
knowledge and an individual's understanding.” (p. 209)

52"The labels that I have used for distinct fofﬁz of
knowledge," 'Hirst writes, "are to be understood as being
strictly labels for different classes of true propositions."
"The Forms of Knowledge Re-Visited," in Knowledge and the

tals
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of application and that criteria of applica- . -

tipn are truth criteria for propositions or s * &
statements, the notions of meaning and true
propositions, and therefore meaningsgnd
knowledge, are logically connected.

Whéfvﬁs tlaimed, then, is that alproposition or state-
ment is true becaﬁse'the'conceptg employed_ip the statement
or proposition are done so in éonformitf with the criteria
of their application, and the c¢riteria for the.application 9
these concepts are identgcal with the truth criteria for
propositions and statements. In other words, théqfriteria
for the application of a—concept that something is an "X,"

these criteria being the distinctive legical structure of the

form of knowledge embodying that concept, are meaningful if

the statement that something is an "X" is trui;;,99ﬂ¥&rféfi.

S3"CurricuLﬁm Objectives," in Knowledge an
Curriculum, op.“c%ﬁ., p. 64, IssEB”Qith Hirst as to
identificatiof of “meaning and truth has been taken by
Smith ("Hirsgt!§ Unruly Theory: Forms of Knowledge, Truth
and Meaning," Educational Studies [Oxford], Vol. 7, No. 1 R
[1981]). "Whab-I_say may be meaningful but not true," Smith = ™~

’ B
»
L. what "is_.both meaningful and true may Rt
still not count &5 an item of knowledge for 7
@ person whol cannot give any® credentials s
for holding it. Any theory in which sense
Or meaning were supposed to be determined
by truth conditions would be anm "incoherent
hybrid': <the natural units of meaning are

sentences, and truth cannot be a property .
of them. (p. 18)

-~

Smith claims that Hirst confuses the "technical sense” of the

criterion for the application of the concept of objectivity,
that which "enables us to have the concept in our scheme of
things," with its "noniPechnical sense," the "grofnds for
applying a conception in particular cases” with the conse-
quence that "The standard by which we j

ful is not thé standard b

L on a particular occasion
to make." (p. 21) ,Unfo:tuna;ely,—Smithwdoes not reveal what
these Standards might be and how they are employed to distin-

guish the meaningful on the one hand, from the trye or false
on the other. :
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a-statement or proposition would be meaningless or false if

the criteria for the applicatioh of a concept.arelnot the
truth crlterla for those statements or prop051t10ns-embody1ng‘
that concept. So, the crlterla for the application of a
concept, say "man," are the crlteria for the truth of 9~' J
statement or proposition that embody'the cohcept that some-
thing is a man. Let the criteria for er application of the
concept "man" bé "rational animal." Therefore, the étatement
or prop051tlon "Man is a rational animal" is meaningful if

the statement or proposition

n is a rational animal” is
. "" /‘ :
reasonlng, tlie statement or proposi-

tion "Man is a rational animal" necessitates the concept

trug. By this chai

"man" which nece331tates the crlterla for the application of

the concept, "rational, dﬁ;mal which are the truth criteria.

of the proposition of~§tatement "Man is a rational animal."

a .
Conversely, where the concept is "dog," the statement or

proposition "Dog is a rational animal™ 4is false and therefore

meaningless since the'criteria for the application of.ther
concept “dPg" are not the truth criteria for thé proposition
or-sta%ement "Dog is é rational animal." But the logic of
presupposition can in no wqyl_Ftabllsh the distinction.

Slmple tautology is the outcome of presupposing the truth

criteria for propositions or statements in the criteria for

the application of'the concept. One must, in other words,

be in prlor possession of the concept before one can apply
the crlterla for the appllcatlon of the concept which then,

by c1rcular1ty, become the truth criteria for. the _propositions

or statements embodying the concept.

In a manner similar to

~
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Peters' concept mirroring the word in the absence of those
typical abstract referents for abstract terms, here we se€

the conflation of concept and word in theﬁhbsence of that
"metaphysical doctrlne which malntazns_the:cqnnection

between knowledge and reality.

Further, Hirst's tautological rendering of the central

concepts and distinctive logical structures_peculiar to the
forms of knowledge cannot show how such concepts and struc-

tures are to be differentiated from‘their,counterparts in the
domain of theoretical discussion and invéstigation. Under

the formula, let "learning" be the concept and "the acquisif
tion of knowledge by_study" be the criteria for its application.
So, the proposition or- statement "Learning is the acquisition
of knowledge by study" is meanlngful where the criteria for
the appllcatlon of the concept do, in fact constitute the
~truth criteria for the proposition or statement "Learning is
the acquisition of knowledge ty study."" Conversely, the
prop051tlon or statement 'Learnlng is changed behaviour™" ig
not meanlngful where the criteria for the appllcatlon of the
concept do not constitute the truthncriteria for the proposi-
tion or statement "Learning is changed behaviour." Just what
the distinction might be between "the atquisition of know-

ledge by study" and "changed behaviour" is, of course, never

addressed. Again, the formula does not show why "good" is

to count as a central concept to the moral form of knowledge
and 1earn1ng does not count as a central concept to the

domain of theoretical discussion and investigation. The

distinction must have been achieved by.means other than Hirst's
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chain of relations.

If the first .two features ‘of the forms of knowledge,

-

the central concepts and distinctive logical structures

-

b

peculigr to those forms, are lit‘;::@ore than an attempt to

objéctify the structure of knowledge in linguistic terms by'

way'of/;he ldgic of presubposition,lwhat;of the third feature,
- LY . B

that by which "each can be distinguished by their dependence
>, - .

L o .
on some particular kind of test against experience for their
. s . . n54

distinctive express;ogs.

b) The Tests Agginst Experience

-

Basic to Hirst's contention that it is the "central

feature"” of the forms that they are such by virtue of their

tests against experience is that such tests are form-specific,

that is, one does_not employ the empirical tests of physical

Tal, aesthetic;.religious, or philosophical

science to

expressions. "The sciences," Hirst points out, "depend crucially

» . -
on empirical‘exgeriment and observational tests, mathematics

depénds 6n;déductive demonstrations from certain sets of

axioms. Similarly, mgral knowledge and the érts involve dis-

tinct forms of critical tests though in these cases both what

the testé are and the ways in which they are applied ‘are only
55

parﬁially statable.ﬁ Oddly, however, in spite of the fact

that Hirst maintains that such form-specific tests, that by

which the forms are to be counted as forms, are in some cases

only partially statable, he simultaneously maintains that the

fséuLiberal_EdQFaFion'a@d.thE_Nature_of.Knowledge,"f.““
op. cit., p. 103.

>31bid. | _
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tests are necessarily public in nature, that

- .« - such tests are public in the sense
that anyone in possession of the relevant

- . knowledge may be.able to test them. For
it is‘a necessary feature of khowledge as
such that theré¢ be public criteria  where-
by the true is distinguishable from the

- false, the good from the bad, the right

from the wrong. It is the existence of
these criteria which give¥ objectdvity
to knowledge; and $his in turn gives
objectiﬁittho the concept of ltberal
education. : .

®Ibid., p. 101. Hirst is emphatic about the publicity
.of the tests, that such publicity is logically necessary to
the forms. ' . : . .
~

If the public: terms and criteria are logi-
cally necessary to specifying what the
abilities are, however, then no adequate-
account of liberal education in terms of
these can be given without a full account
in terms of the public features of the
forms of knowledge with which it is con- o
:cerned. JIndeed the latter is logically-

prior and the former secondary and deriva-
tive. Ibid., p. 93. :

*

+ Is to be publig¢ to be statable? Halstead takes issue with
Hirst's legisTating the publicity criterion for concepts and
their tests 'on the grounds of epistemological conservatism
and arbitrariness. "If, experience is structured in a strong
sense of fully public concepts,” Halstedd remarks,

- - . it would appear that experience could
not influence conceptual change in any way. -
Indeed, it is difficult td see how con-
ceptual change could ever take place.

The reason for this is that Hirst's public criterion
- . . must mean that insofar as I have a
concept, I have it 'as it is articulated in
the form of knowledge. which is its natural
home. 'Concepts are fully public' must -
mean this, else the claim fails to function
as a bridge between the forms of knowledge :
and any individual's knowledge or under- ,
standing. But whag*reason is there to sup-
pose that concepts are fully public in® _
this sense? ("Cognitive Structures and - ¢
Forms-of Knowledge," op. cit., p. 211.)
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If objectivity is giiii/to Hifst's*liberéi eaucaﬁion
by the obJect1v1ty ‘of koowledge and obJect1v1ty 1s'glven to
_knowledge by the tests agalnst expe;;once in zerms-of whlch
the Expre351ons embodled in the forms*of—knofledge may be

- -

checked and that these -tests are public in’ nature, will Hirst

“

show what these tests are even if he is only in partial
goséessioﬁ of the rejevant knowledge and may only partially

state them? Will he do this for the.forms other than those
D e
of the .sciences and mathematics to establish his complete

"line of contributory disciplines? And will he do this in a

~ ' - . -
way that makes clear that while his forms of knowledge other,

~

. than the sciences and mathematics may appeal to public- tests,

the domain of theoretical discussior and investigation may

not? A brief analysis of the distinctive expressions of the

artistic form

P

of knowledge as tested against experience will

- ) .i
suffice.
. While we talk of the arts as being cognitive, Hirst
. remarks,

-

. - . whether this is justifiable and
there is a form of knowledge in the arts,
depends on whether or not artistic‘works
themselves have features parallel to
those of prop051tlons with related ob-
Jectlve tests. N

& «\“‘

Whatr then' are these features artistic works may or may not
"have which are parangl to propositions with related. objective

tests? * Hirst 'points to a parallelism contained in Wittgen-

-

stein’s langyage gahes which ‘
ST i
The Forms of Know%edge Re V151ted op. c1t.,
37 S —— e : A o

. o ]
)
A T .
. . .
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- « « .- suggest that works of art can well be
seen as symboli¢ expressions having meaning,’
'simply because they have properties logically
related to those of propositions. Recent
reconsiderations of the concept of truth,
and the correspondénce theory in particular,
suggests that the notion of truth is cen-
trally a demand for objective judgement,
and there is nothing to be gained by re-
stricting it to one- particular form of
judgement. In that case, works of art
might well be seen as judgeable in a manner -

.o logically équgéalent to that appropriate to
propositions. - o

2,

-~

%fomething stroqgér is needed, however, than simply

——

maintaiﬁing that the artistic form of knowledge has its own
particular type of judgement and specific tests against

experience on the grounds that nothing is to be gained by

limiting such types of judgement and specific tests against
]

experience to, one particular form of judgement. What must

be shown is how works or art might well be seen as judgeable
in a manner logically equivalent to that appropriate to

. LY
propositions and, at the same time, render noﬁ-ﬁautological
the terms in which such propositions are judged to have

meaﬁing. Where meaning logically necessitated both concepts

and the criteria for their application, where such criteria

-
b

were tautological with the truth criteria of propositions,

so the meaning of works of art and the tests by VinL{fdof
which they are to count as a form of knowledge-are equally 2

‘tautological. Let the demand for objective.judgem

ent suggest-
9 - "I.

Bl .
] -

. - . ‘. .
ing the notion of truth be made relative to the propositién

"This painting is great art," which is itself the articulation

"%1pid., pp. 87-88. ° | S
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of.the symbolic expresgion whe:eby works of art have heaning,
theblogical equiwa%ent'to those properties by which it is
jndgeable. The demand for objective Judgement will reveal
that the concept "great af; necessitates criteria for the
épplicatién of the con;ept,and the crlterga for the applica-
tion of the concept are the truth criteria for propositions.
Therefore, the pfaposition "This painting is great art" will
be both meaningful and true if, in facrt, the'painting‘gg'

great art. In the test against experiénce of distinctive

expressions found in the form of artistic knowledge, what the

-

‘concept .is together with' the criteria for its application
. B ’ . .

~

remain forever hidden, as, of course, are the truth criteria
for the propositions in terms of which ‘such expressions are

formulated. On the other hand, given the tautologically

self—validating tests against experience found in the forms

of knowledge, Hirst does not show how such tests may not

apply to the domains of theoretical dlscu551on and 1nvestlga—

tion, jus't how educat10na1 theory 1s to be dlstlngu1shed

from its contrlbutlng dlsc1p11nes on the ground$ that its

dlstinctive expressions,are'not testable against ex&erience

»

in accordance: wlth partlcular crlterla peculiar to the theory.
For if the forms of knowledge other than, that of science and

mathematics may lay claim to "the status by virtue of the fact

that their symbolic expressions have propefties logically

_gqu;v?lent to thosé,bf'propositions which may be tested . T

against experiencé, what is ' there to prevent eduéational

-theory from clalmlng 51mllar status°

e

NP POSY P
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Hirst's account of educational theory as thst;domain

~of- theoretical discussion and 1nvestlgat10n dlstlnct from the
range of contributory dlSClpllneS upon whlch it draws has .
been shown to encounter serious difficulties at crucial p01nts.
In respect to the domaln itself, he has not shown the nature

of that practical judgement, the inferential process, by

which tne disciplines are built together, drawn upon, or co-.
jointly considered, nor, in the ebsence of criteria proper to
the domsin; how it is possible to do so. Yet it was axiomatic
that the domain was distinct from the contributory disciplines
on the grounds of just this form of pract1ca1 Judgement “In
addition to the absence of criteria whereby it may admit all,
some, or none of the contribugory disciplines, it is difficult
to see how Hirst's educacional theory could even identify the
practical issues it is designed to resolve, let alone how it
would culminate in the formation of rational educational.

L4

Principles in the pursuit of such a resolution. The distinction

i -

between the domain of theoretical discussion and investigation °

and its contributory dlsc1p11nes depends for itsg coherence,
-

in addition to some characterlzatlon of the nature of practical-

judgement pecullar to the domain, upon some comparable char—
acterization of those disciplines themselves. It has been
shown, however, that the forms of knowledge, in terms of

thelr central concepts, distinctive logical structures, and

tests against experience for their distinctive expressions

are tautologiéal with their linguistic formulation, where

such formulatlon rests upon prlor posse551on of the concept

in terms of whlch the forms of knowledge are 1dent1fled and

-
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distinguishe&; Iﬁ other words, Hirst's rendering of the
features of the forms presupposes just that “meﬁaphyéical
doctrine” 'of the connection between k:Lwledge and reality
which the f;rms themselves were intended to‘transcend. For |
it was by virtue of sﬁch unaccredited prior possession of
meaning that Hirst knew what ﬁhe criteria for the application
of the concept wére in\thé first place, and, of course, what
the truth criteria were for those distinctive propositions
and statements which could then be tested against experience.
.
By the reification of usage in the form of such propositions
and Staﬁaments, Hirst's linguistic Sbjectivism provides
neither an explanation of the nature of educational theory

in relation to, his second misconception, nor a counter to

empirical reduction in relation to the third. What such

L

objectivism does show, however, is the incorporation of his
own philosophical belief in the formulation of his views of

such educational theory, just that misconception he charged

Ed
the traditionalists with as being too simple.

C. The Nature of Learning

The third componént of "education" for O'Connor con-
sisted in the techniques for imparting knowledgée, skills and

attitudes which, for the present purpocse, has been taken to

be his theory of learning. In the case of 0'Connor, an analysis

of his learning theory was undertaken obliqﬁely by way of'an
examination of his view of its paradigmatic embodiment in
- scientifi¢ discovery since such theory in its purely educa-

tional setting was for him reducible to an as yet undeveloped

o midakim o boaa e —
e paiem ek @t
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psychology. It has been seen that -the hypofhetical-deductive
method which, for O'Connor, incorporated ihe'proceéé of

. -

scientific discovery failed to account for non-objective ele~.
ments at each 'stage of that process. To conclude the present
chapter a comparable analysis of the nature.of learning as
viewed from the perspective of linguistic analysis shall be
attempted. Specifically an intefnal criticism of the nature

of learning_as considered by Peters and Hirst will be at-

-

tempted, employlng the premises lald down by the former in
respect to the nature oi clarification and by the latter in-

respect to the nature of educatlonal theory. It will be

maintained that, as With O'Connor, each account fails to

~

eliminate the tacit and unfdrmalizable element in the learn-

ing process, an element which the appeal to usage was designed

to render objective.

- ' . .

1. R.S. Peters and Learning in the "Full Sense"

Central to Peters' account .of what constitutes a

learning or educational proce$§ is the "task-achievement™
distinction where, as_"finding" is the achievement relative
to the task of "looking," so "being educated" is the achieve-
ment relative to the task of the "procésses of education,"

of learning. Involved in the task aspect of 1eafning are
some three conditions, the Eonsoiousness, the performance,

and the explicitness conditions. For processes of education

to count as such, the learner "must know what he is doing,

must be conscious of something that he is trying to master,
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understand, or r'emember."s9 The consciouspess condition rules

out things like conditioning and hypnosis as ‘processes of
’ -~
education. Again, educational processes "must involve atten-

tion on his part and some type of_action, activity, or per--

formance by-means of which h

stricture his movements

and consciousness according/to the public standards immanent
in what has to be learnt." 0 Peters does not specify what
does not count as a performancé'copdition on the paré of th?
learner, but, from the perspective of the teacher, thingé
like praise or blame do not comstitute educational processes

properly conceived "for their connection with what is learnt

61

is purely extrinsic." O0f particular relevance here, however,

is the explicitness gondition characterizing learning pro-

cesses, a condition which rules out processes Peters refers

to as "picking tﬁings up."

My reluctance to call stuch goings-on proces-
ses of education is not just due to the fact
that what is passed on may be trivial or
undesirable, but to the difficulty of con-
ceiving them as tasks on the part of the
teacher or of the learner. From the
" teacher's point of view he is explicitly

trying to get children on “the inside of a

- form of thought or awareness; to do this
he uses certain methods. . . . If learners
are so drawn, then identification, sugges-
tion, and other such indeterminaté transac-—
tions may occur. These are not '"learning’
in a full sense; for they are different
from explicit imitation or copying, where

59"What is an Educational Process?" in R.S. Peters,
ed., The Concept of Education (London; Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1967), p. 10. :

60
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.something is explicitly attended to for
assimilation. They thpen to people; they
are not achievements.

Whilertriviality oT uhdesirability-may equally attach
to processes'which involve explicit‘trying, imitat;on, or
copying and is therefore irrelévant to Fhe distinction be~
tween learning in a "full sense" and "picking thingsrup," f
whaf is central here is Peters'_notion of explicitness. For
learning to be such in a "full sense" it must be an explicit
process. indeed. explicitness comprehends the‘conscious and

performance conditions,. since one must be explicitly conscious

of what one is learning- and the.performance, to count as
educational, must be an explicitly educational perform;nce.
If'explicitness meané anything‘it means being specifiable,
with the consequence that learning in a "full sense" must
be a specifiable process for that is what distinguishes it
from the "indeterminate. transactions" covered Ey "picking
things up."

o Now to clarify a concept for Peters, it will be re-

called, is to examine the use of words to see what principle

~0r principles govern their use. If we can make these explicit'

we have uncovered the concept. In order for Peters' explicit-

ness condition to qualify as that grounding learning in a

t

"full sense," therefore, he must make -explicit just this con-

dition as the principle governing the use-of "learning." He

must, in other words, render explicit the é&pﬁiqftness con—

dition of the concept of learning so that such léarning in

6

Ibid., pp. 11-12.



his "full sense" maf'clearly be distinguished froﬁ.thase
indeterminate transactions involved in "picking things qp."
For Peters there are three processes which count increas-
1ngly as educational processes, these belng training, instruc-

™oy

tion and learnlng by experience, and the teachlng and learning
~

P

of pr1nc1ples. In the interests of brevity, in ‘view of the
fact that the teaching and learning of principles constitutes
the most elevated instance of the concept of leerning, it
‘being that which provides the "understanding"” in his know-
iedge end understanding criteria of education,63 and, finally, g
as the grasp of the principle is that upon which the second-

order analysis of concepts proceeds, attention will be

directed to the third precess.of learning alone. It_will be
maintained Ehét Petrers does not uncover the'conceps, that he

does not render explicit the explicitness condition, and that

he does not distinguish learning in the "full sense" from

those goings-on or 1ndeterm1nate transactions which he was

reluctant to call processes of education.

’.

a) The Teaching and Learning of Principles

i) The Lear'ning of Principles \\

For Peters the understanding of prinéiplesdfranscends
h

"the accumulation of extra items of knowledge™ whig

. A
instruction and learning by experience. What is involved is

mark off

. . . reflection on what we already know,
so that. a principle c¢an be found to

See Ethics and EdueationL_Chap;ermI, "The Criteria .
"of Education.™
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illuminate the facts. This often involves
the postulation of what is unobservable to
explain what is observed. So it could
never. be lighted upon by 'experience.'

If the learning of principles invalves reflection on
what we already know and reflection on what we already know
involves the postulation of what is unobservable to explain
what is observed, Peters must give some account of what is
involved in the postulation of those unobservables, that is,
of principles, in order to establish the learning of principles
as‘an educational process in a full'sense; and he must do this
explicitly. In the absence of such an accoufirit might well

be asked whether those "facts™ upon which reflection is

directed are such by virtue of their having been previousiy

e
illuminaﬁeﬁ by a conceptual scheme which is such, in its turn,
by virtue of the fact that-it is structured in terms of those
very principles which Peters’ reflection is charged to discover.
How, in other words, does one postulate that which is unob-
servable to explain what is obseryed since what is observed

is such by virtue of that which is %nobserVable? Egregs from
the dilemma, one similar to that of O'Connor's reification

of the observed fact in iﬁdgpendence of the brinciple in terms

of which it is understood as a fact, is not achieved by the

introduction of lower-level rules to explain what is observed

r

. i ’
prior to principle-generating reflection.

The basic requisite is that people should  °
first acquire in some way or other the
low-level rules or assumptions whith the
principles illuminate. It is both logi-

S4nyhat is an Educational Process?", op. cit., p. 18,
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w8 cally absurd- and educationally unsound to
suppose that people could attain the neces-
sary understanding .of principles without
first having acquired quiteyia lot of know—

- ledge; for principles provide backing to

) rules or assumptions at a lower level of

generality. '
If pqihciples provide backing to rules or assumptions

at a lower level of generality which, in their turn, provide

backing to the

kS

‘écquisitidn of quite a lot of knowledge, the
issue simply reverts to what is involved in the acquisition

of those lower level rules or assumptions? To say that‘pédﬁlé
~first acquire these low level rules or assumptions "in some
way or other" does not fulfil the explicitness condition by
which the learning of principles may come to count as én
educational process in the "full sense." For while it might
be logically absurd and educationally unsound to suppose that
people could attain the necessaryqunderstanding of principles
lwithout.fi;st having acquired quite a lot of knowledge, it

would be equally logically absurd and educationally unsound

. r
to suppose that people could acquire quite a2 lot of knowledge

in independence of those low-level rules or assumptions which
{llumiﬂate it or, indeed, that it could be counted knowledge
at all. The characterization of the learning of principles
as an eduéational process in the "full sense" as one of in-
creasing generality aécending from the learﬁing of iqw—level
rules or assumptions which bestow coherence on quite a lot

of knowledge requires some explicit account of the learning
;bf those low-level rules or assumptions. Thé_point gains

e -

e, T

- n



emphasis: where Peters points out that "There is, of course,

A Y

nothing absolute about what constitutes a principle. It is

merely a higher-level assumption or rule that can be appealed

to in order to substantiate and give unity to lower order

ones."66 If there is nothing absolute about what constitutes

'principles, they are simply higher order rules or assumptions

V - - / »
that substantiate and ve unity to lower order ones, then

the same proce

and low level rules and assumptions. Peters, unfortunately,

gives no greater specification to what is involved in the
acquisition of higher-level principlésgthan he did to lower-

level rules.

*

People are brought to a-grasp of principles
by a mixture of explanation and selective "
survey of the many. Words like 'insight'
are used in connection with the grasp of
principles. It is diffictult to state -
precisely what is meant by such words,
but once people have it very little in
the way of further practice is necessary

- as it is in the case of skills.

"Peters' difficulty is statin precisely what is meant
Y g y

.by words like "insight™ flows not only from the nature of that

process but also a;d more pointedly in the present case, from
the requirements of the explicitness condition which mugt

characterize-an educational process so ﬁhat it may be counted
as learning in the "full sense." If Peters has difficulty in

stating precisely what is meant by such words this does-not

excuse him from distinguishing them from those "indeterminate

#0154,
’Ibid., pp. 18-19.

~of learning will apply équally to both higher .
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transactions” and goings-on he was reluctant to call pracesses

' of learning properly understood, processes whiih were to be

differentiated from "picking things up." It is,.after all,

by virtue of their explicitness, their speciéiability, that

processes of learning in their "full sense" are to be-con-

ceived. In the absence of such specification Peters' own
’ 4 . '
conception of learning at its most fundamental level fails

-

to meet his own criteria of learning in a "full sense" for

'such learning is, in fact, different from explicit imitation

or copying where something is explicitly attended to for
assimilattom. .
Peters' account of learning in the "full sense” has
1] -+ -

giygn neither_a specification of what is invol&%d in the

-

‘acquisition of low- level rules or assumptions in -terms of

which quite a lot of knowledge is acquired mor what is involved
in the acquisition of higher level assumptions or principles
which prov1de unity to lower order ones. The question is

now turned around. to be v1ewed from the perspective of teach-

ing. Where words like "insight" .were used in connection with

-

the grasp of principles, “we now learn that "The typical term

-

for the educational process by means of which %eople are

1168

brought to understand principlés is 'teaching. In the

absence of an account of the learning of principles in explicit

rerms, will Peters give some specifiable characterization of

what is involved in their teaching?

’

68

o= 7FTbid., p. 19 . o

W



.towards it can also develop.

- : .

v,

ii) The Teaching.of Principles

The teaching of principles involves the passing on of

-

- "a body of knowledge in such a way that critical attitude

n69 In order that teaching of

-

278

principles may conform to an educational process in its "full"

-

sense," what is involved in passing on a body of knowledge

in such a

way that a critical attitude towards it can also

develop and can "such a way" ‘be given explicit character-

ization?

Given that critical thought about the
assumptions in which we are nurtured

‘rather goes against the grain, it will

only develop ‘if we keep critical com—-
pany so that a critic is incorporated ,
within our congciousness. The dialogue
within is a reflection of the dialogue
without. -This is a paradigm of an educ-
cational situation; for educational
processes are those by means of which
public modes of thought-and awareness, .
which are mainly enshrined in language,
take root in the consciousness of the |
individual and pro¥6de_avenues of access
to a public world.

“ s

W

If the ﬂialbgue within is a reflection of the dialogue

without and the dialogue without is constituted by public modes

of thought

guage, wha
L .
LS

involved i

seen to be

what way m

and awareness which are mainly enshrined in lan-

t are those public modes of thought and awareness

n-the té€aching of principles so that it may be |

an educational process in the "full sense"? In

.69
70

ight "incorporating a critic” or."taking roox" be
Ibid.

Ibid., pp.  19-20.

e&shrined in language which shall render explicit the activity

-

e
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“rendered spec1f1able in those modes9 And, once so rendered,

can equal specification be given so that they might be dis-

tlngulshed from those 1ndeterm1nate transactlgps which

characterlze goings- on such as "picking things up?'

To say, .on the one,hand, that the transmission af

-

: t
. ¢ritical thought is.enshrined in language and it i's by .virtue

r
of such thdught so enshrined thht critical thought takes

root in the consciousness of an individual is to say nothing -

more than that critical thoyght?”to be critical, must be

:"_.‘_ .
articulated. To say this, howsver, is to say less than that

-.-.

exp11c1t process constltutlng that transm1351on.

*hand, to 1dent1fy such crltlcal thought with its articulation

in terms of public modes of thought and awareness where such

“‘modes are publlc in the sense of conventlogallzed public

- -0‘* -

: 'usage is to somehow 1ncorporate critical thought within those

very modes which are 31multaneously the ohJects of such criti-

s - S

cism. How, 1n.other words,

. i -
when it shares with the obJect of its” chtltlsm those very:

pr1nc1ples which cqnstltute the b351s of such cr1t1c1sm7 In
< Q‘-“.—

‘the absence of confllcggng vzews of. that typical abstract

referent for abstract terms, Peters: presents us with the

choice of platltude or of quletlsm. '
=2

porate .the critic in our consciousness Peters turns to the

L4

Socratlc method of ‘question and answer whereby the learner

is brought "to probe into his presupposltlons and to make

them explicit."

: s . . -

On the otber

lS crltlcal thought to be crltlcal

'"'“\\\In an.attempt to ‘render explicit'what it is to incor-

——

-
)

Lo wren
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" If this process continues for quite a time
he learner gradually takes the questioner
into his own mind and begins to develop .the -

form of thought himself. He can come to
formulate his own objections to his assump-
tions and keep on reformulating what he
thinks or proposes to do until he hits on
someth%?g to which he can find no objec- -

" tions. _ o

e ,The”drfficul;y‘w;th Peters' o@ject&r wipnowing'his

way down to epiétemological bedrdck is that netrther the ﬁfiteria
%n terms of which he comes to formulate gbjections to his own
assumptions nor the grounds 6f-§hose further assumptions on
which-those criteria are based and in the light of which he
formulates those objections are themselves explicit. 1In the

absence of such criteria and further assumptions,'in the
. S , \ ;

-

process of question and answer whereby the learner probes
- - — !

his presdﬁpo?ﬁ?ions and makes them explicif are all objectfons

L

admitted intb his own mind or oﬁly some? “And how is the
objectdr to aﬁjudicate conflict;ng objections to those pre-
suppositions which he has placed under review? And what ére
the criteria marking off those assumptions to which hé finally
can find no objection? Is not Peters' objector, in fact, an
dbjectified, ra;ionaiistic phantasm fbr does not the very
nature,ofAthé questions he asks, the objections he formulates
to his own pres;ppositions, depend in ,their turn on-further;

. . . .
presuppositions and do not these further presuppositions

have considerable bearing upon those to which he can find-

no objection?  What objections, for example, will the

-

o _ ar e e T T
empiricist find to the pre3upposition of the_verlfr§b111ty
N . — -

Tibig., p. 200 .

-
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principie? Is not the impartial objector himself as presented
by Peters as an account of the teaching and learning of prin-

ciples based upon assumptions of Peters to which he can find

no objection? - : '

-

In respect to the teaching of principles embodied in
" the transmission of critical thought, Peters concludes that

‘success may be achieved only if such principles.
. . . are passed on in the right way at the
. right time and if they are informed by that
passion for truth which lies at the heart
of all of them. - Without this, c¢ritical
discussion can degenerate into verbal leger- .
demain, and a parade of principles can be
" -xCh—equivalent to name-dropping. Whether such
-~ "a passion is due to fostering the natural
curiosity of the child, is caught from those
who are already possessed by it, or develops
because an individual is confronted by con- e,
. fliét;gg-opinions, is diffictult to deter- -~ <
. mine.’“ . _ *

- e
.

But it is, of course, an explicit account of what is
N o ST N '
involved in being "passed on" both in the "right way" and-at

the "right time'

that Peters' educational procesé relative to
" the teaching of principles demands in order -to_ be counted

education in his "full sense." Similarly, in order that the

learning of principles be accorded an education process in the

"full sense," some explicit rendering must be given in respect
. g C

to the adguisition of tﬁft passion for truth which animates
thef}éarﬁiﬁg:of priﬁcipiésfin terms of greatef specification
.tﬁan "fostéfing," Being "caught," or, "develops," since such
processes &o not appear to differ markedly from "picking

things up." However the te%qhing'ahd learning of principles

72Ibid., p. 21.
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.

is viewed in Peters' account, whetner_the} sfe passed pn,
fcstered, caught or develbped; the process is hotn inexplicit
and unspecifiable. As a consequence his account fails to
meet his own criterialls;d‘down in the task sense of.ecucatibn,
that of explicit imitation or copying but_resembles rather.
those "indetermihate transactipns" he nas nelnqtant to call
‘educatien in a "full sense.”

To summarize, an.aitemnt has been made here to analyse
Peters' notiof of an educational pfocess in its "full sense"
relative to.the teaching and learning cf nrinciples, where
by."lel sense" is meant the spéecifiability of- the process.
The analysis employed the prenises as laid dcwn by Petecs
in respect to the nature of clarlflcatlon of concepts where
such clarlflcatlon constitutes renderlng exp11c1t the modes
of thought and awareness at the first-erder from the perspec-
tlve of the second. Insofar as such second-order clarifica-
tion of the concept of the teaching and learning of principles
aimed at rendering explicit the principles governing the use
of "teaching” and "learning" and thereby uncovering che con-
cept, Peters' second-order clarification has not met with
success. Where the teaching and learning of principles in
its "full senseh was to be distinguished from those "indeter-
minate transactions” involved in "picking things up" by
virtue of the explicitness of the processes characterizing‘
the former, at_every stsge~of the clerification analys}s

revealed that such teaching and learning of principles

resembled the 1atter Where the learnlng of prlnclples was -

- : - PO

?
dlstlngulshed from 1nstruct10n and learning by experlence by

|€|
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virtue of_reflection oe-what-we already know, sueh reflection
‘involving the postulation of what is unobservable togexplain
'what is.observable, Peters could give no explicit account

of this postulation. Equéily; no explicit account was given
for the acquisition of low-level rules or asstmptions for
which higher-level rules prowided backing. In respect to

the learning of such hlgher level principles Peters pointed’

out that words like "insight" are used in connection with ' e,

the process by which they are attained but could provide no
logically necessary conditions fot the use of the term, no
exﬁlicit specification of the task sense involved in that
process. Conversely, he could glve no explicit spec1f1cat10n
of what was involved in the teaching of principles beyond

the indeterminate transaction of passing on a body of know-

ledge so that a critical. attitude towards it developed.
Indeed, given the qature of‘those public modesxzf thought and
awareness in terms of which such critical thought was passed
6n{ it is dlfflcult to see how a critical attltude could
develop towards it since such modes 51multaneously encapsu-
lated the principles governing that body of knowledge in
terms of which it was conceived as knowledge and the objects
of that criticsal a'titude. Finally, the explicitnees con-
dition thch distinguishes an educatienal process in the
"full senee" wae not met in respect to the criteria by which
the incorporated Socratic objector formulated his own objec-
tions‘to his own assumptions until he could find that to

which he could no longer object.. Where the second-order

o , ‘ .
clarification of concepts involves the examination of words

et
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Lo see what primciples or principle governs their use, Peters

has not shown in a fashion whlch satlsfled his explicitness

‘.,

condltlon for educational processes in their "full sense"

what principle or principles govern the concept of the teach-
ing and learning of principles. Indeed, it may well be said
that_Educational processes in their full sense are distin-

guished not so much by the explicitness of those pfocesses

but rather by their character as indeterminate transaction.

2. Paul Hirst and Learn;ng to Think:Historicaily

As has been seen, Hirst's notion of educetienal theory.
rested upon his discipline-domain distincsion where, by the
exercise of practical judgement, tﬁe domain of theoretical
discnssios and investigation comprising ssch theory drew upon
the range of cont}ibutory disciplines-which were themselves
the outcomes of theoretical judgement possessing distih&tiye

concepts, logical structures and tests against experiehcei

On the one hand, however, it was seen that Hirst could glve

’

no characterlzatlon of what was involved in the exercise of
such practical judgement, of what it was to draw upon the

contributory d15c1pllnes in the absence of sul generis con-

cepts, structures, and tests, and on tHhe other it was seen
that his linguistic fofmulation of the eoncepts, structures,
and sests,against experiente peculiar to.thelexercise of
theoretical judgement involved in the csntributory disciplines
themselves yielded only tautology in the absence of prior. and

7
non-linguistic. posse351on of those concepts, structures and—
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tests. Where meaning necessitated concepts and concepts
_necessitated criteria for their application, such criteria
‘ ‘ . ~
being tho%e for the truth of statements employing the concept,

Hirst could give no account of the manner in which the truth ‘

of such statements might be determined, the very thing which

+

was to lend objectivity to his liberal education in independ- - :
ence of appeal to "metaphysical" realism. In view of such a
theoretical béée, what coherence can there be in his under-

étanding of the nature of learning? Where the learning of

a form of thought means coming to think® in confiifiﬁl,xd the

concepts, 'structures and tests against experience peculiar

to that form, it will be maintained here that Hirst's view

of learning inherits the circhlarity evident in his general ’
account of the forms of thought. To illustrate this conten-—

tion a brief account of what is involved in learning the

historjcal form of knowledge will be sufficient.
When we teach, Hirst points out,

What we want is that pupil's begin, how-
ever embryonically, to think historically,
scientifically, or mathematically; to
thirk in the way distinctive of the particu-
lar subject involved and even to achieve
some style and imagination in doing "so.
Thus before we can carry out any empirical
investigations of teaching methods we are
faced with the difficult task of getting-
clear what is involved in, say, thinking -~
historically, and thus in learning to
think in this way.

In getting clear about what is involved in thinking

~historically and in learning to think in this wa

y the firss

7'3"'1‘he Logical and Psychological Aspects of Teaching," -
~ in Peters, The Concept of Education, op. cit., p. 45. - :

. . . s
N - N .
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thing to do is to examine the results.of such thinking, "think-

ing ﬁhich, irrespective of the private thought sequence in-
folved;_fesults in propositions which conséitute vglidl
historical accounts and explanations."74 When one examines
those propositions which constitute valid historical accounts

and explanations it is seen that:

Historical thought necessarily involves
the recognition of the rules that gavern
the meaningful use of concepts and the
validity of the propositions, but this
involves no necessary temporal order to
thought. Just as playing chess involves
making moves in accordance with the rules
of chess, though it involves no one par-
ticular order of moves, so thinking
historically involves thinking in accord-
ance with historical criteria though it

involves_no particular sequences of .
thought.

. & C s . .
Now if getting clear\about what is involved in think-
ing historically and learning to think in this way involves,
in its turn, the recognition of the rules that govern the
meaningful use of concepts and the validity of propositions,
- - . d’- - - - £y
such rules being those historical criteria in accordance with
which one thinks when one thinks historically, what are those
rules, what are those criteria? And just what is the manner

Qf determining that one is, in fact, thinking in accordance

with them?

For Hirst the criteria of historical thought cannot
be clarified by empirical investigation for while such in-
vestigation may open up "possibilities," "it remains true that

there must first be clear logical analysis of what criteria
74

Ibid., p. 46.

75Ibid., p. 47.
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distinguish historical thought." & o gather together in-
stances of hlStOIlCal thlnklng is ill- advzsed since "effective
teachlng of a subJect necessarily depends on knowzng certain

features which characterize it, which can only be disclosed

.

77
by logical analysis of the meaning. of 'historical thinking.'"

Will Hirst then ‘disclose to us now by such logical analysis
just what these ruies and historical cfiteria are which govern
the meaningful use of historical cdncepts and the validity

of historical propositions?

' Well, what has to be understood is that Qhat is implied
in learning to think historically "involves coming to under-
stand historical propositions, and ‘this in turn involves
learning the use of a network of related concepts. It is
necessarily the case that any area of knowledge can only be

mastered in so far as the use of concepts according to the

nl8

~

complex rules that relate them to éggh other is acquired.
If understanding the rules and historical criteria which
govern the:meaningful use of historical concepts and the
balidity of historical propositions involves learning the
use of é netﬁork of related concepts which'in turn involves
mastering ghe complex.rules that reiate them to each other,
will Hirst“now di§close what these concepts are and how they

are related by thése complex rules?

701hi4.

"T1pi4.

T8 lbid., p. 48. .



Well, the fact is that there exists & logical order

consisting - of two levels. The "logical grammar"

network of relations ‘between particular concepts, rebations

\

‘ ) : , . 79
by virtue of which meaningful propositions can be formed."

For example,
In religious discourse .you cannot use the
term God in any old way. He is not an
object or being in space and time, he has
-No extension or colour. He does not act
2s a human acts. We must, therefore,

stick strictly to the rules for the yse
of terms or we do not have meaning.8

The "logical grammar," then, lays it down that terms
cannot be used in any old way, that to say something like
j "God is green" would be to make a mistake since one has not

stuck .strictly to the rules for the use of the terms "God"

.and "green," rules which collectively comprise a network of

L - >

relations governing the concepts concerned. But if no appea

s being made to "metaphysical" realism, if no extra-linguis

288
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referent for the term "God" is being invoked, Hirst must show

why one cannot use the term in any"bid way. He mu§£, in
other words, show what these rules are by virtue of which
meaningful propbsﬁtions can*be formed.

Iﬁ addition to the "logical grammar,"” the "logical

order" is comprised of the "logical sequence" which itself

- Tt

is a

- - . network of relations between proposi-
tions in terms of which valid historical or
scientific explanations'are formed. The R

"1pid., p. 51.



J

4

~J

logical analysis of historical or scientific
explanations seeks to make plain the cri-
teria for.valid explanations in this area.
But using these formal criteria in any given
case does,- of course, presuppose the validity
of the probositions in terms of which the
explanations are given. . .. . Any explanation
of the repeal of the corn laws in 1846, for
instance, must rest on valid propositions
“about the economic effects of the laws, the
famine in Irelagf, the political policy of
. Peel and so on. -

289

Where the "logical grammar"” consisted of a network of
8 gra _ _

relations between particular concepts in terms of which

meaningful propositions can be formed, a network consisting
Ty

of unexplicated rules for the use of terms, so the-"logical

sequence" similarly consists of a network of relations holding

between propositions in terms of which valid explanations

R

can be formed. Valid explanations, in other words, are formed

from‘valid'propositioné which, in turn, are formed.by sticking

. A9
to the rules for the valid use of concgpts. The validity of

an explanation then presupposes the validity of the proposi--

tions in terms of which the explanation is given, and the
validity of the propositions is presupposed in terms of the
validity of the concepts related according to the rules

governing these concepts. . In the "logical order™ in terms

of which there is meaning ascending from the concept through

the proposition to the explanation, the "logical sequence™.
appeals for its validity to the "logical grammar" but it is

just the validity of the "logical grammar,” the-meaningful

use of concepts, which has not been established. To take

81

\

Ibide, pp. 51-52. —"=_ -
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the illustration of the repeal of the Corn Laws, Hirst's vaiid
éxglapation requires a valid network of propositiohs in terms
of which the explanation is given which, in its turn, requires
‘a valid network of ‘concepts which are, in their turn, valid

by virtue of b;ing related according to the rules. A valid
eiplanation of the repeal of.the-Corn Laws then consists of
.valid propositions about the economic effects of the Laws,
valid prqpoistions aboat the famine in Ireland, valid proposi=-
tions about the political policy of Peel and so.dn. And -
whether or not these bropoéitions are-valid depends on

whefhér or not the Concepts employed in the economid,'famine,
and political propdsitiéns are vélid, which, in turn, depends
upon whether ;hey'are employed-;n conformity with the rules.
But whac, again, are these rules? Anh ﬁow is validity to'be_
determined by virtue of stlcklng to the rules when to stlck

.to the rules is to presuppose just such validity? Does not
the contention phat valid historiqal explanati;n, and by

-gxfension-learning to think historically, requires a valid
network of propositions which in turn requires a valid net-

work of concepts beg the very questlon at issue, that is,

what 1t is to be valid and how such va11d1ty is to be
assessed? " If learning to think historically involves learn-
ing the "logicél order” of historical eﬁplanation which
involves learning the "logical grammérﬁ and "logical sequeﬁce"
as employed in such ekplanation,.some‘account must be giveﬁ

of the rules governing the network of relations of that

grammar . and sequence. Nhat ‘are they”'



It seems, at length, that the rules gove}ning the

meaningful use of concepts as well as the rules go#erning

the network of relations between propositions employing such
LS

concepts all culminating in valid hlstorlcal explanatlon are

""1.

by no means clear. While in mathematics and the sciences

. . . there is frequently such an order and
. new concepts are often explicitly composed
in this tight way by defining them from
other concepts. In many other areas of
dlscourse, in moral or historical matters
for instance, such conceptual relations
are far from common, the relations are
not hierarchical in this way. But in so
far as there are elements of conceptual
order in any subject the teaching of it-
must of course fully respect them.8

With this observatlon Hirst takes his leave of the
questlon of what it is to think historically and in learning

to think. in this way, ‘an observation tantamount to the ad-

m1351on that thh his account of valid historical explanation

given in terms of valid proposxtlons employlng concepts which
are valid by virtue of sticking to the rules ieiﬁtself in-
valid, as well as the fact that his logical analysis of the
meaning of "historical thiqking" has failea %%_disclose the
criteria which distinguish‘such thought. Passing by the.
questioh as to just how the practice of innovative mathe-
matics or discovery science is frequently ehe-outeome éf
logical eerivation in_a tight way from other concepts,

lest s account of what it is to learn to think hlstorlcally
has revealed that there exists no- h1erarch1cal relatlons or

"conceptual order" of the sort he has tried to impose upon

8271p34., p. 53.

X
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that process. As with the case of the exercise of practical

judgement in the domain of educational theory as well as in

the case of theoretical judgément in the forms of‘knowlédge

comprising the contributory disciplines to that domain,

Hirst's rendering of the nature of learnlng by way of appeal . hy

to llngu1st1c ob3ect1v1sm incorporated in appropriate usage .

has not succeeded in getting .clearer about what is 1nvolved%'s -

-v\.‘-"

in that activity. _ . '

The foregoing chapter has attempted to establish Fhat

efforts to objectify the knowing process from_the perspective -
of ‘linguistic 6bjectivism meet with the same difficulties
——
- as those discowered in similar efforts from the perspectlve -~

of empzrlcal ob3ect1v1sm.

As more is involved in that pro-
cess in the context of empirical verification, so more is
involved in the context of appeal to appropriate usage.

Where ¢0'Connor's clarification of the nature of philosophical

questions
consensus
-

to sectle

, .
raised the objectivist ¢riterion of an impersonal

to determine the relevance of evidence adequate.

those questions,

his empirical criteria failed to re-
. v . _ a -
veal either the nature of the evidence relevant to them or

the method by which they might be answered. Similarly,

clarification of

™

Peters! the nature of philosophical.analysis

employing the linguistic ecriteria embodied in the "revolution

in philosophy"™ failed to uncover the concept in the fS:m of

the logically necessary condition for the uiéfﬁf afword.

Where O'Connor's view of educational theory as a "courtesy

~title™ - was undermined by the failure of his own stlpulaglve

-
- -




-

* such quect1v1sm does, in fact,

'1t has ‘been found,

count as education.in its "full sense,"

‘analysis in education

e
- .
1
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definition of what it was to be a theory in terms of satisfy-
i -
ing its.owh triteria,

\

.
-

so Hirst's domain of theoretical dis-

cu551on andllnvestlgatlon, in addltlon to lacklng any -,
e ~ 4

characterlzatlon of the .nature. of : practlcal judgement 1nvolved

‘e

'in the domaln, rested upon his "forms of knowledge

A}

~which were-

dlstlngu1shed by pecullar concepts, structures, and tests all

!
standlng in tautologlcal relation Wlth thelr linguistic

-

formulatlon. Flnally, where o' Connor s. emplrlcaL;crrterla 1

A .

grounding "his notion of the nature of learnlng ‘as embodled

in the hypothetlcal deductlve form of 1nference falled to

account for non-objective or personal elements at each stage

of that inference, so, on the one hand, Peters failed to

make explicit the nature of learning as embodied in either

the'learning or teaching of principleslso;that_learning might )

and, on the other,

‘Hirst's account of learning as'incorporated in hiS'"logical

order” proved to be founded upon a presupposed but unestab-

-

llshed validity of concepts, propositions and explanatlons. ﬂ

At .the outset the present study was sald ‘to assume, the form

w
qf.a test w1th Polanyi's concept of - obgect1v1sm p051ng the ‘)
. 1

problem. On the basis of that test it* can be malntalned that

éxist in philosophical

that it is to be found in the analytical -

activity of clarlflcatlon 1tself and in the views of educa-

t10na1 theory. and the nature of learnlng derlved from the )

presupp051tlons 1ncorporated in that act1v1ty. Furthermore,

as Polanyl malntalned

that such objectlv-

) e bt e
kst bt .o

- 4_...1..4,-..\-.‘155.?‘33



~ism is self;defeating in educational thought as elsewhere.

The present chapter has been of a transitional

g , .
nature, its purpose having been'to extend the criticism

aimed at O'Connor's empirical objectivism to a comparable
objectivism found in linguistic analysis all by way of
emphasizing the need for a knowledge theory which takes

full account of the non-objective or personal ingredient

- —

located at the heart of the knowlng process. It has been
the hypotheszs of thls the51s that such a theory has been

‘provided by the principles of "personal knowledge" and it

-~

is to an ekplication of that theory that attention is now

. e
direcred. o~

-
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o7 CHAPTER V

PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE AND PHILOSOPHICAL‘

.

ANALYSIS IN EDUCATION

A. Philosophical Analysis in Education

-

~ "Polanyi's theory of personal knowledge as embodied

"in the structure and process of tacit knowing, together with

-a thepfj of a gtratified and hierarchical reality with which
that st;ucture.and process are in isomorphic relation, con-
stitutes a cqhgrept.alternative'to objecti}ist epistemologies
serving to ground philosophical analysis in education rela-
tive to ﬁhe'categorieg under review, that is, the actifity

of philosophical clarification, educational theory, and ghe'
nature of learning. It is not intended that personal know-

ledge be viewed as necessarily the onlyﬂtheory of knowledge

EhiCh might be so employed but, owing to the essentially

'_Eacit or personal quality it ascribes to all noetic acts

~cpupiéd‘with an 6ntological'realism in terms of which such

‘acts.have point and by which their validity is affirmed, it

“~—.at one time transcends the 6bjectfvist'he3emony now ascendant

in. educational thought, whether of empirical or nominalist

inspiration, without appeai to either romantic or sceptical
subjectivism. By virtue of its triadic structure together
with its dynamic process of interiorization-projection

towards a reality which is independent yet compréhensible,

1

it escapes the charges of mysticism or obscurantism objectiv-

ism presents-in-its-defence. - It is¥therrecognition~ofwsuch:”“

-]
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_narrow as the sanctlon of epistemological validity yet who

296
: !
reality which péecludes irresponsible romantic whimsy; it-

is the requirement of commitment which preeludes thegparalysis

of the sceptic.

Polanyi ela@oreted his theory of personal knowledge

initially ‘in protest against a positivistic conception of -

knowing as found in the natural sciences. Such a conception,
embodying at one time the submission of the knower to "objec-

tive" -tests, rules, and a formalization of the procedure by

¢

which. they were to be applied, tog&i?er with the adoption of- :
a bdstere of doubt and detachment to hi? ciaims to know, )
constituted: just that exteriorization.which was for personel‘
knowledge the quintessence of the destruction of meaning.

Where the positivistic conception of knowing has spread to

the realm of educational thought and has come to. serve as its

epistemc$q&iiil‘exempiar, the theory of tacit knowing comes

.

as a direct challenge affirming. respon31b1e commltment of >
the- knower as. the prcper locus of-all knowledge acts. For

those to. whom the groundi of sensory verlflcatlon prove too

seek 1mpersonal crlterla in the form of rules of "usage, “ :

personal-knowledge serves to'reveal the tacit roots of such I

usage together with the 1ncoherence of. analy31s exercised

under 1ts ausplces without. reference to that realiry’ upon

which it is brough; to bear. Personal knowledge, then, con- f )
‘ : : .- - *
stitutes a particularly suitable gntidot-e to the twin mani-

festations of objectivism in educational thought, whether of" oo
%, et : ougnt, i

the "empiricist or nominalist variety. _ .
- . . o . o . . . o o . B o i N . -& 7-

-
. -

[}
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‘1. Philgsophical Clarification s S
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The first four chapters of this thesis have employed
Polanyi's theo;y‘of;personal kno?ledge as exepplified in the
theory of tacit knowing as the tacit base fer an internal
anaiysis of O'Connorfs three eomponents of "education” both
in reference to O'Connor himself as well as to the linguistic
objectivisp as;found ia Peters and Hirst,_that'is, in the
realms of-philosobh%cal clarification,Ieducational;theory,
and the nature oleearning. By means of such an internal-
analysis it has been revealed that such objectivism appeals
in its eketcise to tacit roots which place objectivist pre-
stppositioas in default. Where such tacit roots have been
explititly rejected in'the hope of obtaining some impersonal
and incorrigible noetic criteria, internalt analysis has
shown that such rejection can lead to‘teptradiction, inco-
herence, and the deattﬂction of meaniag. An explicit state-

ment of these claims can now be made. ' i ‘

As has been seen, phiiosophical reflection fer Polanyi‘
consists in his "brlnglng to llght, and afflrmt‘g as my own,

the beliefs 1mp11ed in such of my &houghts and practlces as

I belleve to be valid." Such an affirmation constitutes' an

attempt to formulate.a "programme of self-identification."
That phllosophlcal reflectlon is so- constltuted follows ftom

the structure and process of tacit knowmng and is therefore

to be distinguished sharply from the activity of clarifica-

tibn where,'it is SUppOSed one can proceed Lo clarlfy one's

bellefs ‘in the absence of further bellefs, where it is main-

ey B i
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.tained that one can retrieve some pristine noetic residuum

by ‘'way of a cfiticaliy detached process of inferipr attrition.
In terms of the structuré;of tacit knowing sach beliefs con- -
stitute the subsidiary ternm byAvirtue of which ona'é-;houghts
and practices are validated and cannot, in the absence of

some further subsidiary framework, become the focal target

of critical thought in which they are presupposed. But there

is no further framework beyond one's ultimate beliefs which

might serve as a subsidiary frameork. Therefore, phllo-

sophical reflectlon of necessity is constltuted by a pro-

.

gramme of self-identification. 1In terms of the process of
tacit knoaing, ;hilosophical reflection culminating in that
programme of seif-identification neaeséarily involves com-
mitted indwelling in such beliefs as one believes valid,
necessarily involves an 1nter10rlzat10n of them in an.act of

focally attendlng to somethlng else in- their llght. As such,

they are unspec1f1ab1e in that act, belng 1rreduc1b1e to

.further bellefs by v1rtue of whlch their- valldlty might be

assessed and, equally, such beliefs are irreversible in the -
affirmation of that programme. One cannot, in affirming-

. . —— B
one's beliefs as one's own, render them_external to their

afflrmatlon and towards which one mlghf‘then strlke an atti-

]

tude of doubt or detachment.' Any cr1t1ca1 clarlflcatlon of -

one's'beliefs, where by .critical’” is taken to mean just that

-

posfure of doubt or detachment, leads to the destruction of ’

~

"meaning or-epistemological paralysis. .Further, the pro-

gramme of self-identification consisting in the affirmasion ..

-

of one's ultimate beliefs claims in its exercise that such

. - - -
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beliefs'are not merely subjective figments but rather thaq the
focal #arget ofﬁsucﬁ beliefs constitutes a reaiity independeént
of one's passive,‘interiOr ?téﬁeg. The‘progrémme of selﬁ—
identification\affirms that one's beliefs are of universal
vélidiéy} else/the affirmation is simply the affirmation not

to beiiéve. In éither ﬁase, and whether directly or obiiquely,
philosophical,refléction and-inquiry does, after all, concern

itself with those difficult and important questions about
hqé;n life and man's placé.and-prospects in the universe.
It does, after ail, issue those high-level directives for
education as Qell as pronouncé on God, ffgedom, immortality,

—

and the meaﬁing of life.
. 0'Connor's programme of self-identification, of ctourse,
consisted in bringing to light and affirming as his own the
péliefs implied in §uch of his thoughts and practices as he
beliéved to be vélid which, in é nutshell, consisted of the
affirmation that "metaphysical™ questions, siﬁce’they were
not amenable to the criteria of verificafion or falsifica-
tion, wégé inQalid. To eﬁgagg in that activity o% crificisﬁ
or clarificati®n aé enjoiﬁed by the ihjunctions 6f the
"revolution in philosophy™ is, of course, to;eﬁgagé'relativé
tﬂ the cohtent oﬁe-asc#ibes fo what it is to clgrify some-—
thing, and what it is to clarify something will;‘in its turh,
‘vary relative to the beliefs implied in such thoughts and
practices as one Be}ieves.talid. For 0'Connor, such beliefs
were ;hoﬁe gf.standard empiri;ism,-with:the consequence-thati'

his activity of criticism and clarification involved keeping -

his mind free from non-empiridal.nongensé._ The difficulty

q.- -

w
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‘was, howeuer,‘that_such empiricish'heing itself a subsidiary-
_frameuork of belief, 1nvalldates the clalm to "objectfuityf
-1n the course of such. crltlclsm or clarlflcatlon, and insofar
as that framework of subsidiary belief'cannot be validatef
under its own criteria and is itself "metaphysical" under
the definition, the act1v1ty is ‘self- contradlctory and

destructlve of meanlng

For{?eters the prograhme of self—identificatiop con-
sisted in bringing to light and affirming as his own thé N
,bellefs implied in such of his thoughts and practlces he
belleved to be va11d which- amounted to the belief that the
retrieval of meaning lay in uncovering the concept by way
of revealing the logically-necessarf condition for the use
of a word. The reason why he believed this rested upon his
subsidiary framework of linguistiec nominalism. For‘feteré;
the "revolution iu philosophy" did not enjoin that act1v1ty

of cr1t1c1sm or clarlflcatlon almed at freeing one' s, mlnd

from non-empirical nonsense since there‘existed no typical

abstract referent which the word denoted. = Neither, forlthét

matter, was there any mysterious inner enti ¥ or process by

which the word may'be.so brought to bear. ere was only

‘usage. The activity of criticism o 1ficatioﬁ thereforeh

-

meant dlStlﬂgUlShlng the central from the perlpheral use,

the. trunk from the shoots, a11 of course, fron the perspec-

'

tive of the detached spectator. The dlfflculty was, however,

-

7that Peters nomlnalism did in fact constitute a.subsidiary

framework oi,belief with the result- that-the spectatorlal

posture itself was in default. In so far as has.programme

]




2. Educational Theory

function in such an assessment. In order to determine whether

of self- 1dent1f1catlon adhered to its own prxnc1p1es, on the

other hand in so far as' it issued no hlgh—level directive

br'p:escription, Peters could not attribute simple possession

of the ‘concept in others by way of the public criterion; he
could not determine.what the logically necessary condition

for the  use of a word was since he d1d not know what samples.

L4

to lay out. to look for its defining characterlstlcs' he could
not understand concepts in terms of other concepts since the
word and the concept_were identical and the uses of words

were legion. Where Peters adhered to his own criteria em-

_bodied in the programme of self-identification, in other’

words, his activity of criticism or clarification resulted

in the destruction of meaning.

."

A theory, for Polanyi;-is like a brobe or péir of
spectacles, that by which-one-examines‘o;her-thihgs in.its.

light. As one cannot examine one's spectécles in the ‘act

_of looking through them at something else, so a theory is

functionally unspecifiable in the act of employing it to

Fad

examine that which it renders meaningful. But this sense of

theory-~in-use is not the sense conveyed by O'Connor's second
component of "education,™ it being rather the question of

what is’to count as theory-properly conceived and,'more

specifically, what “is to count as educational theory. How-

ever, the structure and process of tacit knowing still

i

a theory is to count as such, one must rely subsidiarily upon

301
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lleves to be valid. It is at the level of such metatheory

302

lfurther;theory.in terms of which accreditation will be be-

stowed or withheld. To determine whether a theory is to .

count as' theory is, in effect, to rely on ahtecedent meta-
theory which is ultlmately phllosophlcal in nature; belng
1dent1cal here with rellance upon thet programme of self-
1dent1f1cat;on by whlch one afflrms as one's own the beliefs-
implied in such of one's thoughts and practlces as one be-
“where Q' Connor and lest part‘company.. E

o' Connor has aSSured us that second order. clarifica-
tion directed towards that set of" values or “ideals embodied
and expressed‘in the purposes for which knowledge and. skills
and attitudes are imparted and so directing-the amount and
types of training that is given, that is, the proper province. .
of philoeophy, hes nothing to do with that set of theories ‘
which phrport to explain or justify the use of techniqﬁes

for imparting knowledge, skills and attitudes, such theories

.being the proper. province of educational theory. -But, since

-

educational theory’in the tripartite construct omly purports
to explain orrjustify the use of-such techniques but in fact
does not do-so,_it is theory only by virtue of courtesy -
However O Connor s criteria of what COﬂStltUteS theory bear

.

a strlklng resemblance to his empiricist programme of self-

1dent1f1qatlon, those beliefs implied in such of his thoughts

and practices as he believes to be valld His criteria, in

other wordS, constitute just that set of values and ideals
which he explicitly rejected as having nothing to do w1th

the second component of "educatioﬁ." In simultaneously reject-




LI

1ng and employlng hlS own tacit b351s for ‘the determlnatlon

of. what is to count as educat10na1 theory, O Connor finds-
himself.in contradlctlon with hlS own premises. In addltlcn

to. self-contradlctlon, o' Connor s reductlonlst programme

“also serves to destroy that by which educat10na1 theory derlves

its meaning. As his own conceptLon of theory failed to satlsfy

its own cr1terla of explanatlon for nothlng was ever puzzllng

where the expllcandum was sﬁbQ_hly subsumed under antecedent

true bellef, it equally fails'to_comprehend that embodied in

any list of educational aims, however carefully they may be

-

disguised by their propeser. But -that which is so embodied

is nothing other than 52963;;eluee‘and ideals which lie at
the level “of philcéophy and philoéophy, under.the neginition,
can have nothing to offet to theory. Such vaiues and ideals
eluded O’Qonno;'s criteria, there being no settled way of
vetifying them, yet they.are 1nev1tab1y found in educat10na1

theory. 1In the act of renderlng neanlngless that by which -

educatlonal theory derlvee’lts coherence, 0’ Connor then pro-

o«

'ceeded with his only option, that of w1thhold1ng the attrlbu-‘

L2

tion of theoretical respectablllty. ' o

Unlike 'O"Coonor who maintained that there existed- no

relatlon between qpat set of values and 1deals whlch was the

object of phllosophy and educatlonal theory which purported

to explain or justi?y the use of techniques for imparting

.knowledge, skills and attitudes, in spite of the fact that

his clarification of such theory as deserving _the title

; 4 - only
by -virtue-of courtesy rested squarely upon justthaf_re}dgzz:t

A . - e
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for Hirst the issue_was some determination of the nature of

- .that relation lest educatiorial theory be reduced to a collec-

3

tion-of-pieces'of psychology. _Philosophy was to play a

central role in educatlonal theory even where, by phllosophy,

was meant only the clarzflcatlon of dlfflCU1tleS of a loglcai

or conceptual klnd. The dlfflculty was to elucldate the

-

manner in- whlch philosophy did so contrlbute but where, on

the one hand there dld‘not‘exlst_a relation of direct implica-

tion since philosophy.was but one of a range of.contributo:y

discipliues, and,on the other,.hhere educatiohal ‘theory. did -

" not constitute an autonomous dlsc1p11ne in its own rlghm

whereby, on the basis of 1ts own sui generis crlterla, it —

..

mlght select from among its contributory elements theotetlcal
knowledge relevant to its practical_concerns, with what ought
to be done. The puzele was to determine what it was toodraw
upon and cojointly consider offerings f:om:the range of con-
tributory dlsc1p11nes in the absence of such crlterla and‘

where phllosophy 1tse1f wgw/but one of such dlSClpllneS.

Of course, Hirst does not mean by philosophy only

-

the clarlflcatlon of logical or conceptual d1ff1cu1t1es

‘incorrigible noetic criteria by reference to the concepts -

since he employs it to advance his notlon of educat10na1
theory, and does so by direct implication. In what may be
taken as his suhsidiary programme of seif;idqntitfcation.he.
utilizes a rationalistic idealism appealing for vali@ity'to‘
a nominalist conception of usage: It is rationalistic and

ide2list in the sense that his forms of knowledge sought

internal to the forms themselves, without reference to




-

metaphysical. realism";.. it was -nominalist in the'sensg‘:hat'

-

against- experlence, ‘were tautologlcallr’valzdated in terms

of their approprlate usage, by the correct use of the term

which was 1dentrgal to the ‘concept within a particular form

305

such concepts, as well ij;jﬁﬁdr logical structures and tests .

of kndwledée; _fn so far ‘as Hirst knew that educational theory , -

was not a form but ﬁ domain since it lacked just these sui

generis concepts, structures and tésts,'hiS‘cla;m that there
. , : o : X o T
exists no relation of direct implication between philosophy"

'and educatlonal theory is in contradlctlon with his actual

practlge. In so far as Hirst adhered to his criteria of.the

identity of concept aqd'correc;'ugaée, he could not tell us

how one knew, in-fact, that one was'using the term correctl},_
, . e

r

nor, in view of his llngulstlcally ob3ect1v1st renderlng of

his forms of knowledge, could he tell 'us. how one did, in

-fact, draw upon and c0301nt1y con51der those offerings to-
educatlonal theory so that. one, mlght know what ought to be

dong. .In the absence df the activity of tacit knowing
iﬁvolving the ability to integrate and apply- the forms of
knowledge and which itself is not any one of these forms- but

which is rather presupposed in their use, a view of educa-

- ‘e e .
tional theory which appeals to them for support is incoherent.

3. The Nature of Leérning .. " :

Since comprehension, that act of relying upon sub-

szdlary clues while 1ntegrat1ng them. into the focal entlty

whlch they JOlntly constltute which then becomes the meaning

of those clues, can never in the theory of personal knowledge

"
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- he . can-learn.- T

- ' '
Nt , -

b@jabsent from any act of knowlng, so it can never be absent
- -~ ~
from any act of learnlng, such belng but a spec1al case. of

~knowing taken in the.context of schoolzng Viewed?ﬁrom the. -

-

perspectlve of the learner, the act1v1ty of learning paral—

lels in its structure and process the range of conscious

» , -

acts from that of perceptlon through to ~that.of discovery:.

-

Indeed, learnlng taken frqm—the perspective of the learner

is discovery.: Wh?ther it be the words of the teacher or-.the

-

text of a book, the subszdlary clues are 1nter10rlzed in Lhe

act. of 1ntegratkng them into the focal. coherence whlch is
thelr meaning. The learner 1slnecessarily committed to

-

these clues in the act of learnlng since He cannot‘smmul-

taneously make them the obJects of focal attention which
would result in the destructjon of that meaning they were
intended to convey.  As w1th discovery, the act of learning

is unspeclflable as it 1nvolves the cr0551ng of that "1031:31

gep separatlng ‘such clues from their coherent integration.

There exist no prescriptions for the acquisition of "con-

J

noisseurship,“ no formula determlnlng the act of comprehen—
»

-

sion. Yet the learner must give alleglance to the truth of
the teacher's own 1ntegratlon in terms of which he ditects
his'focai‘ettention on that forming its basis. - Toi%kte— -
fiorize -the tacit base of learning is to destrof the“learning
it was intended.to produce. In thg'bhegry of persona}l know-

ledge, all‘Iearning is; atuleast imnitially, 4 process of

apprenticeship,'requiginé that the fearner believe before’

- - — - - — -
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As with the nature of theory, 0'Connor's view of the

process of iearning as embodied in the hypothetical-deductive

method was a direct outcome- of his philosophical presupposi-

tions. His third component of "education," 1fib the second,

wes implﬁoit in the-first.' To view the proposal of“an

™. -
hypothe51s ‘to account for an unexpected or anomalous faffﬂzﬂf
the deductlon from this hypothe51s that certain other facts

Y

are observable, and the checklng of thls deductlon by observa-

tion as the obJectlve and paradigmatic ;xpre551on constltutlve

-

of . the act of Iearnlng, is to rely on antecedent phllosophl—
cal bellef

here in the form of standard emp1r1c1sm.

'/O'Connor's clarifitation of the process of learning by

reference to that method is thektefore. in obvious contradic-

[ 3

tion with"his own contention that phiiosophy can have nothing

to offer to a theory ofliearning. As a consequence, O'Connor

joins those wrlters he charge//wlth tradlng in metaphysical

(_statements such as Plato, the mediaeval scholastics and

-

brd

li

Ry
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‘modérn Chrlstlan wrlters for his statements in regard to "

learning are not believed Just‘because they form™ part of an

- -

J'

*Afeducatlonal theory bot because they feature 1n-a ph1loSOphy

-t

whlch is already belleved on other grounds.

-

Where such tacit 'roots in the form of philosophical’

.

presuppositioﬁ?ﬁ?ehexpkicitly rejei£§& by way of an attempt
B}

to secure impersonal epistemological criteria, the outcome

is not heightened cla ity but destruction of meaning. ‘gn

. 1mpersonal proposal of an hypothe31s teo account for anomaly'

falled to determine how anomaly is itself recognlzed as

well as. the process o{bhypothesis generation; the deduction
e .



. : . e h
- S S 4

f 3 . Ty
P

_;from this hypothesis that certain other facts are-obeervablef

] -

traded on a positivistic notion of what it was to be a fact

the suppre531on of the nature of the 1nference 1nvolved and

b the unspec1f1able quallty of the act of observat;on- the

checklng of this deductlon by observation glossed over the.

1ndeterm1nate character of verlflcathn and fals;flcatlon

¢

by way of appeal to a pr1nc1p1e which transcended the model

.it was intended to exemplify. In the course ‘of his’ clarlfl—

catlon of the nature of learnlng then, where O Connor ful-

filled the conditions of tacit knowing in the form of'§ub-

»

sidiary relmance on antecedent philosophjcal bellef yet
rejected the ualldlty of such conditions, he was gu1lty of

self -contradiction; where his clarlflcatlon proceeded on

- I

the basis of that rejection, the model did net so much

clarify the nature of learning but rather rendered it

b

incomprehensible. ¥
' »i

From his second-order pexch Peters assumed the specta-

“u

torlal posture in hls attempt to uncover the loglcally

necessary condition for:what it was to learn in the "full
sense." Prlnclpal was the explicitness condltlon that learn-

rng to count as learnlng does so by virtue of the specifi-

ablllty of the task sense of the term, g2 'condition whlch

t

ruled out things llke picking thlngs up. Peters own task,
then, ,was to render explicit the exp11c1tness condltlon by
way of uncoverlng the concept of learnlng. The inexplicit—

ness ,of the concept hqwever remained romantically aloft

__in _spite. of the. glare of Peters' analysis-which"was*directed‘

at irt. He could not render exp11c1t what it was to learn

N\

-



priociples, how one postulates what is unobservable to ekpla?n

what is observable, nor could he uncover -the logically neces-

sary condition'grounding the acquisition of higher-level
principles where, in violation of the lessons of the "revolu-

tion An phiIOSOphy,f he observed_fhat words like "insight"
~

s " are u§ed. Similarly, his quest for ‘the logically necessary
-) L cqnditign for the teaqhing‘qﬁ'prénciples proved abortive.
Lo 'wTo feach princibléé is to engage in Socratié‘dialbgue whereby

tﬁp stgdent éomes to incorporate his own critic who then

- o . ’ . : ‘ .

proceeds to formulate objections to his own assumptions until

he hits.>on something:to which he can find no further objec-
d ° b - ' " - ® .
tions, resulting in a noéetic residuum of unimpeachable

3 .- R . - -

j - -clarity. The difficulty is'that the criteria in terms of
which the critic formulates his objections to his own assump-
tions are, in that act, inexplicit and "tacit, the subsidiary

.. . o “.,‘
» programme of self-identiffcation constituted not by an objec-

-

‘>~ thoughts and practices as one believes to be valid. Where
) Peters' uncovering of the logically necessary condition con-

»

stitutes such ‘an affirmation of belief in respect to the

.~ nature of learning, his objectivist presuppositions are in
YL s . A . ! . i

defaulti. where the logically necessary condition is sought

in terms of an--explie®t and impersonal ugage, the result is
£ - o ' .
destruction of meaning.

AN

In Hirst's clarification of the nature of learhing by

way of an eluc1dat10n of what it was to come to. thlnk hlstorl—

-

'cally, ‘the c1rcular1ty of word and concept becomes pateﬂt.

]
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tive noetic residuum but by one's ultimate beliefs inesuch ég_
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. To lfarn to think historically was to come to Tecognize the

—_

rules which govern the meaningful use of historical concepts
. ~

and the valid use of hlstorlcal propositions, all 1ssu1ng .7
el

out lnto valld hlstorlcal explanatlons. To learn to thlnk
‘hlstorlcally, in other words was to glve valld hlstorlcal
explanations by stlcklng to the rules which determined the
meaningful use of hlstorlcal terms and the valid use of
propositions embodying such terms. However, Hirst never did

show what these rules were; whether they were the rules which

governed the network of his&orical_goncépts or terms, the .

-

rules by which meaningful historical propositions may be

formed employing those terms, .or the rules governing the

relations between such propositions thus formed so that one

might then give valid historical explanations. The model

reduces to the view that if the terms employed in forming

meanlngfui prop051t10ns were valid, such propositions being'
meaningful by virtue of .the validity'of'thoée terms, then

the hlstorlcal explanatlons given in terms of those. meanlngful "

-
- A

prop031t10ns were valid. An h15tor1ca1 explanatlon was valld o

N -

by v@®rtue of sticking to the rules for the meaningful use of
propositions which were meaningful by virtue of sticking to-
the rules for the valid use of -historical terms or concepts.

0f course the’ entlre question of valldlty and meaningfulness,
one rather central to comlng to think hlstorlcally and in
5 ' - .

learning to come to thlnk in this way, is never touched

Where lest is in posse531on of such meanlngfulness and

valldlty so that he can recognlze a valld hlstorlcal explana—

.- .
i
I



‘govertly to tacit roots and thereby throws its own presup-
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.

tion when he sees one, he is so_by way of a subszdlary aware-

ness of that:’ 1ntef§bﬁ§&ve framework in terms of whlch that-
L : :

_explanatlon derlves its valldatlng power, not by stlcklng to -

any obJectlvely conceivied rules goverlng the behavzour of.

concepts, propositions and explanationS' where, on the other
hand‘ he employs suéh rules to account for the valldlty of"

hlstor;cal explanations and grounds a view of hlstorlcal

understanding generally in their terms,. the 6utc6me is not

greater objective clarity but rather dncoherence in respect

to the concept of hlstorlcal validity, of what is involved

in thlnklng hlstorlcally, and what is involved in learnlng

to thrnk in thls way._ With Hirst, as wrth o' Connor and

“Peters, 1nternaI analy51s has revealed that eplstemolog1cal

-

objectivism in the realms of phllosophlcal clarlfloatlon,

educatlonal theory, and the nature of learning either appeals

'posrtlons into.default or, where such tacit-roots are

explicitly refected, whether in the form of ‘empirical veri—
fication or by appeal to the rules'of-usage, sdch rejectioﬁ
culminates in the destruction of that-which philosophical
analysis purported- to clarify.’ But what} then, are these
"tacit roots"? What is Polanyi's theory of personal know-

ledge,his concept of tacit knowing?

B P L R

.AJL:—.-_‘\:-.‘ .



oy

1. The Structure of Tacit Knowing
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F

B. Polanvi's Thé;ry.of Tacit Knowing

- I
- - ]
F)

~

a) Percepfion: The Tacit Integration of Subliminal and

ﬁé;gigal Clues ' ' ' ST
. _Perception for Polanyi wds "the very paradigm of' the

structure which I have-postﬁlated-for all kinds of knowledge

at all levels."' It was that which provided "the bridge be-

. ‘ . 2
‘tween the higher creative powers and bodily processes,"” that

which at one time manifested the purposive character of ap-

-

prehension and the reality of the "gestalten™ or coherent

entities thereby apprehended.3 Sensations were not objectified

1"The Scientific Revolution," The Student World,
Vol. 3 (1961), p. 293. :

-

. 2The.Tacit Dimension (New York: Doubleday & Co.,
Inc., 1967), p. 7. - . ' |
3

Polanyi acknowledged his debt-to Gestalt psychology
which had demonstrated that we recognize a whole by seeing its
parts differently than when it is seen in isolation. However,
he went beyond Gestalt theory in two important ways: he gave
the act by which "gestalten" are perceived a "logical struc-
ture" and he ascribed purposeful intervention to the perceiver

who saw them. "I have covered the same ground in somewhat
modified terms,'

" he writes,

=
' in order to bring out the logical

structure in which a person commits him- T

self to certain beliefs and appreciations,
~and accepts certain meanings by deliberate-

ly merging his awareness of certain par-

ticulars into a fogcal awareness of a whole.

This logical structure is not apparent in

the automatic perception of visual and -
auditory wholes from which Gestalt psy- ~ -
+chology derived its prevailing generaliza-

tions. (P.K., op. .¢it., p. 57.)

In The Study of Man (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1959) Polanyi emphasizes the intentional nature of his theory

of perception which further distinguishes it from Gestalt
psychology.

Psychologists have described our percep-
tion of gestalt as a passive experience,

T
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primary deta impinging indifferently and at random_ﬁﬁon.bes-

—

sive sensory faculties but were, in themselves, without |

- significance until integrated by our perceptual powers. . It~
is in the act’of perceptual'integration that structure .and

purpose meet, an act that is tacit in the sense that it relies

upon clues'whlch cannot be spec1f1ed An.the performance of
that ac; ;Fself. In spite of ;he'fadt,'for example, that
one's hand moving in front of one's ﬁ%ce is seen.at_diffe}ent
angles '‘and under varying illuminations, it‘appears as one,
unchanging object d;seinci from its backéround by virtue of
such powers of\percebtual integration. The achiegement of
coherence rests upon the integration of Oariables.both:within

the ,perceptual field and within the perceiver himself,

variables which Polanyi has termed, respectivaly, "marginal"l

~

.and "subliminal" clues.

#) Marginal Clues

Marginel clues are those "eumberless itemsrthat con-
tribute to my seeing my-hand in front of me. They are known
to me mainly by obsefving the various deficiencies caused by
cutting out these several items."" 6b5efving one's hand

moving towards the eye through a pinhole in a piece'of paper,

the hand appears to swell or grow larger'rathef than approach

without envisaging that it represents a
method-—and indeed the most general
method—~for acquiring knowledge.: They
were probably unwilling to recognize.
that knowledge was™shaped(by the kno d@
personal action. (p. 28)

4 .
_ Chapten_II,_TPersonal.Knowledgewﬂ-in Meaning, op.
cit., p. 33.

\
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the eye.'ESuch de-realiza;iop';esults froﬁ the elimination of .
the marginal clues lying in the field of visioﬁ which could
be viewed in'tHemfelves, if so deéigeﬁ,:but.which in the act
of perceptual integration are purposefull; relégaﬁed_to tﬁe

background. Were such marginal clues viewed directly in
themselves,-tﬂe same de—realizaﬁion would occur as in the .
case of their elimination. - The point is that in the act of
perception, nothing is ever obserQEd as such in itself. .
"What we see and hear," ﬁﬁlanyi points out, "depends in a
_éhousand ways on the prepéredhess of our ﬁind and on our
intelliggnt participatioh in makiﬁg but what it is that we

5
see.and hear."

4i) Subliminal Clues

Unlike the marginal clues which may or may not be -

observed in themselves the subliminal clues in perceptual
integration cannot be observed directly.

The main clues on which perception
relies are in fact deeply hidden -
inside the bodvy and cannot be experi-
enced in themselves by the perceiver.
Though we may notice the strain in our
eyes and are aware of the position of
our head, the intricate pattern of
internal stimuli arising. from the adjust-
ment of the lenses of our eyes, from
. , the muscles controlling the convergence -
of the eyeballs,” from the inner ear,
etc., and the elaborate-system by which
our perception makes us aware of the
data in the gppearance of the objects

S"On the Modern Mind," op. cit., p. 16. °
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;e‘are‘léoking at, these can hard%y be
experienced in themselves at all.

The_mafginal clues which are found'in,éhe field of
:Qisioﬂ'yet thdﬁ'éré'ﬁériﬁhéfél in thé sense that they are
not the objects'of explicit attention, together‘with the )
sub;iminal,clues which are largely unspecifiab;e in them- %
selves, are made, in the act of perceptual integration, to
bear upon their joint target which is the object of explicit
or focal attention. The structure of tacit knowing maintains
that there is and that there can be no focal awareness of an
object without the roots-of'such awareness. lying in thé.
realm of the imexplicit, of subsidiary awareness. Furtpef,
such subsidiary awareness as constituted by the tacit réliénce

upon margiﬁal and subliminal clues is to be distinguished

from focal awareness in qualitative terms. "Focal and sub-

6"The Unaccountable Element in Science," Philosophy,
Vol. XXXVII, No. 139 (January, 1962), p. 10 (italics, his).
Also in Philosophy Today, Vol. 6, No. 3/4-(Fall, 1962), and
in Grene, Knowing and Being, op. cit. "It may seem strange,"
Polanyi points out in "Science and Religion: Separate Dimen-
sions or Common Ground," op. cit., p. 6 (italies his):

. - . to.identify the way the internal data
.0of perception determine the external image
of the perceived object with the-relation
between the parts of ‘a whole and the whole
which they form. But I am onlyﬂ}dentifying
the structure of knowing of thesé two
relations.

The structure is one of reliance or dependency upon such clues
while simultaneously directing conscious attention towards

the object perceived. We rely. upon the constellation of mar-
ginal angd subliminal clues "for  attending to their joint
meaning which in this case” (that of perceptioa) "appears to
us in terms of the shape, colour, size, position, and other
visible features of an object." ("Tacit Knowing: Its Bear-
ing on Some Problems in Philosophy," in Grene, Knowing and
Being, op. cit., p. 162.) '

- ' -
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sidiary awareness," Polanyi emphasizes,” are definitely not
. - .

two degrees of attention but two kinds of attehtipﬁ“given to
the same particulars."7‘ One may see a vase at the centre of
a framed picture 6r oné hay see two faces separated by an
empty space, or, similarly, one may see a biack.spot on;a

white background or a white background with a hole in itc.

In either case, the particular§ are identical and what one

-

sees focally depends upon which grouping of particulars has
been cast into the subsidiary mode. Nothing is predeter-

2
N - .
mined in perception. "There is-always a measure of choice in

our manner of perception," Polanyi points out, "and whenever

we see something in one way we c;;%yi.see it at the same

. . . 8 - = -
time in-a different way."" . .

iii) The Triadic Structure of Perception

In looking at olir hand moving across our field of

vision we are attending focally to an object separated from’

4

7"Knowing and Being,™ Mind, Vol. 70 (1961), p. 463
(italics his). (Also in Grene, op. cit.) Polanyi equally
distinguishes subsidiary awareness from sub-conscious or pre=-
conscious awareness on the grounds that the latter, unlike ‘
the former,does not figure in_a logical or structural relation. .

The relation of clues to that which they
indicate is a logical relation similar

~ to-that which a premise has to .the in-=
ference drawn from it, but with the
important difference that tacit infer-
ences drawn from clues are not explicict.
They are informal, tacit. ("The
Structure of Consciousness," op. ¢it.,
p. 316, italics his.)

8 The Nature of- Scientific Convictions,” in F. Schwartz
(ed.), Scientific Thought and Social Realitvy: Essavs by =
Michael Polanyi, Psychological Issues, Vol. VIII, No. 4,

Monograph 32 (New York: International Universities Press, _
Inc., 1974), p. 55.

~
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_the subliminal and_marginél clues integrated into the appeaq;}

ance of that object. THe subsidiary clues residing in thé -

mode of subsidiary awareness collective%y constitute the

"proximal term" while the object of focal awareness consti
o . 9 . . < ' -
- tutes the "distal term." But the proximal term is not/linked :

to the distal term of its own accord. "The relation bf a

subsidiary to its focus," Polanyi maintains; "is formed by

A nl0

the act of a person who 1ntegrates one’ toihe %ther. The

act of 1ntegratlon becomes clearer in the v1ew1ng of a

‘stereo picture than in the case of observing our hand,

.

since here the proximal and distal terms are the same thing

but viewed differently.

Their joint image might be regarded as

a whole, composed of the two pictures

as its parts. But we can get closer to

an understanding of what is going i}

'Hére if we note that, when looking®

‘through a stereo viewer, we see a

stereo image at the focus of our atten-

tion while we are aware of the two .

stereo pictures in'some peculiar non- ' ' -
focal way. We seem to look through~_~

these pictures, or past—them, while

we-look straight at. their joint image. . ' -
We are indeed aware of them only as
guides to the image on which we (fogus
cur attention. I can describe this
relationship of the two pictures to” -
the stereo image by saying that the-

two pictures function as subsidiaries

to seeing their joinEliqage which is

their joint Jieaning.

-

Polanyi's usage is drawn from the language of
anatomy. See The Tacit Dimension, op. cit., p. 10.

1O"Personal Knowledge," in Meaning, op. cit., p. 38

(italics his). ) S
Wll"ﬁogic”éhd Psfchoidg}}' The Amerlcan Psychologlst, N

Vol. 23 (1969), p. 29 (italiecs his).

L
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- 'The;twd_éxéméles, the'mbving'haﬁd_and'the stefeo-pic;'
ture, br%ng out the ﬁwoﬁfold nature'.bf the tria&ic structure-
of tacif awareness.. When‘the subsidiary clues are separaged'
from their focal-targec és with thehmoving hand, the peréon
(A) relies tacitly .on the marginal and subliminal clues (B)
in the act of integrating .them in their bearing on the o%Jecg
of focal attentlon (cy. When the §u551dlar1es are identical
_ with their focal 'target as'with ;he‘stgreo-picture, the
person (A) intégrates the clues iﬂ the form‘oﬁ_the.;yp_ﬁic—__
tures (B) into the image which thef joinilf éonstitute (C).
The po%iﬁffg-that it is éhe person who nécessarilf performs
the iﬁiegration an 1ntegrat10n by virtue of which the triadic
structure is both initiated and sustained. In the absence

of such tacit integration the triadic structure.collapsés

and there is no perception.

The triadic structure of perception in which sub-

sidiary clues are brdught.to.bea: upon their target by -the

perceiver is amplified in four "aspects” Polanyi attributes
“ R .

to tacit awareness. The vectdrial quality of the clues

. Ll .

directed towards their focus constitutes the "functional

aspect”" of tacit awareness. S:bsidiary awareness is sib-
sidiary only by_vi;tue of its function in the triad, the )
proximal pole éf the proximal-distal réiation. "In ;ub-A
ordinating the Subsid{ar} to the focal," Polanyi points ouf,,”_.

"tacit knowing is directed from the first to the second. .I

call this the functlonal aspect of tacit knowlng Slnce

thls funct10na1 relatlonshlp is set up bEtween the kinds



Y

. 12
of awareness, its. dlrectedness is necessafmlm conscious.'

By v1rtue of their so functlonlng, the sub31diar1es undergo

a transformatlon in appearance——they look dlfferent than they

-
-

d1d in 1solat10n. V&hls transformatlon Polanyl calls the

) 5
.

phenomenal aspect” of tacit awareness in whlch "Wevare

e Lothew =

aware in general of the proxlmal term of an act of tacit
knowing in the appearance of its distal term; or, in other 1

words, we are aware of that from which'we are attending t

—
[

another thing, in the appearance of that thing." 3 As a
- - ’d -
- - -
result of the transformation of the sgggiﬂiaries into their -

focal image, the distal term becomes the "meaning™ of those

e

subsidiaries, that by which the subsidiaries gain their ——f“""’-f__

coherence. The sterec image, for 1nstance, is the meaning

_of the individual ste;eoscoplc p;ctures._ This is the

"semantic aspect of tacit awaréness.lé' Finally, there is
- - ' A S T
12"The Logic o?ﬂ¥acit Inferenee,"’in.Grene, Khowing -
and Being, op. cit., p. 141 (italics his). Also in Philosophy,
Vol. XLI, No. 155 (Jan. 1966). . ) o . :

""Science and Man S Place in the Unlverse, op. cit.,
59 (italigs hlS)
4 J.
L In The Study of Man (Chicago: University of Chlcago
.Press, 1959) Polanyi writes, in respect to the semantic ‘
aspect of tacit awareness, that: . ‘ ':” -

-

We hay say-that when we comprehend a par-
ticular set of items as parts of a whole,. . .
the focus of our attention is shifted from 0
the hitherto uncomprehended particulars

_to the understanding of their joint mean-
.ing. This shift of attention does not

make us lose sight of the particulars,

since we can ‘see a whole only by seeing

its parts, but it changes altogether the
manner in which we are aware of the par-
ticulars.” We become aware of them now in . . ... .
terms of the whole on which we have fixed : A
our attention. (pp. 29-30, italics his.)

. /
.o ) \_,,._-
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the recognition of that which tells us what tacit awareness

is an awareness of. The "ontological aspect"” of tacit aware-

{2

ness "thus—implies the claim that its result is an aspect df Lo
reality.which, as sﬁch, may yet ;eyeal its“trdth in" an inex-
hauStiblg range of unknown and perhaps still unthinkable |
ways."lé Tn the triadih‘structu;e of perception, then, it

is the semantic and phenomenal aspects of tacit awareness

T \ . 3 g .
which lie on the perceiver's side of the triad, the onto- &
logical which lies on the side of the perceived, and the

functional aspect of tacit awaren%iidyﬁich united the two.
-

-b) The Tfiadic Structure 'of Skills and Skilful Knowing :

i) Skills - I . : - F
~ The t?ia@ic'strucgure'constituting the act ii/nifcepe

tion is extended by Polanyi to comprehend the exe;C}se_oﬁ

) -

skilful performance. Where in perceﬁtion the subsi%iary/
_ . : - ] . J .
clues were integrated tacitly by the perceiver in the act
B 3 -

of integrating them to bear upon the object oI al atten— -

tiom, “ir skilful performance it is the premisgsnderlying

the skill which are integrated subsidjfarily by the performer

in its successful execution. "Indg€d," Polanyi maintains,
L] .
. . . the premisses of
discovered focally prior to s perform-
ancey nor even understood\i plicitly
stated by others, before we ourgelves have
"experienced its.performance, .wheher by
- watching it or by engaging in it ourselves.
In performing a'skill we are therefore -
acting on certdin premisses of which we .

skill cannot be

;??The Logic of Tacit Inference,! op. cit.; p. l&4L.



-

. . by /winding along a series of appropriate : )
/’<ffﬁ\\\,/L;‘ . c¥rvatures. .

.exercise,

- picttre contains a vase and not two faces.

ey

) B o v

are focally ignorant but which we knxw
subsidiarily as part of our mastery of
that skill, and which we may get to know

focally by analysing the way we achieve
a success (or what we bélieve to Eg suc—.
‘cess) in the skill in question.

. oy - . N
In the execution of skilled performance, then, it is

. 3 .
— )

the performer-wﬁb fu¥fils the functional component in its
the - integration of a complex pattern of muscular
co- ordlnatlon in accordance w1th the premises “or rules while

attendlng focally to its proper executlon which then'becomes

the "meaning" of that co- ordlnatlon. The point is that such

performance, like perception, relies .upon elements which are

necessarily' tacit: “one can no more be told explicitly how
to tide-é_bicycle by .reference to the antecedent premises

underlying that skill than one can be told explicitly that a

L}

-

In eéch‘case,

whether in the form of sub31d1ary awareness of perceptual

clues or of the Tules gu1d1ng successful practlce, there

A -

16P P.X., op. cit., p. 162.

underlylng skilful performance, Polanyi. glves the case of the
cyelist.

&
13

' The rule observed by ‘the cycl:st is this.
When 'he starts falling to the right he turns
the handlebars to the rlght so that the
course of the bicycle is deflected along a
curve towards the right. This results in
o a centrifugal force pushing the cycklst to
. " the left  and offsets the gravitational force .
agging him down to the right. This
mandguvre presently throws the cyclist out
of balance to the left, which he counteracts
by Yurning the handlebars.to the left; and
S0 phe continues to keep himself in balance

A simple .analysis shows that -
or a given angle of imbalance the curvature
R ©f each winding is proportidnal to the square
s of the speed at which the cyclist is proceed—.
s 1ng. (Ibid., pp. 49 50)

. 1

321

i

As an> example of the premises

|

ek A it e camd

g

NP P BT ) PR PRRE Y Rt



\
v

" resides a residuum of ineffability resistant to formulation, .

a residuum which is not margimal bdt rather central to the

structure of b&%h perception and skilled performance. . ‘

. ' ) N
: . T

ii) Skilful Knowing . »

.~ The Recogmnition-of Comprehensive Entities. :The triadic

.

structure found ig the exercfée_of acts of perception and
skills is extended by Pdlanyi to that of skilfuyl knowing

where knowledge comprises the distal pole in the proxlmal—

-dlstal'rela;10n317. Such knowledge may .consist in the recog-

nition of a comprehensive entity, that'is, one.comprised

of.multiple.particulars and where.such recegnition transcends

simple perception of objects bgpyfitue of -its cognitive con-

®ent. The comprehensive entities whiich may be recognized:

. -

by Such skilful-knowingtuq@be as simple as that of a neigh-
bour's yface.’ We recognize him dally and we would betable .

Lo diétinguish him in a multitude, vet we‘canhot specify-
the content of such knowledge explicitly either in the form

of the particulars constituuiﬁé the joint image of his face,
T : . [N - N NS
particulars upon which we subsidiarily rely in the act of

T
1ntegrat1ng them into that image, -or in the form of exp% cit’

.

spec1flcat10n of that lntegratlon in terms of whlgﬁ'the

”

-

features are so constituted. Yét it,is in terms of that

integration which such features de;}qe their meaning. "I
= - - - -»
17 . T -

For Polany1 there is no‘d;stlnctlon-ln structural
terms between knowlng that” and -"knowing how." In The Tac1t
Dimension (op. " ¢it., p. 7) he points out that "These two
aspects QE knowing lave a similar structure and neither.is
ever presént without thé other. .. . . I shall always speak-.

“of 'knguwing; ' therefere, to cover: both practical and theoreti—

cal knowledge."
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have said that we can never be sure of identifying the 'particu-

lars of a physiognomy," Polanyi maintains. ' "I may add now

+

that ther.could never be identified at all excep% by attend- .
Jat < - < L

'ing.to the physioghomy as a whole."ls' In perception the

éubliminﬁl and rginal clues provided‘ﬁhe subsidiary element

-

- in the.triadic stjucture where such clues were integrated

by the percelven in ;helr bearlng upon their focal target;

in skllful performance it was the rules -otr the premises

underlying the performance which provided ihe subsidiary

component. In the recognition of comprehensive entities as.
. - - .

an instance of skilful knowing, whethér it be simply the

recbgnition of a familiar physiognomy or the expert recogni=

tion of a specimen as béing true to type, there is a double

indeterminacy. While the features comprising the subsidiary

particulars upon .which recognition takes place are them-
- - . _ e
~selves unspecifiable, they are related functionalily to their

focalﬂtarget, to their joint integration which is itself not:

.explicitly specifiable, yet that by which the particulars® .
acquire their coherence. "In the recognition of comprehensive
: Ty . 0 . RS

- v

en%ﬁtiqg,'the triadic structur® of awareness pre-figured in

. perception remains intact, while its proximal and distal -

terms become incredsingly tacit,

- ' A

L. b'Articulation.j "Wgrmus; realize,"”". Polanyi points out,

.+ . . . that to use language is.a performance
- of the same kind as our integration of

.

- 'ls"Clues to an Understandlng of Mind and Body," in
T.J. Good,ﬁThe Scientist. Specula:es,(New York: - Basie. Books,

Inc., 1967), p. 73.
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visual clues for perceiving an object, or

. as the ,viewing of a stereo-picture, or our
integration of museular contractions in
walking or driving a motor car, or as the

"conductlng of a game of chess—all of which

" are performed by relying. on our sub51d1ary
awareness of some things for the purpose

v of attendlng focally to a matter on which

they bear

) Cow

a

In the trladlc stpucture of skllful knowlng as. exempll-‘
. (-]
fled in the artlculate use of language the framework Temains

the same with the exceptlon that’ the terms of the strucqgg
- -
have radlcally altered._ "The less tanglble the focus;

Polany1 malntalns,‘ the~more-purely mental is its object: 2

“from a.meaning that consists in an object we pass'to a mean- " -
.. L, . w20 ™~ ‘ .
ing consisting in a conception. - “Where the proximal pole
in perception was comprised by the subliminal and margdinal
* B -

clues, in skilful perﬁqrménce by the rules of that perform-

ance, and in the recognition of comprehensive entities by

the particulars as comprehended by their joint image, “in

articulation language itself is thTown into the subsidiary

- mode and made to bear upon its focal target in the form of

- L 3
.-

the conception_of an object or an experience, a conception

which is the medning of that articulation. In the denotative
or descriptive use of language the person (A) relies sub-_
-sidiarily on the term (B) in the.act of making it bear upon

the cbnception (C) as conveyed by that.term while, conversely,

19"Sense—_Giving and Sense-Reading," Philosophy,
Vol. XLII, No. 162 (October, 1967), pp. 321-22. Also in
~ Marjorie Grene, Knowing and Being, op. cit., and in T.A.
“Langford and W.H. Poteat, eds., Intellect and Hope: Essays
in the Thousht of Mlchael Polanvi (Durham: Duke University
Press, 1968) r/
20 . _ .
Ibld., in ‘Grene, op. cit., p. 190.

4
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the comprehension of dendtation or description-involves "the
. .- ‘

person (A) integrating EQe téLm (B) into 1ts conception (C)

in tferms of his comprehension of that term. Indeed, for

Pélanyi communication. involving denotation and comprehension

L% h

. . -21
of that denotation constitutes a "triad of triads." : ~

" -
.

Dedu?tive Inference. The triadic stfucture of skilful- -
knbwing found in the articulate use of 1aﬁguaéé in which a
person relies subsidiariiy on a term in the act of making-it
bear ﬁPoh a conceptipn comprehending either the denotatign

-

-0of an object or the descriptio® .of an experience carries

21Po.lanyi gives the example of one writing a letter
to a friend. T :

. - ’
Suppose. we travel in a country we have not .
visited before. By the énd of the morning-

-we will be full of new experiences an may
report them by letter to a friend'so thay
he may read our message and try to under-
"stand our experiences. This is a sequence
of three integrations. The first is an
intelligent understanding of sights and
events, the second the composing of a verbal
account of this experience and the third
the interpretation of this verbal account
with a view to reproducing the experience
which it reported. The first two integra-
tions are the work of one person, while
"the third is by.-another person, the friend
addressed by the first. We may note also
some variation in the character of the <
three consecutive integrations. The first
triad is mainly cognitive; it has the
structure we met in the process of per-
ception and, more strikingly perhaps, in
the identification of a specimen by an
expert. The second triad, which puts
the results of the first into words, re- ‘ .
- sembles more the performance of a practi-
cal skill, while the third returns once
more to the cognitive type which integrates
clues into 2 meaningful experience. The . .
. -..first triad i@ mor%—awsensé-reading)fthe~wirr— T
second more a sense-giving .and the third,
once more, a sense-reading. (Ibid., in
Philosophy, pp. 305-306, italies his.)

’
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1 .

over to that found in deductive systems with the difference
that it is now the deductive system itself which is relied

upon in order to convey the conception which is its meaning.
. : /7

-

In the construction of deductive systems theré is théﬁahsigna_
tion of~undefined terms which are theﬁ relied upon subsidiarily
inuthe operstion of that system.z Simila;ly, the deductive
system taken as an aggreéate of such terms asserts, in effect,

that it says somethlng about somethlng, that its efficacy as e .

~a - férmula will enable ite user to dlstlngu1sh that which

-

sétisfied the formula from that which does not. Such efficacy
of the system is then relied upon subsidiarily in the course
of its.operation. Finally, in prescribing the operations

themselves in terms of which the &ystem is to be manipulated

‘for the. production of new assertions, the reliability of such -

- -

operagions becomes a third component of subsidiary reliance

for the_dne employing sSystem. At each of these points within

* -

the formalization of meaning found in deductive inference,
its operation, Polanyi points out,

« « . can be said to function as a deductive

S system only by virtue of unformalized supple- .

; ments, to which the operator of the system -7
accedes: symbols must be identifiable and
their meaning known, axioms must be under-
stood to assert something, proofs ‘must -be . .
acknowledged to demonstrate something, and
this identifying, knowing, understandlng, ‘
acknowledging, are unformalized, operations oo
on which the working of_.a formal'system
depends. We may call them the semantic
funcrions of the formal system. They are

ot performed by a person with the aid of the
- formal sgﬁtem when the person relies on
,its pse. _ " ) o .
22 s R

S - TFP.K., p.-258 (italics his).
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Inductive Inference. Whether in the form of the assess-

/s

ment of probability or in the process of verification or.

-

falsification, inductive inference appeals to empirical ob-

«

servation. In the triadic structure of skilful knowing, such

empirical observation relies itself on an antecedent grasp

of the nature of things.

All empirical observatlam rests ultlmately
op thé integration of subsidiaries to a
focal center All such integrations—from
perception to creative discoveries—are .
impelled by the imagination and controlled
by plausibility, which in turn depends
.upon our genera} view. about the nature of
thlngs

Attempts to formalize the procedures of inductive «

inference in the form of probability theory maintain that,

y P

- for any hypothe31s hav1ng a finite initial probablllty of

belng true, subsequent evidence will conflrm that hypothesis

until tﬁe degree of probabilit& reaches certai The

-
..

structure of tacit knowing in which the subsidiary awareness

in the form of our general view of the nature 6f things

pro-

vides thé basis for empirical inference presents difficulties,

however, in accepting-such formalization. "In order that the

method should work in practice,”" Polanyi observes,

+ . . the frequency of H being true must
be not merely finite but of quite appre-
ciable magnitude. Life is too short to
allow us to go on testing millions of
false H's in order to hit on a true one.
It is of the essence of the scientific

P s .
.method- to select for verification hypoth-
eses having a high chance of being true.
To select good questions for invesgtigation

___2_3(”!8?%??_ IX, "Truth in Myths," in Meaning, -op.

— Ci ;__? o

N\
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is the mark of scientific talent, and any
theory of inductive inference in which
this talent plays ns part is a Hamlet
without the prince. f

As there exists no formal rule for the sel@ction of
hypotheses having a high probability of being true, such

, \ | ‘
selection being the. actlof the. scientist relying upon his

Subsidiarily-held 'view of the nature of things, so there exist
no formal rules for verifying or falsifying those hypotheses

once selected, such verification or falsification relying
in its turn upon his view of the nature .of things which he

-

Jbrings to bear upon that decision.

There are no strict rules for discovering
things that hang together in nature, nor
even for telling whether we should accept
or'reject an apparent coherence as a fact.
There is always a residue of personal
judgément involved. in deciding whether to
accept or feject any particular piece of
evidence be it as a proof of a true
regularity or, on the contrary, as a
refutation of an apparent regularity.
This is how I saw and accepted the fact

; that, strictly spea%%ng, all empirical
science is inexact. . .

-

If assessments of probability as well as verification
and falsification resist objectivist formalization since their
exercise relies on observation which relies in turn upon

subsidiary particulars embodied in one's congeption of reality,

the paradigmatic expression of scientific inquiry, that of

-

discovery, is even more unspecifiable in terms of the structure

in which its procedures are incorporated. While structurally

Tics his).
. 25

F-
: "Genius in-Science,” Encdunter, Vol: XXXVIII, WNo. 1
(Jan. 1972), p. 48. : \ -
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-

-

similar to the act of pérceiving'oqe's hand mbving in front
of one's face or in viewing a stereo picture, ghe exercise
of skilful knowing exemplified in discovery éxtends the sub-
sidiary coefficient across the triadic structure to embrace

not only the proximal pole of the from-to relation in the

N pry

form of an antecedently and tacitly adopted view of the nature
of things, but also the distal pole in terms of an as yet
uncomprehended coherence in the nature of things upon which

one's antecedent view is brought to bear. From the initial

’
hd ¢

recoé%ition of a problem through the quest to resolve it to

the actual .discovery itself, the paradigmatic expression of
science, and of knowing and learning generally, unspecifi-
ability touches the structure at each stage. Scientific

enquiry is structurally akin to that found in perception

rather than that found in formal accounts of inductive infer-

ence being always in the form of "a tension alerted by .
largely unspecifiable clues and directed by ;hem towards a
focus at which we sense the presence of a thiég——a thing that,
like a problem, embodies the clues on which we rely for

1
' S 26 . . -
attending to it." As an extension of skilful knowing as

found in the recognition and elucidation of comprehensive -
‘entities and the art of denotation, scientific knowing in
its most intense manifestation continues in the form of rely-

ing subsidiarily onwone thing wiile attending focally to

something else.

-
Y

T

26"Tﬁé"UhaE66ﬁﬁ£ablé-Eiéaéﬂﬁ-in Sciencé:" op.-cit.,

p. 11. :
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Knowing Life. Finally, the structure of tacit knowipg
in the form of a person i;tegrating sLbsidiary ﬁlues‘in their
bearing upon. their object of focai attention éatnies over to
the recognition of life itself, from its most humble;expres;

sions tzrthat of feats of exceptional intelligence. At its

lower extremity, lifer is comprehended in terms of the triadic

1

structure embodied in the recognition of comprehensive

- ‘ . S 27
entities such as that found;in the case of physiognomies.

As one rises in the scale of life, however, the focal target

of comprehension becomes increasingly unspecifiable as in the

case of scientific discovefy, but ﬁith the added difference
that the focus also becomes increasingly intangible. In the .
knowledge of higher life forms, such a focus is constituted

by the mind.

. & -

271he knowiedge of animate life at its lower levels

carries over, for Polanyi, from the knowledge of inanimate
matter but the subsidiary term comprised of an antecedent

view of the nature of things is replaced, in rough outline,

by an antecedent Comprehension of the nature of animate being.
The study of such life, however, still involves a largely ob-
servational quality. As Polanyi points out,

Morphology, physiology, animal psychology—
they all deal with comprehensive entities.
None of these entities can be mathematically
defined and the only way to know them is to
comprehend the coherence of their parts.
This is how the existence of plants and
animals.was recognized long before zoology
and botany; how the difference between
life .and death was recognized long before
physiology, and the difference between
intelligence and mindless stupidity was
* known long before these matters were
studied by science. What is more, this
still is how scientists themselves must
-recognize these things, before they can
~undertake their study. ("Science and
. Religion: Sepgrate Dimensions or Common -
Ground?", op. cit., p. 8, italics his).
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We know a living being by an, informal

.integration  of its coherent parts. Such - . :

knowledge combines two terms, one sub-

sidiary, the other focal, that are known . :

in different ways. -The.particulars of ° : -

living beings are.known as such by attend-

ing from them to their joint meaning which ST
"is the life of the organism. And this in-
cludes :the senso-motoric center of the
animal as well as the human mind, as the
bearer of intelligence and responsibility.
Thus the tangible focal obiects of exact

. science have been split into two halves.
We have the tangible bodies of living
beings that are not viewed focally, while
at the focus of our attention we havg such CT
intangible things as life and mind.2

»

. . r
As we ascend still further in the scale of intelligent

life to comprehend exceptional feats of intelligence, the
tangible bodies of liwing beings standing in subsidiary-rela-

tion to the object of focal attention in the form of the mind

ERY -

seen as the seat of purposive activity are replaced by t 8
articulate marnifestations of that mind which are relie upon

in the act of focally attending to the intelligence itself

-

which is the meaning of those manifestations.

Just as we assimilate the syﬂ%ﬂbms of a . i}
disease by attending focally to the dis- :
ease itself, and as we assimilate the
printed text by attending to its meaning,
so we assimilate the workings of another
"man’'s mind by attending to his mind. In
this sense we may be said to know his mind
by dwelling in its manifestations. Such
is the structure of empathy (that I would,
prefer to call conviviality) which alone
can establish a2 knowledge of other minds
and indeed of any living being whatever.

-

28n1he Logic of Tacit Inference,” in Philosophy, op.
cit., p. 13 (italics his).

'J"29"ThefStiéntifid'Réﬁoiufidﬁ}“fbp.hEitl;'pj”2§§:"
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The.triadic structure of tacit Knowing, pre-figured

in pérception yet seen to persist in'the,pérforﬁance of skills
as well as skilful knowing ranging from acts\df simple recog-
nitign_of physiognomies up to the comprehension of mind's

.articulate manifestations, has served to show that there exists "

+

necessarily a tpcit or personal-element in every perceptual
or cognitive performance, that there can be nothihg which is

the focal or explicit object of attention or of knowledge

o

in independence of subsidiary particulars brought to bear upon -

it By the act of a person intentionally so engaged. But what

is it to bring subsid;aries-ﬁo bear upon a focus of attention,
to iﬁteg;ate such subsidiaries into their jéint appeérancg,
to dwell-in the manifestations of aqother's mind? An@ what
is the ng;ure.of that joint appearance so integrated, thbée

manifestations so indwelt? ‘Here we pass from the structure

of tacit knowing to its process.

2. The Process of Tacit Knowing

-

a) The Proximal Term: Indwelling

. The proces; by which the.subsidiary particulars in

. ’ N
the triadic structure of tacit knowing are made to bear upon

their object of focal awareness, or are integrated. into a
”~ .
coherent whole, is constituted by the process Polanyi calls

"indwelling." . His metaphorical use of the term is meant to . -
. 2 . .

convey the intimate nature of the relationship with that

regiding.in the subsidiary mode of awareness, ‘a relationship

analegous to tHat collection of things which is known almest



S
exclusively by relying on it for the purpose of attending to

something else. _
- ' ek
Our-body is a collection of such things;
we hardly ever observe our own body as
we observe an external object, but con-
. tinually rely on it for observing these
objects outside, and for manipulating
.them for our own purposes. Hence we
may identify the knowing of something
by attending to something else as the -
kind of knowledge we have of our own :
body by living in it. This kind-of
knowing is not an I-It relation, but
rather a way of existing, a manner of
being. We might 5811 it an I-Myself
or I-Me relation. B ’

,_.n

To indwell in something is, then, to render it sub-
sidiary, to make it function as the proximal pele in the

proximal-distal structure of tacit knowing. : To make some-

~thing function in the subsidiary mode is, on the. and,

-

‘way of existing or m

to assimilate its particulars to ourselves where the act of

indwelling “is "an interiorization of its parts, by virtue of
8 .

which we come to dwell in these parts, this indwelling being

logically. similar to the way we live in our:body."a} On -the
3QIpid., p,xiz;. Polanyi points to indwelling as a

] -

ner ‘of being as "roughly coextensive

with the existentialis conceptions of being in our body and
in the world." ' '

When I say that we .expadd our understanding-
of things outside.by ifiteriorizing their
particulars and attending from them to the
entities they form, this corresponds to
Sartre's vision of man acquiring existence

en soi by invading the world with his pro- "
.Jects. The opening of this connection .
shoubd be illuminating to boéth sides. For

my part, I see in it confirmation of my

view that an adequate theory of knowledge. .
must involve a true conceptiop of man and

the -universe and itself be supported by it:
("Science and Religion: Separate Dimensions

”._\‘S;;\ -+ -~or -Common-Ground?"; op. cit.; p. 8.) . " S
° -'31 .
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, .
"Science and Man's Place in the Universe," op. cit.,

p. 63 (italics his).
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other hand, by the very act of rendering the particulars sub-:
sidiary, indwelling possesses a vectorial or projective | 4

quélity since such particulars are subsidiary by vlrtue of

the fact that they are relied upon for the purpdse of attend-

ing focally to something else. It is the function of

v

the

- -

subsidiary level of awareness in the from-to structuresof

tacit knowing that renders it subsidiary. Such projectiorn” .
by indwelling in the pakBiculars of that outside the body
does .not differ ﬁfom that commonly occurring in the use of

tools or probes.

The way we use a hammer or a blind man
uses his stick shows in fact that in both
cases we shift outwards. the point at which
. we make tontact with the things we observe
. as objects outside ourstlves. While we
. rely*dén a tool or a probe, these are not
.o "handled as external objects. We may test L
. the tool for its effectiveness or the .
probe for its suitability, e.g., in dis-
L : covering the hidden .details of a cavity,
. but the tool or the probe can Tever lie
" in the field of these operations; they
remaim\necessarily on our side of it,
forming part of ourselves, the operatipg
persons. We pouT ourselves out into
. them and assimilate ‘them as parts of
- our existence. We accept them existen-
‘tially by dwelling in them. 3% '

. "From the dynamic view of the process of knowing ‘as
constituted by a symbiotic movement of assimilation and pro-
jgction,'Poianyi ascribes certain basic characterisgiés-to
the activity of indwelling. " Although not infierent to the
éctivity itself, the first of these might be séen to be-its

extent.




. 335.
i) The Range ofzindwelling L ' _ 5
. All purposeful human'action is achiéved by indwelling
in the premlses of an acrivity or parts of an entlty_yhlch - -

come to functlon then in the same way as does our body when

- ¢
-

we attend“from it to ;hings optside._‘"All knowledge falls

1

into one of these two classés," Polanyi points out,

« - .. ityis either tacit or rooted in *

- ta¢it knowledge. The ideal of a strictly 5,

. explicit knowledge is indeed self- )
contradictory; deprlved of their tacit ) '

- coefficients, all spoken words, all .
"formylae, all maps-ang graphs, are
strictly meaningless.

As we dwell in tools and probes- so that they become extensions

- ] - - . > ' —_—
of our being, so we dwell in our intellectual tools and probes,
our theories and our more generalized views of the nature of

things. Such theoriés and views, for Polanyi, are-not bon-
. , . . -
structs held in detachment.from ourselves "in terms-of whlch

reality is then observed but rather that which is presupposed
. ) ‘ - . -

in order that reality can be observed in order that it

should make sense.Q‘Such rellance brings out the character-

»

istic of the committed or fiduci y nature of 1ndwe111ng.

LY

. 33"Sense ~Reading and Sense-Giving," op. cit., p. 193.;
"Through 1ndwelllng," Polanyi maintains, .

. .« . I participate in comprehensive enti- .
ties,+«from my-own body "and the objects I
, bperceive, to"the lives of my companions,
and the theofies we employ to understand
inanimate. matter and living beings. I
partly transform myself in that which I°
am observing and thereby extend®my rangeé
of knowing to include knowledge of all
, the hierarchiesgefrom inanimate matter to
’ the ‘frameworks ?? our convivial settings
and the flrmament of obligations which
“supervene ‘thHe Sperations of our intelli-
gence within these framewgrks. }
{("Transcendence and Self-Jranscendence," . ; -
Soundings [Spring, 1970], p. 93.) .
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ii) Commitment § : u";' P

. : o . . oL
Since they necessarily rely - updn- the tacit roots inm.

terms of which .they are- made, all knowledge claims-constitute .

a commitment to those claims. For implied ih those tacit

. - -
. “roots is the prior accreditatiom of reality by virtue of
. . 1 .
: : « o - g [
whicdh such claims are dade.” ' )
.To hold knowledge is indeed always a'cqg—,-' .
mitment to indeétetminate implicatiens, for .
human knowledge is but an intimation of -y .
. reality, and we can never quite tell in . T
. what way reality may yet manifest itself. - o

It is external té us; it is objective;
and so its future manifestations can-

~ never be zompletely under our intellectual
. control.3 ' ‘ L . :

The point is that whilqﬂcqntingepc}-may atﬁach to all know-

ledge as viewed from without, the actual claim to know is at
’ ‘ -

’

base an act of faith, presupposing the "a-critical" acceptance

of the subSidiary frameﬁsrk qun'ﬁhich-the'claiﬁ:is grbunded.Bs-

) Y . 4 ‘
. 3A"Faith and Reason," The‘Jburngl of Philosophy,
Vol. XLI, No. 4 (October, 1961), p. 244.

L
- Polgﬂyi's use of the temm "a-critical” means that

one cannot stand functionally in the posture of being criticel, .

uncritical, or mon-critical r€lative- to. one'.s-own tacit frame-

. . - £ .. -

work;ln the.act ¢of using thg; framework ‘to make .4 knowledge

claim. In- o'ther words, one cannot actively doubt, consciously

refrain. from doubting, or intentionally adopt an attitude of

impartiality simultangously while making--any assertion.

Where there is criticism) what is being
criticized is, every time, the”assert;on of -
an articulate form. It is our personal .
acceptance «0of an articulate form that is _
judged to have been ¢ritical or uncritical, N
and this,K judgement exgresses our appraisal
of .the tests to which we have subjected the
. articulate form or the’articulate operation
’ before acgepting it. It is.the{mind granting
‘this acceptance which is said to have-been
acting critically or uncritiecally. .. . In
the sense j®st specified, tacit khowing can-
v e u——npt_be—crificél;~-%nimais;—like-menyﬂmay“be"'_“j'“r-“'~
- alert against delusions. A young dog is « '

1 ‘g -
hedd l PR - . q' N L} "




To dwell in a tac1t framework is to ‘be. commltted to that frame- °

. work, and any cr1t1c1sm of that f:amework must have its sub-

'sidiary ba51s 1ihﬁfother-framework to which one is then p
e R ) ,
Jcommitted.gﬁ This-essentially "fiduciary. nature of indwell-"

ing resting on commitmént serves as the basis of Polanyi's.

"postécritical'philosophy%"r,

iii)- Unspécifiaﬁility

The process of taczt knowlng by 1ndwe111ng in the sub—

,s%d;gry partlculars by means of whlcmutheﬁ are integrated into

’ . more rash than'an old fox. The hesitations
of a chimpanzee in solV1ng a “problem may
impose a strain upon Him. But systematic

- " forms of criticism can be applied only to

" " warticulate forms, which you can try out
afresh again and again. We should not
apply, therefore, the terms 'critical' or
'uncritical' to any process of tacit
thought by itself; any more than we would . .
speak of the critical or uncritical per-
formance of a high-jump -or a dance. Tacit
acts are judged by other standards and are
to be regarded accordingly as a-critical.
(P.K., op. cit., p. 26& italics his.)

36Polany1 s point is not that all criticism is unfounded
but that it, in its turn, rests upon a-critical belief. Indeed,
it is towards the objectivist reification of doubt or general—
ized scepticism that he directs his own criticism.

The method of doubt is the loglcal corol-
lary of objectivism. It trusts that the
uprooting of all voluntary componemts of
belief will leave behind unassailed a
résidue of knowledge that is completely - ="~

- —

determined by objective evidence. €riti-

cal thought trusted this method uncon- ’ A S,
ditionally for avoiding error and estab- :
‘lishing truth. - (P.K., p.-269) - ({:

For Polanyl, bellef and ‘"doubt are- loglcally equlvalent. ontra-—

dictory doubt: ("I doubt P")is equivalent to "I believe mot-P";

agnostic doubtK( I believe P is ndt proven") is to imply "The

acceptance of certaim beliefs concerning. the possibilities of

- proof." (Ibid., p. 273) Equally, "reasonable doubt"™ is, in

—effect, "to rely on-something that cannot be reasonably doubteds — -
that . is, in legal phrase, a moral certainty." (Ibid., p. 274)
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"such acts. Skills are irreducible to motion studies,

.. .. 338

a comprehensive entity is both structurally and functionally

unspécifiable; Both structural,ahd functional EpSpécifi-

ability are corollaries of knowing viewed as an-act of .3

~

commitment. As one cannot scrutinize one's spectacles in the

act of looking through them,. so .

. . . we cannot ultimately sPecify the. . I
grounds (either metaphysical or logical - :
or empirical) upon which we hold that our
knowledge is true. Being committed- to
such grounds, dwelling in them, we are .
projecting ourselves to what we believe /
to be true from or through these grounds.
We cannot therefore see what they are, '
We cannot look at .them since we are
locking with them. They therefore must
remain indeterminate.”’"

{,
Lo

Structural unspecifiability points to the fact that acts of
. , .
tacit knowing, ranging across the noetic ‘spectrum from per-

ception to the knowledge of other minds, cannot be reduced

to an analysis of that which is explicitly known in terms®of

physiognomies t9 4 list &f their :features, perception to
b .

_physioiogy, language to its rules, knowledge to its tests.

. ~ . :
Functional 'unspecifiability, similarly, points to the

fact that acts of tacit inferencemare irreversible, that acts

of tacit knowing cannot be formalized acconding\fo explicit
. . a

rules of procedure in which the operation may beltraced back®

-

to its ofigins by a series of formal steps. . Polanyi .sees

" ’

two kinds of ‘irreversibility. - -

|

One consists in the fact that we may not
be able to identify all the clues which

:_”_P;_ﬁl_(irqlics”his)-m_;” o

:
4

g
-

Meaning, op. cit.,

37Chapt:er ITI, "Reconstruction

. - .



the application of formal
to assess the vaiidity of its own procedures. One canno
‘focally both the features

itself and formaliy gauge

A

~
.

we have integrated in establishing their
joint meaning. The other kind goes beyond

‘this. It is due to the fact that when we

shift the focus of our attention from the

meaningful result of tacit integration,.

and focus on the subsidiaries, their in-
tegration is wiped out. *The subsidiary
partlculars ‘cease, to.have a bearing on

their prospective .target and are reduced
to an aggregate of meaningless objects..
The flrst kind of irreversibility can be.
called contingent, by contrast to the

second, that is logically necessa;y.38

~
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In the act of tacit integration then, one cannot by

rules step outside.the act itself.

Q\:ﬁew

of 2 physiognomy and the physiognomy

the accuracy of the integration as

one cannot, at the same time, attend to both the premises
’ - . [

and conclusions of tacit inference to formally test their

derivation. One cannot, in equal fashion, focally view the

word and that denoted by it by vay of testlng the app051te-

ness of that word accordlng to prescrlbed rules, -

all at once, attend to one' s view of the nature of things

nor can one, *

and to the reality with which is is i cor?ebpdndence while

simultaneously applylng a calculus of harmbnyv

" -

R \\'"‘
‘3 N ‘. u.. N

Indeed

to *

attempt to do so is to p01nr to a further characterlstlc,

*

not of indwelling baut rather of abJectlv;st attempts to re-

. ject it.

§
’ \}s-«

- - -

38"The Body-Mind Relation,"

“in W.R. Coulson and .C.

Rogers, eds., Man_and the Science of Man (Columbus, Ohio:.

.The Charles-E. -Merrill-Publishing -Co.,—1969),-

pe-88.
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- - ~
ticulars integrated into their joint appearance,

of meaning is achieved by the exteriorizatiom of those particu-

-

commztment, detachment and doubt in respect to such commitment

1mp11es dlsinteQTation of meaning; 4if

meaning is attained implies unspecifi

. . . .~ \ '
J ' ' \
iv) The Destruction of Meaning :
.-
: 3 : . .
“+ 4y .7 If meaning is achieved by the interiorization of-par-

-

. .
lars; if the achievement of megﬁzhg necessarily 1mp11es

e process by which

ility in terms of

340

the destriuztion

formal procedures, a prdeedural formalism leads to meaningless-

ness. Exteriorization, detachment and formalism are the

definitive,siaracteristics of objectivism.

The functional relation of subsidiary and focal aware-'

ness is not effected: w1thout agency but rather is formed by

the act of a person who 1ntegrateﬂ

such a relation, Polanyi p01nts out "lasts

a person, the knower, sustains thlS integration

however, in the interests of obtaining knowledg

-r . '
this personal coefficient, the from-to relation i

the one to the other and

/

only so long as’

1139 If,
free of
ther

reduced to its focal qoezgzegg,d§ is formalized according to

some explicit procedure,, the result is not a heightened

awaremess but rather an exteriorization, an objectification

-~ . . S

yielding‘only'meEningless alienation.* "If,

. . . in allegiance to the ideal of total .

n

Polanyi maintains,

lucidity, I claim to knéw directly and
distinctly aspects I actually .only rely

off subsidiarily, all comprehens;ve entities
are destroyed; a program of self——and
world——destructlon results, a 'world'

.
~

39ChapterII,

.

Personal Knowledge," in Meaning,

P

1
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-composed of bits of matter in mot%@n'in
which nobody lives.

In default of the commitment entailed relative to the

~ -
b~ .

- ‘
tacis element embodied in acts-of perception, the performance

[9

of ski of skilful kﬁqwing arising from distrust of our
participation in all noetiec acts, such a programme of ex-
teriorization extends-from sehsorx de-realizatiq ,through.g
psychology focussing on overt behavigﬁr to philosqﬁhies of
either ;bsurdity or mechanism. To exteriorize percéptual
clues is to attend to them rather than from them and so to
desﬁroy visual coheéeﬁce. In attending to his fingers rather
than to the music the pianist paralyses his performance.

The behaviourist looks at pieces of mental behaviour, identi-

fiable as coherent only within .a context of a tacit integration

-
-

which he rejects as unscientific. The‘Sartrean looks inwards
towards his project in confrontation with the absurdity of
T.a b;re and contingent factuality, while thewobjettivist iooks%
outwards to empirical tests, logical entailment, or tpe rules
of usage to escape responsibility for his claips to knowiedge.
But if the destruction of meaning results from the
attempt to reify the objects of knowledgé by exteriorization

I, ¢
of those objects in independence of the tacit acts of the

knower in terms.of which they deriv;/fﬁgf; coherence, does
not the process of tacit kngwing in: the form of indwelling
lead stralghtway to the spectre of subJect1v1st1c relat1v1sm.

-

the very tﬁang the appeal ro ohgect1v1st crlterla sought to .

Oll
PP 92 93,

"Transcendence and Self-Transcendence,"ooplmhir,dm
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avoid? Here we meet the final characteristic of personal (6£:?
knowledge, the paradox of self-set Yet impersonal standards.

>

‘ . f
v) Impersonal Standards -

In the preface to Personal Knowledge'Polanyi clearly

distinguishes the personal element neceséarily embodied in
all acts of knowing from subjectivistic relativism. While,

all knowing involves a-critical acceptance of and commitment

v
the act of knowing itself in the sense that they capnot be-

to subsidiarily held beliefs which remain unsﬁecifiable in

simultaneously empléyed and critically tested, this, he points

out, "does not make our understanding subjective."

Comprehension is neither an arbitraty act
nor a passive experience, but a responsi-
ble act claiming universal validity. Such
knowing is indeed objective in the sense
of establishing contact with a hiddén .
-reality; a contact that is defined as

the condition for anticipating an in- ,
determinate rnange of yet unknown (and . ) S
perhaps,yet_inconceivable) triue implica-

tions. It seems reasonable to describe -
this fusion of the personal and zhe ..
objective as Personal Knowledge.41

. . -

Personal épowledge, then, is not to be distinguished

from_a subjectivé relativism on the grounds that such know-
ledge contains a personal component, since all forms of know-
ing necessarily contain that component -of commitmeﬂt to
-syP;idiayily held particulars or gognitive frameworks. To

maintain that it is to be so distingufshed_is merely to be e

committed to that objectivist idedl in ferms of which such .
- v, ‘

commitment rules itself out. '

L4l

e m e Lol

P.Ki, oF% cit.]pp. vii-viii (italics his).

-




entity or by relying subsigiarily upon that which is brought

Personal knowledge is to be distinguished from sub-

343

jective relativism, however, on the basis of the interconnected

grounds«of theé* nature” amd intent of that kndwledge% Tacit -

knowing, by'indwéllihg in the particulars of'a‘comprehensive
. . . . /

L]

to bear upon its focal target, is ‘necessarily an affirmation

*

of a claim to know. Subjectivism, whether in the form of an

arbitrary act or the articulation of a passive experience,

is not an affirmation. "When someone feels hot or tired Qr

A .
1

boréd,' Polanyi maintains,

. . . this pervasivelf affects his state &f \

beyond that of his own suffering. . . . On
such grounds as these, I think we may dis-
tinguish between the personal in us, which
actively enters-into our commitments, and
our subjective states, in which we merely
endure our feelings. This distinction
establishes the conception of the personal,
which is neither subjective nor objecpive.
In so far as the personal submits to require-
ments acknowledged by itself as independent
of itself, it is not subjective; but in SO,
far as it is an action guided by individual
passions, it is not objective either. It
transcends the disjunction between subjec- -
-5 tive and objective. )

mind, but does not imply any affirmation J

The acknowledgement of require

ments by personal know-
ing wﬁi;h are independent .of itself, the claim to universal"

validity, distinguishes tacit an?Ing from subjectivisim by
. ’ 1 . J < - .
virtue of its intent. Tacit knowing is not an arbitra?&‘act

but rather sets to itself impersonal standards seen to be
m -

independent of its‘egerdise-yet'Which.it seeks to'satiéfy”

and in terms of which it assesses its own validity. Where

C e 42

Ibid., p. 300 (italics his).” :

v
..
o
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“such tacit knowing is embodied in practical knowledge,. im-,
ﬁersonal standards lie in the fulfilment of a purpose and,
as Polanyi remarks, "It is in the light of this purpose that

certain ‘things may be defined as tools and certain movements

-

may be said to be rationally co-ordinated. The economical

and effective achieveme f. this purpose sets a standard to

our skily,"43 Where, on the other hand, folanyi continues,

. . . the emphasis of our knowing lies in
recognizing or understanding a thing, the
effort of acquiring or skillfully applying
such knowledge may be said to be guided by
our attention. A biologist, a doctor, an

art dealer, a cloth merchant acquire their : :

expert knowledge in part from textbooks,
but these texts are useless to them without
the accompanying training of the eye, the
ear and the touch. . . . This is generally
- “true: ewvery act of personalainowing sets
up a standard of excellence. -

In addition to the fact that personal-knowledge ﬁay

be distinguished from subjectivism on the basis of its néture
as affirmation éhﬁ’the establishment of standafds against
which its exercise may be measured, fhe most profound distinc-
tion, which is but_an exéen%ion of those stanﬁgrds.embodied '
in the atfa;nment of pprpoge énd‘the_achievemént of attention,
is the recognifion of an indépéhdeét reality. fwe can éccount

-7 ) .
for this eapacity to know more than we can tell,"” Polanyi
: -~ ,
points out, _ : ‘ S : ..
. N - . B
« - . if we believe in the presencé of an’

extefﬁ%l reality with which we can estab-

lish contact. This I qo. I declare myself

43"0& the Introduction Bf Science into Moral Subjects,”

in Schwarté,_Scientific Thought "and "Social Reality: Essays Co.
by Micﬁael Polanvyi, op.kﬁgt.ﬁ p. 93. ° _ ., .
0 e T . -
— . . . - . /
° . . ) .

@ I




committed to the belief.in an external -
reality gradually accessible to knowing,
and I regard all true understanding as
an intimation of such a reality which,

being real, may yet reveal itself to our . .

deepeneéd understanding in an indefinite
range of unexpected manifestations. I
accept the obligation to search for the
truth through my own intimations of
reality, knowing -that there is, and can
be, ‘no strict rule by which my conclu-
sions can be justified. My reference to

"reality legitimates my acts of unspeci-

>,—

fiable knowing, even while it duly keeps
the exercise of such acts within the
bounds of rational objectivity. Fer a

claim to have made contact with reality:

necessarily legislates both for'mxﬁelf
and others with universal intent.%>

345
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-Técit_knowing is then both an integrative and projec-

~

tive indweliing ranging throughout the spectrum of conscious

“human activity. It of necessity involves a commitment which .

is functio

hY

nally unspecifiable in that process of_indwe;}ing,_

a commitment which does not-render it "subjective" since it

‘is b} reference to an independent reality that its affirfa- ’

tions are directed and by virtue of which they receive their .

sanction. What, thén, is ‘the nature of this riiiity with
which-t{git knowing makes contact? . '
b) The Distal Term: Reélity. -
. - -
i) The Existence of Reality Lo ® -

The theory of befsonal knowledge maintajns

exists, th

-

a

that reality .

. . N
at it is independent of the knower, t6£; it is hier-

archical and varies inversely as to tangibility, and that it -
) . —
&Sn . . ! - . ‘ . . ’ - I _ ,,,\,,,.:
-~ ""Knowing and Being," Mind, op. cit., 'p. &467.. = .

' 5



-such and in itself. While reality so cognized is conceived
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46

is cosmologically emergent. .- 'As one cannot in the act of:

tacit integration step outside that act to test its validity
by means of the application of farmal rules, so one cannot

step outside both reality and the act by which it is cognized

to test whether that comprehended corresponds to reality ‘as

as independent of the knower for it is believgﬂ ip will not
vanish like a mirage, formal %riteria for as§é§§ing cor-
respondence between the knower and the known is an objectivist
chimaera, where, thar is, reality is recognized at all. Yet:

as, one is necessarily committed in the act of tacit integration
- v ~

both to the subsidiary particulars upon which 029 relies and
' e

consequently to the validity of the affirmation or recogni-

tion of that in which such integration results, so onetis 1

committed to the reality of both the particulars and the r’f
2\

coherenc® achieved by their integration.. Polanyi points
< . . . - . . .

.
- -

the example of Copernicus and his followers who Believed_that

-

the -heliocentric system was real and not a mere figment -

,

becausé they believed "that the existence of harmonious order

N

. . : : . el
is a denial of randomness, and order and rand mness are

mutually exclusivég Moreover, anything that ifs random is

-
[

- ' 4
meaningless, -while anything thatyis orderly is significant.".

- -
»
.

- .

4E,’Polanyi's théory'pﬁ cosmological emergence consti-

tutes a counterpart .to his epistemology of creative thought,
where evolution is-traceg €0 the intensification of higher
level ‘principles which tFanscend the conditions in which they

operate. In the intereSts of reFfevance to the issues here, —

- L

the t@ep;yqyillrnot,bé;;onsideréd,dirgctly, L I

7"Science and Reality,"_op.'bit., p. 191. ;-
- ‘ [ J ' - '
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. . ,
It is this relation of reality and sigpificance or .
order which leads Polanyi to reject the notion of the identity

of feality with tangibility, a notion derived ffoq the posi-
48

<

tivistic view of the identity of reality and observayility.
For Polanyi the relation of reality and tangibility was not

#Mirect but inverse. - e . . . . : .

What is most tamgible has the least mean-
ing and it is perverse then to identify.
the tangible with the real. For to regard B )
a2 meaningless substratum as. the ultimate LT

g reality of all things must lead to.the Lo
conclusion that all things are meaningless. _
And we can avoid this conclusion only if ot
we acknowledge instead that the deepest
reality is poésesseg by higher things that
are least tangible. 9

. “ASIt was radical positivism of the late 19th century
which ' : l ' . ' .
. - - . taught-that science consisted merely
in" establishing functional relations between
the data derived from our senses and that
- any claim that went beyond this was_undemon- :
strable. A reality underlying mathehatical B
relations between observed facts was a meta- '
physical conception, without tangible con- : e
tent. (Ibid., p. 178.)- oAt .
, 49"On the Modern Mind," op, cit., p. 15 (italics his)
As a consequence of the inverse relation «0f reality and tangi- "~
bility, the human-mind is more real.for Polanyi than the body. -

e T At whatever level; we consider a living - T
) being, the center of its ipdividuality is-
real. For it is always something we ascer- -
.- tain by comprehending the cohereance of ' -
. largely unspecifiable particulars, and which®
) .We may yet expect to reveal itself further . -
by an undetermined range of future manifesta-
tions. Thus the criteria of reality are ful-
filled. The human mind in particular is real o
in this sense, and indeed more .real than the
o - lower centers of individuality. For an intel-
. ligent person's mind is expected to .reveal
itself over a far wider range of indeterminate -
manifestations, than the lower centers which -
7 control his growth or appetitive action.
("Knowing and Being," Mind, op. cit., p. 469.)
.
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IR Reality, then, is ;lveneyugmits coherence is shaped
) by an act of personal knoyledgei.the éci'df-indwelling by

which meaningful patterns are apprised. It doef ok consist
in random collocations of objeéts since the attribition of
. randomne$s presupposes the recogfition of o:ﬁfrly pattern in S

terms of which randomness midy be ideﬁtified."Those meaning-

Lo

ful patnerns constltute reallty, and their degree of reality .

varies directly with their potentlallty for reveallng an
> .

. indeterminate raﬁge of future manlfestatloné "To say that
¥ . an object 1s_real,' Polanyi maintains, "is to antidipate that
% .. " e‘@ s T - . ‘o .. ) nwo0 ' .
. ¥ will manif i'ts existence 1ndef1n1tely hereafter.

Polanyi then distinguishes clearly the meaningfulness and KMEJ

therefbre the reality of comprehensive entities from simple
imanimate obJects which have come into existences by the

-:Spontaneous 1ntegrat10n of chem1ca1 and physical forces,

comprehen51ve entltles which are such by virtue of the fatt

» - - .
-

jthat their composition is due not’ to spontaneous integration

but rather to pr1nczp1es whlch gu1de thexr act1v1ty. The

. con51derat10n of such prlpc1p1es takes Polanyl s analy51s of

reallty beyond its 51mp1e existence to that of its structure.
- : /

\/j ii) ;The Structure of Reality: Operational Principles and

— Lo

Boundary.Conditions . .

v Ty

- Comprehensive entities function for a purpose and

this purpose is achieved by the characteristicJESteraction‘
* e— -

of their parts opefating in conformity with certain principles

Ml

—

Y Y O SO R

"Genius in Science," op. cit.,‘pp.;&&-as. e

.



eshich are -definitive of that entity. Such principles are
. . ’ . :

’-

) - - . . *
not reducible te thgse parts,ﬁan irredueibilgzy Polanyi

'111ustrates by reference o a- comprehen51ve entlty 1n the

form of a 3randfather clock o _" )

- < ‘.

'We have a solid’ tanglble 1nan1mate Oqubtl
before us—Ilet us say a grandfather clock.”
But we do not know'what it is. Then let

- .2 team of physicists and chemlgts 1nspect
" ‘the object. Let them be eqbipped with all
the .physics and chemlstry -ever to be known,
but let their technological outlook be that
of the stome age. Or, if we cannot dis—
regard the practical incompatlblllty of
these two assertions, let us agree that in

their investigations they, shall not refer

to any operational principles.: They will

describe the.clock precisely uin .every
particular, and .in addit@on; wiléii

Yet they w11l nevér be able to_te

redict

all its p0551ble future ,configurgtions.

. us that

it is a clock. The complete knowledge ofx

a.’machine as an object tells.us nothlng'

"about it as a machlnt Jla '

'The q}pck has tangible, isdepehdent existefice,

: : - . o 7
"viewed as an object it is as meaningless.as an, independent_

-

yet - :;1ﬁ

datum of sense. Thus viewed the clock has the mlnlmal reallty

.r
t

of the stone, yet it is more. than a stone for it 1s‘composed

8 *

of parts functiohing-in relation to.a-whole‘which,

has as its purpose the telllng of the~t1me.b

meanlngful than the stone it. is more real

can be grasped on@y in\terns of:its part—whqle_structure{

. ~,
‘The parts of

. b,hx\ihe lawsiof physics

s -

. . ,\' .
it maintEins its structure. .However®'it is a clock ahd not
R § A :
‘a mére random collocation of;these parts.

.y - ~ T
P I e e g

PN oo

s T rd . - -

.

in turn,

Beitng more-

“But suchreality .,

“

e clock, its'particularsﬁ
: . : : 7

P.K., 3w c1t., p. 330 (1td§1cs hlea

nd chemistry in acbordeﬁce witﬁ which -

s

are controlled

“

.

As ‘a clock it is,

AP Tew PR

-

3

kY 'f\
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then, not controlled by the laws of chemistry and physicsiéﬂ}
rather by the principles controlling the structural integration’
and operation of those parts. Thege principles, since they
aﬁpiy to a-ﬁigher level than the laws of‘physiqs and chemistry,

cannot therefdre be accounged for by such laws. They are the

operatdonal pfinciples of a comprehensive entity, of the

_clock iféglf.sz

‘This is Polaﬂyi's principie of "dual control™ which
goverﬁs the operat;on of all comprehensive entities. The
operational principles which control the functioning of the
comprehensive entiﬁy, here the grandfather-clock, constitute
the higher principles while another set of principles, those
of chem%ﬁtry_and ﬁhysics, controls the pérts of the clock. *
Bbﬁh éets, of course, do. not operate in independence of each
othéf. The highgr op?ratiénal-principles harness the "boundar;
conditions" -left open by ;he.obergtion of the lower Principles.
The principles of physics and chemisﬁry governing the pieces
of wood and metal of the grandéather;clock do not require /;A

that this collocation of wood and metal be, in fact, a grand-

father clock. It is the operational principles in the form

Polanyi classifies operational principles as being
of three general sorts.

They can be laws of nature, like the.laws

of mechanics; or be principles of opera-

tion, like those of physiology, as, for .
example, those controlling muscular con-

tractions and co-ordination; or they . -
can be principles laid down for the use

of artifacts, like the vocabulary of. the

English language or the rules of chess.

("The Body-Mind Relation," op. cit., p. 94.)
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of structural bfinciples.derived from technology, which bestow

a particular organlzatlon and purpose on the‘wood and metal..
.Although such structural pr1nc1p1es rely. on the lower principles’
of physics and chemistry for their functioning and such lower
priﬁcfples may account for the failure of the higher principles, ™
the operational principles are not deté;mined by the lower
principles. 'The successful operation of the gra;dfather clock,
in other words, cannot be fully accounted for by thé laws of
physics and chemistry since if the clock were smashed these

1aws would still continue to operate. The structurq} principles,
'however, would not. As the higher principles are not deter-
Mmined by the .lower, so they cannot be reduced to them in N
explanatory~terms. ﬁhe}e fhe operational principles determine
the nature ;f the entity and how it is to be cOnéeived, the

lower principles function as the conditions only. This is
why:-the complete physical and chemical description of the
grandfather_clock would never tell us what it is.

Polanyi extends the principle of dual or marginal Eontrol
beyond that of machines to characterize all those entities con-
stituted by a part-whole relationship. Implicit in such an
extension is the teleoiogical framework of explanation in
terms of which such entities aré to"be apprehended. Such
entities may ae those conveying information and are irre-
ducible, like the grandfather clock, to explanation based on
léwer level principles. The contents of a book, for exémple?

cannot be reduced to a physical and chemical fopography of

paper and ink, nor can any message be similarly reduced to
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1 * .
that bearing the message. Likewise, as one passes from the -

-—

inanimate to the animate realm, the principle of dual control

is seen to persist, with the difference that the structural

operational principdes of technology are replaced by the
"organismic principles" of life. As the lags of inanimate
nature were harnessed, in the case of the machine, by the
structural principles of technology, so in the case og animate
life they are harnessed by the -operational principles of
Jorphology at the macrocosmic level of evolution and by the
:operational principles of ph;siology at the microcosmi; level
of the individual sentient being. As the structural prin-
ciples could not be e;plained in terms of the laws of p?ysics,
and chemistry, so the laws of physgology resist similarJ
formulation. But the laws of phyéiolqu ieave open, in tura,
their boundary sondit%ons in-terms of which such seni9ry-
motor faculties may be directed, these beiné controlled by
the operaticonal pri;ciples of inteiligeﬁt perception and
ﬁehaviour, that is, of the mind. "Though the laws of';hysics

and chemistry,” Polanyi points out,

- - . a2apply to the particulars of the body,
they do not determine the manifestations of
the mind; their function is to offer an

opportunity—an admittedly limited and pre-

53Polanyi has applied the principle of dual control
and teleological explanation to . his theory of cosmological
emergence by way of rejecting the view that the discovery of
DNA accounts for a reduction of life to physics and chemistry.
"If DNA is regarded as bearing a pattern that forms part of
an organism and as transmitting information through this
pattern,” he points out, "then such a pattern is to be classed
likewise as a morphological feature «of " the organism, and
hence irreducible to terms of physics®and chemistry.,” ("Life

Transcending Physics and Chemistry,” Chemical and Engineering
News, Vol. XLV [August, 19671, p. .62.)

L
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carious -opportunity—for the mind.to live

and manifest itself. Our sense ergans, our -

brain, the whole infinitely complex inter-

play of our organism offer to the mind the
instrument for exercising its intelligence

and judgement, and, at the same time, “they

restrict the scdpe of this enterprise,

deflecting it by de}usions, obstructing iEA .
by sickness, and términating it by death.->

Finally, and this points to the limits of the exercise-
of intelligence objectivist theory maintains would not exist

in ‘the absence of its impersonal criteria, the principles of

intelligence leave open their own boundary conditions in. terms

-

of which such intelligence is to be exercised.

‘Just as the sensory-motor levels of life
leave themselves open to the control of
the intelligence, so the principles of .
intelligence leave open its powers to the
still higher principles of responsible
choice. Human beings exercise responsi-
bilities within a social setting and a
framework of obligations which transcend
. the principles of intelligence. Respon-
-~ sible choice in a convivial setting
controls the indeterminate powers of
intelligence and sets the boundary
conditions for their operation.

The convivial settiﬁg within which the exefcise of
Tesponsible choice takes place is constituted by the firma-
ment of obligations functioning in thé form of the ultimate
premiseé upon which the modes of knowing within a’culture are
based and to which allegiance is implicitly givén by those
who exercise intelligence in those mo&esj Atr the 1eve1_of
culture operational principies cease to be merely functional

and become normative. Structural principles here yield to
)

-

S&"Faith and Reason," op: cit., pp. 245-246.

s 55"Tfanscendence and-Self-TranscenHence;i op. cit.,
p. 91.
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moral standards. Irsofar as such standards are set by man as
the measure of his achievements and that by which-he must
measure future achlevements, they are personal yet insofar

as they are of universal intent in that they are seen to con-
stitute the grounds for the quest for an independent reality,
they are impersonal. And insofar as they are acknowledged

as valid in terms of that quest, such standards lay down
obligations to be fulfllled in the course of its pursuit.
Paradoxically, Polanyi's highe'st stratum of reality presents
man with standards which he himself has established, yet teo

which he must also submit. Yet such standards derive their

sanction not by simple self-authorization but rather by their

serving as the premises of man's affirmation as embodied in
the various communities of superior knowiedge to have mdde
contact with an independent reality which has revealed itself
to him, in its ever-deepening dimensions, in their light. In
the same way in which such independent ;reality is not static
but "emerges" through the dynamic harnessing of its own boﬁn-
dary conditions by iﬁé own operational principles to produce
novel manifestations of itself, the most striking being the
ascent from protoplasm to man, so such communities of superior
knowledge resting upon the standards of responsible choice
functioning as the operational principles of intelligence do
not constitute the guardians of settled dogma. Rather they
preside over a "dynamic orthodoxy," one whose survival "depends
on its constant self-renewal through the originality of its fol-

lowers.™ Such originality, of course, may serve to alter

56"'I‘he Republic of Science: Its Political and Economic
in Grene, Knowing and Being, op. cit., p. 70. Polanyi's

concept of "superior knowledge" is here considered only in its

ontological context. Its epistemological function is treated
below, pp. 388-392.

1

Theory,
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the very standards upon which a community rests, mirroring -

emergence in autonomous reality. Reality, then, is real in

LR}

the sense that it is independent, yet reality attaches also
to the premises through which it is cognized and made meaning-
ful, that is, to the standards of. responsible choice which

ground superior knowledge. What remains tg be considered is

the manner in which reality is made meaningful, the manner

in which it is accessible to mind.

+

¢) Isomorphism: Indwelling in Realitv o

‘.
f

A stratified and hierarchical reality structured accord-

ing to the principles of dualAcontrol is the ontological

counterpart of‘tacit knowing; tacit knowiﬁg, structured
according to one who either integrates subsidiary particulars
ipto th;ir joint appearqﬁEe or makes them peér upon their
focal %érget, is the epistemological counterpa;t of a
hierarchical and stratified reality. In terms of tacit

knowing, we dwell in cthe particulars of a ébmprehensive

4
entity while attending focally to the coherence which that

-

entity constitutes. In terms of a theory of a hierarchical
and.stratified reality, we dwell in the bouﬁdary conditions
of a comprehensive entity while attending focally to its -
operational principles which give coherencE_to'those conditions

and render that entity meaningful. "Tacit knowing,”" Polanyi

points out,

- - - integrates the particulars of a com- )
prehensive entity and makes us see them
forming the entity. This integration recog-
nizes the higher principle at work on the
boundary conditions left open by the lower
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principle, by mentally performing the
workings of the higher principle. It thus
materializes the functional sttructure of
tacit knowing. It also makes it clear to
us how the comprehensive entity worlks by
revealing the meaning of its parts. Here
we have the semantic aspect of tacit know-
ing. And since a comprehensive entity is
controlled as a whole by a higher principle
than the one which controls its isolated
parts, the entity will look different than
an aggregate of its parts. Its higher
principle will endow it with a stability
,and power appearing in its shape and
motions and usually produce also aditional
novel features. Here we have the phenom-
enal aspect of tacit knowing. And finally,
we are presented also with an ontological
counterpart of the logical disintegration
caused by switching our attention from the
integrating centre of a comprehensive
entity to its particulars. To turn our
attention from the actions of the higher
principle, which defines the two-levelled
entity, and direct it to the lower prin-
ciple controlling the isolated parts of
the entity is to lose sight of the higher
pripciple and indeed of the whole entity
contrglled by it. This mirrors the de-
struction of a comprehensive entity when
it is pulled to pieces. The logical
structure of tacit knowing thus covers in
every detail the ontological structure of
a combined pair of levels.

In uniting the (a) structure of tacit knowing, the
dynamic triad in which 1he'§erson attends from something to
something else, tﬁroughouf the (b) range of tacit knéwing,
from perception, skilful performance, the recognition of
comprehensive entities, articulaiion, inference and knowing

’ life: to thé (e) groces§ of tacit knowing in the form of an a

interiorization and projection, together with the concomitant

characteristics of unspecifiability in the sense of_irfé—

7 .
E "The Structure of Consciousness," op

. cit., p. 218
(italics his).
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ducibility and irreversibility of that process, all directed

7
towards the recognltlon or comprehension of (d) an 1ndependent

reality, the 1somorph1c relation of tacit knowing and reallty

-

becomes evident.

i) Indwelling in Perception

While it is the object in spacé which provides, the
image thrown on the retinas, the fact is that it is nqﬁ one
image but two, with a slight and explicitly unspecifiable
difference betweén them. It is by means of indwelling in these
two images that we integrate them into coherent sight, that we-
tacitly adjust the bifopal impressions in the act of localiz-
ing the object against its background. Yet both the images
and the process of integration are unspecifiable ia the sense.
that the ihages themselves cannot be explicitly distinguished
nor can the act; once achieved, be reversed. "Neither the
clues to integratiqunor the process of integration," Polanyi
remarks, "can be described by the person performing the
integration."séi If an interiorization of the external clies
" Lto perception is-provided by indwelling in them so as to yield
localization, so a projective indwelling in the internal sub-

liminal clues endows them with meaning in the form of the

object on which they bear,s9 Destruction of meaning may result

<

58

"Science and Man," The Proceedings of the Roval
Society of Medicine, Vol. 63 (September, 1970), p. 974.
59 In "Body and Mind," (op. cit., p. 202) Polanyi points
out that: ’ :

Both the input and output of a neural pro-
cess are meaningless, except for having a
bearing on the mental experiences of the
subject. There are neural processes which
have no such bearing, because they are
purely physiological functions—for example
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-

from either unfocussing the bifocal impression or by dis- :

attending from or focally attending to, the subliminal clues.

Al

But, having been so integrated in the act of perceptual inte-
. gration,. the perceiver affirms his act in accrediting its
‘object with .reality. Such affirmation rests on the facf that
perception is a‘conscious, purposeful‘act, one seeking-"to
satisfy standards which it sets to itself.“ |

.The muscles of the eye adjust the thick-
ness of its lens, so as:to produce the
sharpest possible image of the object on
which the viewer's attention is directed,
and the eye presents to him as.correct
the picture of the object seen in this
way. This effort anticipated the man-
ner in which we strive for'-understand-
ing and satisfy our desire for it, by
seeking to frame conceptions of the
greatest possible clarity.

the functions of the sympathetic system.

But I am concerned with the analysis of

the conscious process. I can repeat

therefore that the bearing by which we -
understand both the input and output of ‘
a neurological process must be estab-

lished by ourselves, by our integration

of the behavioural and neural signs of

this input and output. The neural

functions supply these signs but they

do not supply their interpretation.
{(Italics his.)

60P.K., op. cit., p. 96.- Since perception does not

consist simply in the passive recording of retinal imprints,
in cases of illusion the ordinary standards of correct per-
ception are overridden to comform to higher standards of
perception, tacitly incorporating past comprehension to cor-
rect present experience. Polanyi refers to an experiment of
Ames in which a ball set against a featureless background is
inflated and is seen, undecr ordinary standards of perception,
to be coming closer. To be seen correctly, reference is

made to a "primordial standard," one which "induces us to
flout, in the case of the inflated ball, the contrary evidence
of our retinal images." ‘

Indeed, it induces us to intervene actively
in producing false evidence of the ball's
approach to our eyes, by a misplaced effort



Perception therefore satisfies both the stfdgture of
tacit knowing as well as its process, including that of
interiorization and projection, its unspecifiability, and

., N
the affirmation of a reality thus perceived “im.conformity

with standards which it has set to itself.

-

ii) Indwelling in Skills

The structure of skilful performance was seen to con-
sist in the performer attending subsidiarily to the premises

underlying the skill in question while he attended focally

to its execution. As such a structuré\was also seen ro be
. . : CN f
continuous with that found in perception, so also is the pro-

cess of indwelling in skills continuous with its perceptu=al )
-

’
counterpart.

To ride a bicycle one interiorizes a complex pattern
of mUSculaf co-ordination in conformity with the premises of
that sRill while projecting forward bne's focus, in the manner
of thg blind man with his stick: to the execution of that

skill. It is such purposeful projection which serves to

v

render the particulars on which it relies unspecifiable either

.

in the sense of their being reducible to mechanical analysis

or reversible in?the sénse of their being subject to formu- o

lation in explicit rules. Such irreducibility and irrdversi- .

of visual accommodation, undeterred by the
fact that this destroys the sharpness and

the binocular correspondence of our retinal
images. The process illustrates clearly

the active principle which seeks to establish
a coherence between all the clues of visual
perception, so that our sgbsidiary aware-
ness of them in terms of what we see shall
satisfy us of having truly comprehended

the things seen. (Ibid., p. 97.)
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‘doing,’
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bility is manifested, as with'perception, in any attempt to

.

teach their exercise by analysis or rule. "Rules of art can

be Gseful," Polanyi points out in reference to these arts of

" but they do not determine the practice of an art;

they are maxims, which can serve as guide to an art only if

they are integgated into the practical Kgowledge of the art.
They cannot replace this knowledge."61

In terms of an isomorphic relatiof between such in-

‘dwelling and a stratified reajity to which it corresponds,

the successful performance of a skill like riding a bicycle
may be said to be the outcome of ; dwelling in the boundary
conditions of that skill, the co-ordination of muscﬁlar
patterns in conformity with the premises of balance, while
attending focally to the operational principles which harness
them.. While we becohe unconscious of the actions by which

we achieve a standard of performance in a skill, Polanyi re-
marks, "This lapse of conéEioughéss is accompanied by a newly
acquired coh§ciousness of the experience iﬁ question, on

-

the operational plane."62 Such experiences, in the exercise
of skills, correspond to she fgality of objects integrated
into coherent wholes in acts of perception. And, as with the
éye adjusting the thickness of its lens to produce the sharp-
est possible image of the object by way of satisfying N
standards of vision, sé in the exercise of skillslit isxtﬁé

impersonal standards of effective achievement which guide

®l1pid., p. s0.

21bid., pp. 61-62.
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~and graduates the quality of the performance, from a minimum
standard embodied in remaining upright on a bicycle to those,

at the upper end of the scale, which mark the styie and grace

of the athlete or dancer.

iii) JIndwelling in Acts of Skilful Knowinge
, & ‘

Indwelling in the Recognition of €omprehensive_

. .

Entities. The process of tacit knowing, involving the reliance

L

on interiorized particulars. while projecting focally to the

object upon which they are made to bear or iﬁtegrated into
. . . ,‘ :

the appearance of that object, together with its character-

istics of commitment, unspecifiability, impersonal yet gelf-

set.stanQards, and an isomorphic-rglétion with the operational
principles and boundary conditions of the reality thch it
engages, “carries ‘over from acts of'perceptioﬂ and the per-
formance of physical skills to the receognition and elucidéﬁiop
of comprehensive entities. With such recognition or Elucida—

tion of comprehensive entities, however, there lies a cognitive
[}

component setting it apart from lesser acts of indwelling.
‘e

With the recognition of comprehensive entities we pass from

simple perception and skilful doing to the act of compre-

-

heasion.
’ é
Understanding—comprehension: this is the
.cognitifre faculty cast aside by a positivist
. theory of knowledge, which refuses to ac-
knowledge the existence of comprehensive
entities as distinct from their particuiafs,
and this is the faculty which I recognize
- as central to the act 'of knowing. For
' comprehension can never be absent from
any process of knowing, as it is indeed

[ 4
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. the ultimate sanction of any such acg.
What is ngg understood caifinot be said to

be known.
S

We understanda machine like the grandfather clock
- .. . > .. -

- L4 - . L
by indwelling in its particulars, the “parts themselves and

the boundary cohdigions left open by the assembly of those

-~

parts, while we attend focally to the principles of desigﬁ

»

and'the.purpose these princfples subserve. The parts them-

\, -

selves ‘are specifiable for we can take the clock‘apart_and

examine the .pieces, but such an examination does not explain
1Y

how the clock WQ{RS- The principles of operation which
comprehend the l&agr principles of physics and chemistry are, ' "
in the case of the clock, equally specifiable, Being notﬁing‘
more éhén the principies of engineertng which constitute the

clock as being a clock. While the, prilnciples at both levels
are specifiable however, the operation of the clock can be

Y 1 N '

understood only by an unspecifiable act of tacit integration

in which the two are mutually comprehended and it is upon the

basis of this integration that the reality of the clock is

affirmed.

Similarly, we comprehend a familiar physiognoﬁy by

-

interiorizing the features which are relied upﬁ% subsidiarily
while pfojecting them into their joint <image, the face itself.
The‘écc is'unspecifiable since the face cannot be recognized
by a }edwéeion‘to its feaﬁures. ‘Similarly, the act is ir-

% -

reversible since once recognized the fage will-temain familiar.

&

’ '

63"Ehe Scientific Revolution," op. Cit:, pp. 291-

-

292, '

n
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Yet the act of tacit knowing manifesfed in the recognition

of a familiar physiognomy submits to its own standards of

.

correctness, ‘that it is this face and not another which one
has recognitzed, and further, it affirms that it is real, that
it is not an arbitrary integration without correspondence

to reality.

Similarly, comprehensive entities are elucidated as
well as simply recognized. . The diagnostician attends from

the syﬁgzbms which he has interiorized to project focally to
B

their meaning, the suspected disease, yet this tacit integra-

tion resists either reductive explanation given in terms of

those symptoms or in ie:ms of reversible rules of procedure
by’ which they might be integraﬁed on “their bearing. Whether

it be in the form of the disease of the diagnostician, the -

specimens of the taxonomist, the bouquet of the wine-taster,

or the texture of the cotton-classer, the range of unspeci-

fiability in the elucidation of comprehensive entities sur--

passes that entailed 'in their-simple recognition not so much
on the grounds of the indeterminate quality of the interiorized

particulars but rather on the basis of the ineffable gquality
> ‘.
of projection. For here skilful knowing involves what Polanyi

+

has called "connoisseurship," the art of skilful knowing which

can be specified only in vague maxims which preSuppose rather

than replace a tacit knowledge of their bbjects.64 For the

- .

4Cpnnoisseurship for Polanyi is not limited.to every-
day pursuits but is intrinsic to the practice and téacﬁ&ﬁg
of science itself.
Wh i operiti
enever ccnnoisseurship is found operating
within science or technology we may assume
that it persists only because it has not

been possible to replace it By a measurable . [>
grading. . . . The large amount of time
- -
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adept practitioners of these arts of skilful knowing however,
the standards by which they are exercised are-sglf—set-yet

. are impersonal in tLe se;¥e that effective practice is deter-
mined by ieference te them as well as in thé sense that the
entities elucidated are real, subsrstiné independently of

.

any particular act of elucidation.

Indwelling in Articulation. As reality varies inversely

as to its tangibility.and as, with language, we pass from a

meaning consisting in an object to one consisting in a cencep-

. . /
tion, articulation constitutes at one time the most intense

.
-

manifestation of indwelling and that in terms of which the

‘most real is .endowed with comprehension. For Polanyi:

Indwelling 4is most vivid in man's use of
language. Human intelligence lives only
- by grasping the meaning and mastering the
use of language. Little indeed of our
minds lives in our natural body; our
person comes,. into existence when our 65
lips shape words and our eyes read print.

——

It is in this grasping the meaning of language and in

“'mastering its use that the process of indwelling in our

articulate frameworks becomes palpable. Viewed focally in

itself the word is as meaningless as the unintegrated data

fﬁ\\vﬁﬁ_aﬁ\ifnée or the uncomprehended particulars of a comprehen-

spent by students of chemistry,'biology'
and medicine in their practical courses '
shows how greatly these sciences rely on
the transmission of skills and connois-
seurship “from master to apprentice. It
offers an impressive demonstration of the
& . extent to which the art of knowing has,

v remained unspecifiable at the very heart

. of science. (Ibid., p. 55.)

+

83 The Scientific Revolution," op. cit., p. 296. .ﬂ?

- ‘ \
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sive entity. It is by virtue of thé conception, the articulate
counterpart of the perceptual whole or the integrated compre-.
hensive entity, that the word is madelmeaningful‘and'it is‘
upon'thé conception that awareness in language is directed.

The process of indwelling in articulation which seeks

either to render apposite the relation of word .and concept in
-y

the act of endowing the word with meaning, or that which
seeks to render apposite the relation of word and concept in
the act of comprehending the meaning.of the word, varies as

' : . 66
one speaks or writes or as one listens or reads. The former
Polanyl has called "conceptual subsumption," the latter "con-
ceptual exemplification.” Both are illustrations of man's

powers of indwelling in the form of an interiorization and

66The distinction between word and cbncept which 1is
central to tacit knowing in articulation distinguishes such
knowing from that as given in linguistic philosophy where it
is vague if it exists at all. For Polanyi we shape our con-
ceptions in a manner similar to that in which we make clear
the things we see. _ -
In both cases wé pick out clues which seem -
to suggest a context in which they make
sense as its subsidiary particulars. This
. may resolve the paradox that we intellectually
owe so much to articulation, even though the
focus of all articulation is conceptual, with
language playing only a2 subsidiary part of
- this focus. For since the conceptions con-
veyed by speech, when speech is properly
understood, make us aware both of the way
our speech refers to certain things and of
the way these things are constituted in them-
selves, we can never learn to speak except
by learning to know what is meant by speech.
; So that even while our thoughts are of things )
~and not of language, we are aware of lan-
guage in all our thinking (so far as our
thinking surpasses that of the animals) and
' *  can neither have these thoughts without
) language, nor, understand language without
understanding the things to which we attend
. .in such thoughts. (P.K., op.cit., p. 101.) ~
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projection within the framework of articulation where words

are integrated with their conceptual .meanings either in the

¢
sense of being made to bear upor that conception or recognized

as instances of it. Both are unspecifiable either in terms

’

of a reduction to either of-their separate components or in
terms- of a formal procedure of derivation, in terms .of any

"rules of language." Both conceptual subsumption and con-

. -

ceptual exemplification constitute the answer of tacit knowing
to the problem of universals, how a general term can be made
to comprehend a multitude of instances which fall under it,

instancesfﬁhich differ in every particular. Our conception

of "man," as Polanyi points out, is formed by subsuming

particular instances of man upon which we rely tacitly in the

act of making them bear upon their conceptual focus.

[
'

It arises by the tacit integration of
countless experiences with different

human beings: with men and women, with
black, white and yellow people, with
people of all ages, people long dead and
with countless others who too have reached
us only by reports of them. All these
encounters are included in forming the con-
ception of man; they are all used sub-
sidiarily with @ bearing on the conception
of man, which is what we denote by the
word "man.'67 :

L3

Correspondingly, as the instances of a general term
are integrated as a pointer to the conception which compre-
hends those instances, a general term, in the act of conceptual

exemplification, may be relied upon as a pointer to its in-

stances. "When reading about meadows, churchbells and village

67"Sense-Giving and.Sensé-Reading," in Philosophy,
op. cit., p. 310. . -
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folk," Polanyi remarks in respect to relying subsid¥arily on

the concepts involved,

.

- -« . we can readily think of possible ex-
amples of them. In a description composed
of a number of general terms these will
mutually restrict the range of their pos-
sible instancesy and this is _what a descrip-
tion conveys to the reader.

As with language we pass from a meaning consisting in

an object to one consisting in a conception, so the projective

68Ibid., p. 311. Polanyi's reference to the mutaal

restriction of general terms relative to the range of their
possible instances is grounded in his theory of "intensions."
Having dismissed language games, linguistic rules and the ap-
peal to "open texture" of terms to account for the relation
of words and their meaning as pseudosubstitutions, he writes
that:

, —-——

I suggest that we should be more frank in
facing our situation and acknowledge our
faculties for recognizing real entities, the
designations of which form a rational vocab-
vlary. I believe that a classification made
according to rational criteria should form
groups of things which we may expect to have
an indefinite number of properties in com-
mon, and that accordingly the terms designat-
ing such classes will have an intension.refer-
. ring to an indefinite range of uncovenanted
common properties- shared by the members of
that class. The ampler the intensions of a
key feature, the more rational should be as
a rule the identification of things in its
terms and the more truly should such classi-
fications reveal the nature of the classified
objects; while classifications made according
to terms having no intension should be re-
jected as purely artificial, unreal, non-
sensical; wunless they are designed purely for
convenience as, e.g., an alphabetic register
of words. (P.K., op. cit., pp. 114-115.)

Polanyi identifies three strata of such intensions, passing
from the readily specifiable properties of a class of things,
through a second stratum consisting of "the known but not
readily specifiable properties which these things share,"
(ibid., p. 115) such as "justice," to the third, that "formed
by the indeterminate range of anticipations expressed by .
designating something.™ (Ibid., p. 116) -The third and deepest
strata consists of those things "which only future discoveries
may reveal-—confirming thereby the rightness of the conception
conveyed by our term.” (Ibid.) . )

Ly
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feature of indwelling in articuiatioﬁ becomes more pronounced
than that found in perception, skilful performance, or the
- recognition of comprehensive entitiesi Whether meaning is
egtablished in the form of a conception attended to focally by
an act of integration in which we dwell subsidiarily in the
word to -which it points, or whether it is established by in-
dwelling in the conception ﬁy way of comprehending the instances '\\
which it governs, a projective effort or striving to make sensé
is frequently involved since the conception to be conveyed or -
grasped may lack clear spécification. It -i§ in the innovative
use of language that the heuristic powers of tacit-integration
_prefigured at the lower levels of ¢onscious activity gain in
intensity. "We can speak as we do," Polanyi mainté;ns in
reference to this projective feature of indwelling in articu-

lation, ~

: ecause we feel that many thousands
of\wordd are available for our novel pur-
poses, "and we can trust the powers of our
imaginatjion, bent on this purpose, to evoke
from thege available resources the imple-
mentatiod of our purpose, just as our inten-—
tion to raeise our arm evokes the coordina-
tion of nexves and musc%ss in the accomplish-
ment of this—i tion. :

. 69"Reconstruction," i Meaning, op. c¢it., p. 58 (italics
his}. Polanyi has elsewhere/pointed to the heuristic powers of
tacit integration involved An routine physical activities such
as raising one' * In/"The Creative Imagination,”" (M.

Grene, ed., Tedwards a Tnity of Knowledge, Psvchological Issues,
Vol. VI, No., 2, Monograph 21 [New York: International Uni-
versities P?ess, Inc., 1969]) he writes that:

When I intend te lift my arm, this intention

is an act of my imagination. ‘In this case -
imagining is not visual but muscular. An ) :
athlete keyed up.for a high jump is engaged '

in an act of muscular imagination. But

even in the effortless lifting of an arm,

we can recognize a conscious intention, an

act of the imagination, distinct from its

L]
v



This intensification of the projective feature of
indwelling in the act of articulation, particularly in the
production of novel utterance, works to increase the co-

efficient of unspecifiability in its performance, together’

369

with the characteristics of commitment "and self-accredita;ion.

Indeed, in the confident use of language, commitment and self-

accreditation become themselves the fundamental features of
that'unspecifiability,‘being resistant to reduction in the
form of an objectivist analysis of usage or to a procedural

. reversibility in the form of rules in terms of which the

validity of such confident assertion may be tested. In_the‘

act of articulation the tacit coefficient is itsélf an .
affirmation of confidence‘i? the rightness of that act,
certifying the appositeness of the wdrd and'fhe reality of
the conception it is meant to denote. Any attempt to objec-
tivize this tacit coefficient, to render it impersonal by

an analysis of usage from which criteria of meaning sare to

be impartially derived is, as Polanyi points out, self-

contradictoery.

muscular execution. For we never decree

this muscular performance in itself, since

we have no direct control over it. The
delicately coordinated feat of muscular
contractions can be made to take place only
spontaneous, as a sequel to our imaginative
act. . . . We may say that we have a focal
awareness of lifting our arm, and that fhis
focal act is implemented by the integration )
of muscular particulars. (p. 62, italics his.)
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Any philosophy that sets up strictness of
meaning as its ideal is self-contradictory.
For if the active participation of the
philosopher in meaning what he says is re-
garded by it as a defect which precludes
the achievement of objective validity,_it
must reject itself by these standards.

The alterﬁative to self-contradiction in the course
of analyses of usage by which accreditation is purportedly

withdrawn from one's own utterance in the interests of objec-

~tivity is not a refined clarity in the view of the concepts

thereby uncovered but rather meaninglessness. The risks

involved in the act of articulation are unavoidable.

70£;£., op. cit., pp. 252-233. Any attempt to set up

such strict criteria of meaning as, for example, that found
in the a@nalysis of usage, simply smuggles into such criteria
its own tacit coefficient.by which it accredits to itself the
aptness of the usage employed in the analysis. '"Phrases
like 'it is commonly agreed,' or 'it will hardly “be doubted,'"
Polanyi observes, N

- - - are literally statements about what

people are supposed to believe or not ex-

pected to doubt, yet they are commonly

understood as declaring the certainty of

the beliefs in question. Or take words

like 'science' and 'scientist.' A neutral

analysis of science as a system of belieff

should always use the word 'science' and

'scientist’ in quotation marks, in the wah

the Soviet Academy refers to bourgeois

"'science' and bourgeois 'scientists.' The \

confident use of any expressions including \

the word 'science,' or its derivatives like \

'scientific method,' 'scientific observa- £

tion,"' 'natural law,' etc., conveys the )

writer's beliefs in a certain body of allega-

tions, in the rightness of a certain pro- I

cedure for arriving at such allegations and -

of confirming them, without his ever having

taken the responsibility for affirming this

belief. The use of the scientific idiom by

writers on scientific method establishes in

fact from the start a tacit understanding

between them and their readers on the trust-

worthiness of the method which they are set-

ting out to analyse. ("The Stability of

Beliefs," The British Journal for the

Philosophv of Science, Vol. III, HNo. 11

[November, 19517, p. 231.)
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We may place a word in quotation marks,
while using language confidently through

the rest of the septence. But the ques- )
tioning of each word in turn would never
question all at the same time. According- .
ly, it would never reveal a comprehensive
error which underlies our,entire descrip-
tive idiom. We can, of cégése write down

a -text and withdraw our confidence from

all of its words simultaneohlsly, by put-
ting each descriptive word between quota-
tion marks. But then nond of the words
would mean anything and the whole text

would be meaningless. _The hazards of
confidence inherent #f attaching a mean-
ing at least to/some se; of descriptive
terms are ineradicable.’l

. If the process of T

lwelling in articulation cannot

-

be reduced to the outcomes of an objective analysis of usage
so that the concept upon which it bears may be clarified
without tacit remainder, any similar attempt at clarification

by appeal to reversible rules of language in accordance with

71P.K., op. c¢it., p. 251 (italics his), Similar’
hazards, Polanyi maintains, attach to assertions of fact.
<

Unless an assertion of fact is accompanied
by some heuristic or persuasive feeling, it
is 2 mere form of words saying nothing. Any
attemptl to eliminate this personal coefficient,
by laying down precise rules for making or
testing assertions of fact, is condemned to
futility from the start. For we can derive
rules of observation and verification only
from examples of factual statements that we
have accepted as true before we knew these

} rules; and in the end the application of
our rules will necessarily fall back once
more on factual observations, the acceptance
of which is an act'of personal judgement,
unguided by any explicit rules. And besides,
the application of such rules must rely all
the time on the guidance of our own personal
judgement. This argument formally confirms
the participation of the speaker in any
sincere statement of fact. (Ibid., p. 254,

italics his.) : : T

&

N )
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which one may proceed from word to concept and back meets with

little more success. The reason for this is that there are

no such rules. The relation of word and concept is compre-

.

hensible, Polanyi points out, )
- . . only if we use language as it exists
to direct our attention to its subject
matter and not the other way around, select-
ing instances of relevant cases to-.direct
our attention to the use of language.

. 'Grammar’' is precisely the total of linguistic.
rules which can be observed by using'a lan-
guagg without attending to the things referred
to.

To indweil in articulation, then, is to fulfil the
characteristics of both the péocess of tacit k&owing and its
contact with reaiity here understood as that conception to
which language points. It is an interiorization of 'the word

attended to subsidiarily in relation to the concept which is
the focal target of that word. The process is unspecifiable,

L J
being irreducible to an analysis of its terms and irreversible

in the sense that it is inexplicable by formal rule, yet it
- / r

. ~ . . .
1ncorpoi:i;§;the characteristics of commitment to self-set

standard T rightness peculiar to all acts of tacit knowing,

standards in terms of which the conception on which it bears
is accredited as an aspect of reality. Such accreditation,

of course, is the accreditation of the truth of the affirma-
1) . ’

tion, and such, for Polanyi, is the only way in which one

can speak of the-truth.

The only sense in which I can speak of
the facts of the matter is to make up my

72Ibid., p. 11& (italics his).



own mind about them. In doing so I may rely
on an existing consensus, as a clue to the
truth, or else may dissent from it, for my
own reasons. In either case my answer will
be made with universal intent, saying what

I believe to be the truth, and what the con-
sensus ought therefore to be. This is the
only sense in which I can speak of the truth, .
and thdugh I am the only person who can speak
of it in this sense, this is what I mean by
the truth.

Indwelling in Inference: Deddctive Inference., The

view that one may remove the occasion for the exercise of
personal judgement by means of a formalization of such judge-
ment in terms of an appeal to the acceptance of rules for

manipulating symbols which-are taken to 'stand for a reality’

73Ibid., p. 316. For Polanyi this‘ is being neither
solipsistic nor relativistic. -

This position is not solipsistic, since it
is based on a belief in external reality and
implies the existence of other persons who
can likewise approach the same reality. Nor
is it relativistic. This is already apparent
from the previous paragraph, but may be stated
in more formal terms as follows. The concept
of commitment postulates that there. is no
difference, except in emphasis, between say-
ing 'I believe p' or '"p" is true.' Both
utterances emphatically put inte words that
I am confidently asserting p, as a fact.
This is something I am doing in uttering
the words in question, and is quite different
from my reporting that I have done this in
the past, or that somebody else has either
done this or is doing it now. If I report
'I believed p,' or 'X believes p,' I am not
committing myself in respect to p and hence
no utterance linking 'p' to 'true' cor-
responds to these reports; they issue in
, no assertion of the sentence p as true, be
it in relation to my own past or to other
people’s beliefs. There remains therefore
only one truth to speak about. (Ibid.)

373
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subsisting in indepeﬁdence of that acquired by the process of

indwelling overlooks the fact that such a logical reality and
’ )

the symbolic manipulations which constitute it

. - . denote nota state of affairs, but
the transformation of one conception of
‘a state of affairs into another conception
of it that is implied in the first. They
evoke. the conceptual transformation which
they symbolize in the game way as a de-
scriptive term like 'cat' evokes the con-
ception for which it stands. The tacit,
component of a formalized process of

AN * reasoning is broadly analogous to that

of a denotation. It conveys both our
understanding of the formal manipula-=

tions,72nd our acceptance of them as
right. ‘

: ! \
The realization of what a formalization of reasoning

is, that is, that it consists of the replacement of the terms
. i

-

of language with symbolic notation toget%gn_w}th.the acceptance
of what these.symbols stand fog and the rules of operatioﬁ by
which they may-ﬁe manipulated, leads to the further realiza-
tion that the operation of that formal system demands an
exercise of perssnal judgement comparable to that employed

in articulation, In the way that a definition as the formal-

ization of meaning in articulation cannot be complete in the

sense that the definjens cannot be understood by anyone who

is not conversant with the definiendum, so "the meaning of

a formalism lies in our subsidiary awareness of it within a

-

conceptual focus sustained in terms of this formalism, and

~

is necessarily absent therefore in operations carried out on’

symbols seen quite impersonally, as objects,"75 To dwell in

- Y&Ibid., p. 118.

75Ibid., p. 119, .
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a formalism is to interiorize it in the sense of relwing upon
- . . \ .

it in relation to the purpose it is intended Rg)serve, in a

manner similar to that in which

ind man relies on his
. . . 76
cane to identify that with which it

s into contact.

Correspondingly, 'as such ts constituté the projective

focus of the one relying the cane, so the projective char-

acteristic of indwelling in a formal system lies in a foeal
awareness of the purpose that system is intended to achieve,

a purpose formulhted in terms of a formal proof. Yet, as

Polanyi points out,

A formal proof proves nothing until it . -
induces the tacit conviction that it is -
binding. Thus the alternation between .
the intuitive and the formal depends on

tacit affirmations both at the beginning

and at the_end of each chain of formal

reasoning.

-

J Whether or not a formal proof will be conceived of a’s
J . . - Co
binding is, of course, not itself the outcome of an antecedent

76The instrumental quality of formal systems and their

dependence upon the human mind is emphasized by Polanyi also

in the context of the debate as to whether machines can think.
. : . 4
A formalized deductive system is an instru- -
ment which 'requires for its logical comple-
tion' 2 mind using the instrument in a manner
not fully determined by the instrument;
while the mind of the person using the in-
strument requires no such logical completion.
A person can carry out computations with the
aid of a.machine (or formal system) or without
it, but a computing machine cannot be said to
operate except within a tripartite system.
("The Hypothesis of Cybernetics,'". The British
Journal fo the Philosophy of Science, Vol. II
[February, 1952],. p. 314, italics his.)

‘o

77"Problem—501ving,"'The British Journal for the

Philosophy of Science, Vol. VIII, No. 30 (August, 1957),

p. 102.
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chain of formal reasoning but rather the outcome of a tacit

Y
f i
conviction grounded upon standards of personal assessment.
— . . o
‘Unli5§ the formal'system which théey support, such standards

derive from the initial conceptioﬂ of the state of affairs of

which the formal system is a secondary transformation. That!? -

.
-

'

initial conception cannot be féduced to a paraphrase of its

*

-

cognitive content which one meets in such systems nor, since

it is the product of a prior and more generalized subsidiary

awareness which works to endorse the acceptance of a formal

..

proof as binding, is it reversible like that formal proof

.

with its own premises.
- i 1]

Indwelling in InferenEe: Inductive Inference. The

consideration of The strucfure of tacit knowing has revealed
that inductive igferencé as viewed by objectivist theory as

the paradigm of knowing in its scientific embodiment leaves
]

open explanatory lacupae which are inexplicable in terms of

'

that theory. Where the view is that scienfe proceeds by

establishing a hypothesis whichwis“tﬁénmsubjected to experi
mental testing aimed at.either verifying or falsif&ing the

functional relationships between oBéerveq data, 211 guided

by the ideal of a strict detachment, it has been seen that

such obsenigii;:'des;roys rgther'{han engenders meaning. Ob=

jectigi'st theoly is silent as’to the point one stops "observing" .
and begins interpreting, as it is in respect to the basis upon

which some observations ‘are selected as instances which

“
‘belong together while others are rejected as irrelevant. As

LS

©in perception where one cannot focally attend to an object -

T, .
“~
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independently of relying upo the subliminal and marginal
clues by virtue offwhich it\acquires coherence, so one cannot
observe the data of science in 1ndependence of a background
theory in terms of which they are comprehen51ble.78 Indeed, :

in_scientifid discovery such data cease to be the objects of

7 . - - - .
9 There is no impersonal activity of observation

they bear.
any more than there are autonomous facts. Similarly, the
attempt at a formalization of inductive: inference by way of

tﬁf hypothetical-deductive method leaves.open the question of
7

78Even if it were granted that there exist no observa-
tions apart from- background theory, the relationship between
such theory and the observations made in its light is not

deductive., Po yi illustrates the relation” between observa-
tion and theo y reference to the exact science of
astronomy. e gt

Astronomers/can merely compute from one
set 0ot numBers, which they identify with
the position of a particular planet at a
particular time, another set of numbers,
which will represent its position at a =~
- ' future moment of time. But no formula
can foretell the actual readings on our
instruments. These readings will rarely,
- if ever, coincide with the predicted
numbers as computed from Newton's laws,
and there is no rule—and can be no rule—
on which we can rely for deciding whether
the discrepancies between theory and ob-
servation should be shrugged aside as . )
observational ‘errors or be recognized, on
the contrary, as actual deviations from -
the theory. The assessment in each case
is a personal judgement. {("Personal
Knowledge,” in Meaning, op. cit., p. 30,
italics his'.)-

79 . |
"We may say," Polanyi points out, "that a scientific
discovery reduces our focal awareness of observatlons ifto. a
subsidiary awareness of them, by shifting our attention from

them to their ®coretical coherence.” ("The Logic of Tacit
Inference,” op. cit., p. 3.)

_focal awareness, becoming rather subsidiary to_that upon which _ _

‘I
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-

the genesis of thé“hypothesis in the light of’which the data
are to be observed and tested, the nature of the deduction
in terms of whicﬁ an empirical geng?alization may be estab-
iished as valid, and, in the event that it cannot be so
Lﬁ:fablished, the formal procedurée by which it may be falsified.
ATl explicit forms of reasoning then, for Polanyi, "whether
deductive or indu;tive, are impotent in themselves; " they
can operate only as the intéilegtual tools of man's tacit -
powers }eachfhg towards the hidden meaning of things._"80 How,
then, do such tacit powers function in science? Hoﬁ does
one come to indwell in reality so épat one might grasp the
as-yet uncomprehended coherence in the nature of things? In
the theory of personal knowledge it is the process of scientific

>

discovery which is paradigmatic for all understanding.’ and

learning as it most vividly illustrates the struggle from a
state of incomprehension to o¢one of knowiné the meaning of a -
reality hidden from, yeE accessible toj-the integrating powers
qf the mind. Such discovery was not the product. of the

—
formalized procedures of deductive or inductive inference T

but rather of the unformalized procedures of tacit inferencge.

Tacit Inference in Scientific Discovery. "The pro-

gress of science,”

Polanyi maintains,
‘—h_.-.- -

. . . falls into three main periods. The
first is the sighting of a problem and the
decision ‘to pursue it; the second; the
quest for a solution and the drawing of a

v

8

L

O"Faith and Reason,w op. cit., p. 243 (italics his).



conclusion: the third, the holding of the
conclusion to be an established fact.

A problem for Polanyi is not the sort of thing set to
students but one the solution of which is unknown. Further, -

it is not a hypotﬁésis, such beihg rather the explicit con-

jectures offered by way.of the solution of the problem.82

A problem, of course, is not a2 problem unless it is recognized
as being a problem. A problem in chess is nct a problem to
a chimpanzee. The sighting of a problem in the theory of

personal knowledge consists in the exercise of a skill pre-

figured in a natural sensibility by which hidden patterns ‘are
discerned, a skill manifested in scientific discovery as

inuitive foreknowledge.

I have spoken of our powers to perceive

a coherence bearing on reality, with its
hidden future manifestations. But there
exists a more intensely pointed know=-
ledge of a2 hidden coherence: the kind

of foreknowledge we call a problem. And
we know that the scientist produces prob-
lems, has hunches, and, elated by these

81,

t . . . . P . .. . - .
Genius in Sclernce,” op.cit., p. oidico hil Y. T "Prollom-
1"

Solving," (op. cit.) Polanyi employs Poincaré’'s terminology
of "Preparation,” "Illumination," and "Verification."

82"15 a problem a hypbthesis?" Polanyi asks.

It is something much vaguer. Besides, sup-
posing the knowing of a problem were re-
placed by the setting up of a hypothesis,
such a hypothesis would have to be either
one formulated at random or so chosen that
it has a fair initial chance to be true.
If the former, its chances of proving true
would be negligible; if the latter, we
are left with the question how it is
arrived at. (The Unaccountable Element in
Science," Philosophyv, op. c¢cit., p. 13.)

-

-
Ao
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anticipations, pursues .the quest that should L
~fulfill these anticipations. The quest is
guided throughout by feelings of a deepening
coherence and these feelings have a fair

- chance of proving right. We may recognize
here the powers of a dynamic intuition.

Such foreknowledge of a problem, evoked by intimations
>,

of a hidden coherence.in reality, is one aspect of the dynamic
intuition, the "unaccountable element in science." It is,
however, nothing more than an intensification of those prin-
ciples found to guide acts of perception, the performance of
skilled feats, the production of novel sentences, and the
recognition or elucidation of comprehensive entities. For
all consciousness in the theory of personal knowledge is
vectorial, serving to guide all purposive human ac;ivitf in_ .
all its manifestatio;s. |
Iﬁ the quest for a solution to the problem revealed
to it by‘relying subsidiarily on the accepted fraqggork of
science, a framework which provides the generél élues ro dis-
.covery as perceptual experience does to sight, the quality
of<intuitioq becomes less anticipatory and more strategic.
In the context of the puréuit, Polanyi distinguishes such
strategic intuition from the more broadly heuristic imagina-
tion. Where the imagination is de%iberate and active, the

intuition is rather "a spontaneous process of integration."

83"The Creative Imagination,” op. git., p. 60. 1In
"Sense-Giving and Sense-Reading" (op. cit.) Polanyi refers
to such foreknowledge as an "anticipatory intuition," a
faculty which surpasses the recognition of unexplained
regularities, deviations from such regularities, or conflict-
ing principles which "can merely dffer a possible occasion
for discovery: they do not tell us how to make a dis- - .
covery." (p. 321.) ~ '
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3

It is intuition that senses the presence
of hidden resources for solving a problenm
and that launches the imagination in its
pursuit. It is also intuition that forms
our surmises in the course of this pursuit
and eventuglly selects from the material
mobilized by-the imagination the relevant
pieces of evidence and integrates them
into the solution of the problem.sa

Where.the anticipatory intuition might be seen as
roaming and speculative in nature, the str egic intuition on
the scent of discovery becomes more fogtissed on an 2s yet empty

but intimated target, harnessing the imaginative "casting the
mind forward" by way of "clues of feasibility" which it fur-
nishes to the imagination. The process continues until the.

pieces of evidence are integrated spontaneously into the solu-

tion with the act of discovery. Here the strategic intuition
gives way to_the creative intuition.
“

Discovery is therefore made in two moves: °

one deliberate, the other spontaneous, the
spontaneous move being evoked in ourselves

by the action of our deliberate effort. '
The deliberate thrust is a focal act of

the imagination, while the spontaneous

response to it, which brings discovery,

belongs to the same class as the spon-

taneous coordination of muscles respond-

ing to our intention to lift our arm,

or the spontaneous coordination of visual

clues in responsg to our looking at some-

thing. This spontaneous act of discovery \
deserves tgsbe recognized as creative

intuition.

84"Reconstructionb" in Meaning, op. cit., p. 60.

8S"The Creative Imagination,"” op. cit., pp. 65-66
(italics his). Discovery, like the more mundane problem-
solving, is an irreversible heuristic act in the sense that
one can never be puzzled again by the same difficulty. If
it were reversible, one could trace the procedure backward
to one's initial state of puzzlement. - "Accordingly," Polanyi
points out, since true discovery i« not a strictly logical
performance, "we may describe the obstacle to be overcome in
solving a problem as a "logical gap,' and speak of the width of.
the logical gap as the measure of the ingenuity required for
solving the problem." ("Problem—Solving,f op. c%t., p. 93.)

N ’
- /
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The credit for the act of discovery is then twofold.
On the one hand it is the imagination which "imposes on the
intuition a feasfblertask," while, on the other, it is the

intuition "which rises to this task and reveals the discovery

that the quest was due to bring forth. Intuition informs the

imagination, which, in its turn, releases the powers of the
86

intuition.” " : : ) ’

With verification or validation as Polanyi prefers
to call it, the last of the three stages of the act of dls-
covery is reached. Where the initial sighting of the problem
was governed by the deliberate processes of the anticipatory
intuition aqd where the act of . discovery itself was iéen;ical
to the spontaneous,integration of creative iﬁtuition, the

holding of that discovery to be an esta¥lished fact rests on

a final intuition.

When,.the quest has ended, imagination and
intuition . do not vani from the scene.
Our intuition recognizes the final result
to be valid, and our imagination points
to the 1nexhaust1ble future manifestations
of it. We return to the quiescent state
of mind from which the inquiry started,
but return to it with a mew vision of co-
herence and.reality. Herein lies the
final acceptance of this vision; -any new
standards of coherence implied in it have

become, our own standards, we are committed
to them.

Scientific discovery then manifests the range of char-
acteristics associated with tacit knowing, of which it is the

exemplar. There is the dynanic interiorization and projection

86Ibid., p.- 66 (italics his).

87 1bid.

/
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of consciousness, relying on clues which are unspecifiable
' »

in that act while integrating them in én equally unépecifiable
manner in a bearing-on their focus, which, in the case of )
disco#ery, is also unspecifiable. Yet such a focus is taken

to betoken a reality which the. integrating powers of the @ind

recognize as autonomous, a reality to wﬁich it accedes as the
imper§onal standard by.which its’ exercise is delimited.
Further, scientific discovery as with creative thought generally
constitutes the upper reaches of the isomorphié relationship
between the knower and the known. The‘qugsting imagination
guided by the anticipatory powers of intuition jointly function
-as the operational principles of discovery agd creative thought,
which, although rooted in the boundary conditions of the con-
ceptual framework within which the mind lives, attain a level
of coherence inaccessible to that conceptual framework. In
discovery and creative thought, ‘in other words, the .operational
principles transcend their own bounda{ljponditions, a trans-
cendence which itself transcends the principle of dual or
marginal control where the higher faculty always operates
through the levels below it, levels which serve to circumf
scribe the exercise of that hiéher faculty e&en to.the point

of accounting for its failure. In a2 manner comparable to

tﬁat of cosmological emergence whereby the intensification

of the higher principle serves to bring fortﬁ new life forms,
creative tbou;ht makes contact with a reaiity lying beyond

the conditions through which that cfeative thought operates.
This, for Polanyi, is the paradox of all truly creative

-

activity.
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If it be true that no higher level can be
accounted for by the operations of a lower

level, then no effort of ours can be truly

creative in the sense of establishing a

higher principle not intrinsic to our

initial conditions. Yet this is what all

great art, great thought, and great action ’
must aim at. And this is how these efforts

have, in fact, built up the heritage in

which our minds grow up and live.8

Knowing Life. We understand a machine like the grgnd—
father clock by indwelling in its”parts and the boundafy
conditions left open by the 10Qer principles governing thoée
parts while attending focally to tge principles of design
and purpose which comﬁrehend th;se boundary conditions. The
parts are specifiable in themselves for Qe_can take the clock
apart and examine the pieces, but such an examination does
not gxplain how the clock works.. As the o?eratio;ai principles
of the clock are nothing more than the principles_of engineer-
ing or. technology comprising its comprehensive features, they
in their turn are equally specifiable. 1In spite of the fact
that both the principles regulating the functioning of the
parts and those comprehending its structure are specifiable,
the operation of the clock as a comprehensive entity can
be understood only by a tacit act of integration in which
the one is relied upon subsidiarily while attending facally

to the other.

Sﬁch specifiabilit} does neot extend to the pérts and

wholes of living specimens. Although we indwell in the

-

particulars of the specimen while integrating them into a

88"Science and Man's Place in the Universe," op.
cit., p. 75.
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focal awareness of ité tyﬁzﬁal appearance, we cannot ekhaus-
tively specify what thesé partiéulars are nor that by virtue
of which they satisfy the sténdards of.being true to their
type. Living things function as autonomous centres of activity
to which is attributed either success or failure on grounds
which escape strict formulation. Heélthy growth and typical
shape mark the assessments of success of the operational prin-
ciples at the vegetative le;el, but there are no formulae
by which such assessments may be objectively applie ,lsuch
formulae depending rather upon prior accreditation ¢f stand-
ards of rightnéss gained by previous acts of indwell ng in
numerojs examples of the sort to which we now focally attend.

| As we ascend the scale, from comprehending the func-
tions‘;f machines through vegetative life to that of aniunder-
stand¥ng of animal behaviour, oux indwelling deepens, being
herz/é-matter of integrating the particulars Jf such behaviour

in their bearing upon a focal awareness of activity and pur-

t

pose marked by an originality which is not accountable in

terms of the principles regulative of lower life forms.89

!
}

\\”’ngolanyi distinguishes personal knowledge of an

animal's purposive activity from the sort of knowledge de-
rived from a behaviouristic observation of that activity.

Behaviourists teach that in observing an -
‘animal we must refrain above all from try-
-~ ing to imagine what we would do if placed
in the animal's position. I suggest, on
the contrary, that nothing at all could
be known about an animal that would be of
the slightest interest to physiology, and
still less to psychology, except by fol-
lowing the opposite maxim of identifying
ourselves with a centre of action in the
animal and criticizing its performance by
standards set up for it by ourselves,
(P.K., op. cit., p. 364.)
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As the principles of chemistry and physics were incapable of
explaining the operations of a machine as well as that of
veéetative functioning, so the overt manifestations of .
bodily movement compreﬁended by the principles of physiclogy
are incapable of explaining purpose and originality_inherent
in intelligent animal life. _ '

Similarly, we can know the mind ofﬁanother human
jbeing only by relying on igs overt workings which are viewed
subsidiarily while attending directly to that rendering
such workings ;oherent, that is, to the mind of that human
being. As we do not observe the clues of perception in
the act of integrating them into their joint iﬁage, as we
do not observe the words of a text while compréhending_that
which the.text denctes, so we do not observe the workings
of the mind but rather read them as i;dicators—tq'thét upoﬂ
which they bear. And, as the clues of perception are not
to be equated with their joint image and as the words of
a text are not identified with that upon which‘they bear,
so such woékings-;re not to be equated with the mind itself.
Both are distinct entities.. While the mind reiies on the -
continued operations of the body for it cannot exist’ apart
from or independently of it, such pperétions derive their

coherence from the mind. The lower-level bodily principles

may explain the failure of the mind's operations but they
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: . Q0 . . .
cannot account for their success. The body-mind relation is

that of a dualism, not an identity, but it is a dualism rela-

Vtive to the knowledge of that mind.

The theory of tacit knowing, while it also

“tells us, that we do.not know another mind

by a process of inference, nevertheless
retains the dualism of mind and bedy in this

"sense: it says that the body seen focally

is one thing, while the body seen subsidiarily
points to another thing: these two things are
the body apnd the mind. 1

To indwell in another's mind is therefore td indwell in

a reality stratified according to the principle of dual control

in which we attend from the lower while focally attending to the

higher.92

In addition, the nature of the process of indwelling

applies
sion of
follows

Polanyi

1 .
"Reconstruction,'

9OPolanyi extends his criticism of behaviourism as it
to ‘comprehending animal behaviour to the comprehen-
man's mind. The "impossibility of behaviourism"

from the fact that )

- « « wWe can identify tangible manifesta-
tions of mental processes only by first -
recognizing the mind-at work in them; that
in fact a rational‘pattern of behaviour
must be comprehended as a whole, before we
can set out to analyse it; and finally

.that if we did succeed, per impossibile, in

keeping track of the elements of mental be-
haviour without reference to mind, these
particulars, observed in themselves, would
remain meaningless, and experiments con-
ducteéd with these meaningless fragments
would also be meaningless. ("Tacit Know-
ing: Its Bearing on Some Problems in .
Philosophy," in Grene, op. cit., p. 169.)

in Meaning, op. cit., pp. 46-47.

2 . . . ' A
9“Where reality varies inversely as .to tangibility,
points out thaty

The human mind in particular is real in this
sense, and indeed more real than the lower,
centers of individuality. For an intelligent
person's mind is expected to reveal itself
over a far wider range of indeterminate
manifestations than the lower centers which
control his growth or appetitive action.

("Knowing and Being," in Grene, op. cit., pp. 135-136.)



in another's mind changes from the process of indwelling in

-

lesser comprehensive entities, becoming less a matter of
"connoisseurship” and more a mattef of "conviviality." Con-
noisseurship attaches to the exercise of skilful knowing as
the tacit base of the observation of 'inanimate entities.

Conviviality attaches rather to the quality of indwelling in
-
animate existerce, rising from a relation of empathy with

animal life in the course of the observation of its behaviour

to that characterizing the comprehension of another's know-

ledge, another who stands on & plane equal with ou;selves
‘énd in .whose mind we see our ‘own reflected. "For if we agree
with that which the other person claims té know ané with the

grounds on which he relies for this knowledge," Polanyi main-

tains, "the critical examination of this knowledge will
93

become a critical reflection of our own knowledge."

-+

. Such convivial indwelling Polanyi see€s in terms of an

[N

.

ascending scale, progressively marked by greater cbmmii:enq
coupled with greater unspecifiability; terminating finally
- at the stage of "superior knowledge." Superior kwbhiédge is

constituted by. the various matrices which provide the basis

-0f conviviality exercised in the activity of innovative

thought, that firmament of impersonal standards to which all

93P.K., op. cit., p. 373. Relative to indwelling in
~another's thoughts, Polanyi points out that:

We read the acts of his mind in the same
way as we are aware of our own mental
. efforts in pursuing our objectives. All
observation of life and mind is convivial.
("Clues to an Understanding of Mind and
+ Body," op. eit., p. 74.) :
/

-
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engaged tacitly pledge their mllegiance. These

re constitutgd, in their turn, by’the funded

ts of the mind of man which provide gibat heritage
ur minds grow up and live, the cultural counterpart
gical ?mergenée effected by the intensification of

principle in organic life.

This superior.knowledge will be taken to o

include, therefore, beside the systems of

science and other factual truths, all that
is coherentlv believed to be right and

excellent by men within their culture. . . .

Thus we may regard, in the, last analysis,

the entire superior_knowleagb embodied in

a 'modern highly articulate cgulture as the

sum total of what its classies have uttered

and its heroes and saints have done. If

we belong to this culture then these are °

our great men: men to whose superiority

we entrust ourselves, by trying to under-

stand their works and follow their teach-

ings and examples. Our adherence to the

common beliefs” and standard$ on which
intellectual exchanges within a culture o
depend, appears then equivalent to our . ~ -
adherence. to the same masters as fountains

of authority. They are our intellectual’
ancestry: . 'the famous men and fathers who

begat us' in whose heritage we enter.’%

lanyi's superigr knowledge is not to be equated with
n "third world" knowledge reified in f;dépendeﬁce .
d of man but is to be conceived as that presupposed

the study of human thoughtj conviviality. becomes

n the same way in which one perceives objects by

bmitting to perceptual clues or as one .performs a

-

skilled feat by subsidiarily incorporating its preqifgs, S0

,man's idea

ls as they are incorporated in superior kn wlegge
-~

—

can be known only by freely following them. Again,; it is the

94

Ibid., pp. 375-376 (italics his)-

3

&
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ideals embodied in superior.knowledge, that of the universality,

tion of simple dependency upod the great men themselveg.

of truth and the forms of ex;ellenceﬁ\which preclude a rela-

The

theory of personal knowledge does not advocate a tradifional-

istic conf

U
Y

e,

e
ormism, -

The language of these ideals, anchored in
the works and lives of our masters, grants
to each one of 'us the right to uphold ‘these
ideals against any particular utterance of
these same masters. For it is not to their
person, butgto what we understand to be
their teaching, that we pledge ourselves. 95

The ideals embodied in superior-knowledge; then,nin

one sense provide the tacit grounds upon which articulate and

innovative

prehension,

with perce

a-critical,

standards
light of t
in reveali
tse firmam
disgal'pol
Unlike his
occupies t
indwelling
originalit

directed t

thought proceeds in the context of convivial gom-
fideals which are intégrated'in an act wpich, as
ption and skil¥ul doing, "is irreversible and also
since we cannot judge the rightness of our

in the sense in which we judge other things in the
96
i

-

hese standards. However, where man's aim lies

ng these ideals in their varying manifestations,
. ;

ent of impersonal standards.come3 to stand as the
e in relation to which he is the proximal term.
- ' H

observation of inanimate nature in which he \

he higher plane or that of animate nature where -

is directed to autonomous centres of activity and

Yy, the structure of tacit knowing where it is

owards these ideals ‘finds man's focal,attention

- . ~ [

95

96

Ibid., p. 377. .

Ibid., p. 378.

*
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directed "on things higher than himself: He may be said to

stand on the lower level of this commitment. ‘Alternatively,

2
o

we may describe him as formi;;\ﬁhgjpersonal pole of.a commit-

. Lo - . 7
ment of which the ideals of man form the universal po.le."9

Ultimately, personal knowledge is an epistemology of

commitment, manifested in its triadic structure, through the

‘various forms of conscious awareness from‘perception to ‘that

of creative thoughf, in its process of indwelling marked by

the dynamics of heuristic integration and projection, and. in

the tacit accreditation of the reality of that which its

. hd .

exercise reveals. It is this irreducibly committed quality

‘- ’

of all knowing which Polanyi sets over agalnst the new dogma

-

of obJect1v1sm the assertion of the efficacy of detachment

and disbelief. Such commitment, for Polanyi, has given rise

-

to that "firmament of truth and greatness" which man has at
one time himself created yet which provides the basis for

the exerci§d5%f his responsible judgement with universal

.

intent. The only alternative to such commitment is not some

form of non-commital clarity but rather it is meaninglessness.

L
* . . . is strong, noble and wonderful so
long as he fears the voices of this firmament;
but he dissolves their power over himself and
his .own powers gained through obeying-them, if
. he. turns his back and examines what he respects
" in‘a detached manner. The law is then no more .
‘than what the courts will decide, art but an
emollient of nérves, morality but a convention,
tradition but an inertia, God but a psychologl-
cal necessity. Then man dominates a world in
which he himself does not exist. _For with his

For man, Polanyi maintains,

9T1bid., p. 379.
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obligations he has lost his voice and his
hope, and has been left behind meaningless
to himself.9 .

Polanyi has been referred to as "the man of reconcilia-

. 99 e . . .
tion."”: The essence of such reconciliation as embodied in

o

his second "post-critical philosophy"” has been to redress

LY

the bglaﬂce.?etween belief and critical reason upset by the
post-Cartesian reification of doubt as a heuristic principle?
Such é:reificapioﬁ: carried forward by a positivistic science
and adoﬁted by those seeking similar de-personalized and

objective certainty in the'studies of tan, has served to,
divorce-;an from his experience, his belief from his critical.
powers, the product- of knowing from the process by which it
'acquires.coherence, the knower from the known. “As a final
question; it might be asked if there exist grounds for a pos-

sible reconciliation between Polanyi's personal knowledge and

the presuppositions of philosophical analysis in education.

" A

C. Grounds for Reconciliation?

' While "interesting, it would.be idle to speculate regard-
ing the response of the analytical philosopﬁers in edﬁcation
considered to the principles qf tacit knowing. ﬁ; doubt, they
would draw back from what they saw to be its "metaphysical"

- N _—
or "psychological" qualities. But since it has been seen that

%81bid., p. 380.

99Raymond Aron, "Max Weber and Michael Polanyi," in
Langford and Poteat, Intellect and Hope: Essays in the Thought
of Michael Polanyi, op. cit., p. 363, and in E.P. Wigner,
"Michael Polanyi: 23 March 1891 - 22 February 1976," Bio-
graphical Memoirs of the Fellows of the Roval Society
(London: The Royal Society, 1977), p. 433.

C
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they employ precisely these qualities in their analysis of the
activity of clarification and of the nature of edutational
theory and learning, a more profitable approach might be that

of a brief examination  of their views in the hope of flndlng

some grounds for the beglnnlngs of reconciliation with those

¥

of Polanyi.

0f the three analysté considered, it is perhaps O'Connor
who shows the least poésibility of reconciliation with the
principles of tacit knowing as embodied iQ\Ets trigdiq struc-
ture and prbcess of integrative indwelling in a hierarchically
stratified réality resting upon the foundation of a-critical
belief. Hhile any accommodation, admittedly, will be achieved
only at the expense of O'Connor's objectivist ideal of im-
personal noetic criteria as embodied in the natural sciences,
grounds might bg\ﬂigi?rned imn his Qiew.of that which provided
ths departure poiht for Polanyi's Theory of personal know-
ledge, that is, the nature of perception:

In his theory of perception O'Connor postuiates four
elements—the objects of the material world, the 'data of

w100

sense, the "sensory field," and ‘the "sensory world. What

. 0'Connor purports to show in his theory is "a causal account
of perception which will aveoid the subjectivist traps in which

0101

such theories have usually been entangled. An examination

of his views, however, reveals that his understanding of the

act of perception is less catsal than intentional and that,

100

“"The Status of Sense Date,” op. cit.

101rh54., 5. 91, | - o
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as a consequence, it is just those "subjective traps” which

* .
besto® coherence upon such views. . Accordingly, his theory of

”

perception might well appeal to the principles of tacit know-

. ing for its completion.

Of cardinal importance for O'Connor is the disjunction
between the data of sense and the objects of the material
world. As has been seen,102 the gradations in the shades of
colour are not matched by cbmparablé gradations of the sensory
data with the result that "these features of our sensory
experience are So different in nature from the objects of the

material world that they cannot be identified with them."203

These data of our sensory experience are, in their, turn, parts
or elements of the "sensory field" which, to the dzgree to
which it is unconceptualized, remains as in the case of sight

. simply unco-ordinated patches of colour. It is, however, at
' “

the level of the "sensory ‘world" where one ceases to simply

-~

sense and commences to perceive or to observe, for it is here

that one clothes the sensory field with concepts by way of

e . rendering it an item of coherent sensory experience. So clothed,

the conceptualized sensory field becomes an."inteng}onal ob-
. " 1] " ' . b 7 ‘
ject. We could,” 0'Connor points out, |

- . . . conveniently but loosely define inten-
.tional objects as those that we can be mis-
taken about. In other words, it is not
sense data, the raw unconceptualized ele-
.ments -of our sensory £f£ields, that are

. intentional objects. It is rather the

objects of perception that are intentional.
Raw sensory fields are ambiguous in that

1028ee above, Chapter I, p. 48-49. . .

’ 103nThe Status of Sense Data," op. cit., p. 82.
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they may be clotrhed in a variety of concep-
tual apparel.. But unti? they are structured
in this way, the possibility of error does

not arise. Thus it is not. sense data but
physical objects, real or putative, that are
intentional. Moreover, the heavier the con-
ceptual load with which we interpret our sense
fields, the greater the risk of mistake and
s0, in a sense, the greater degree of inten-

tionality.
It is difficult to see how this might be considered
a causal account of perception; Indeed, it can be seen to
cohere with Polanyi's view of perception in terms of both
structure and frocess and in terms of the affifma;ion of that .
reélity which is perceived.. 0O'Connor himself affirm; that
"I can feed or photograph‘a lion only if it is there to be

fed or photographed,"lo5

objects of the material world and his data of sense which

but given the disjunction eifween the

cannot be identified with them, there is no reason why he
should do so apart from such affirmation. Again, the view
that physical and chemical‘fprces operate in both the objects
Kv/ !
of the material world and within the perceiver himself and
- . ; ) R
that such functions constitute the necessary conditions for

the production of the visual field, present no difficulty to

the principles of perception as giver in the theory of tacit

~

- knowing. 'Such operations are to be seen in ;héir capacity

—

as';he boundary coriditions of perception which, while they

might account for its failure, do not account for its suc-

cess.’ Here_the intentional activity of the perceiver provides

the operational principles of perception by reference to which

104544d., p. o1.

1057414, ' ' - ' '

[} —_— e
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successful perception might be assessed. For .0'Gonnor then;
~as for Poléﬁyi, reality is seen té be given} it is affirmed
to be present, but-its shaping.ié that of the persén.

In structural terms O'Connor's sense data énd sensory
field which such data jointly constitute stand as the sub-
sidiary marginal_and subliminal clues from which the perceiver
attends while directing his focal.or intentional attention on
the objects of the material;world, such clues, ordered cde
hqunﬁi}, being in themselves the concepts of his sensory
world. So clothed, the objects of the‘material world are
phenomenally different than when unclothed and, conversely,
are that in terms of which the sensory field derives its
semantic significance. It is by the act of indwellin% in the ™
visual field while simultaneously projecting his intentional
awareness to the coherent entities which it embodies that
O'Connor is committed to the rightness of his perceptual
aét, that the coherent entirty thefeby perceived is not reduc-
ible to its constituent components in the form af the uncon-
ceptualized visual field nor reversible by means of the formal

P : .
steps of any'éxplicitfbrocedurg. While:?he objects of the

material world and the coherent entities of O'Connor's sensory

world cannot be adjudicated by reference to any concepts of

some further sensory world, the standards by which he afffrms

his perceptual act are impersonal in the sense that they claim

to have established contact with 2 reality independent of

. himself, . i . Co

;In view .of the grounds of reconciliation between

0'Connor and Polényi at the level of perception, there appears
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to be no good reason why similar reconciliation might not be
generalized to the fealms of philosophical clarifiéatibn,
educapionai'thgory, and the nature'of learning. In employing
objectivist criteria drawn from his view of the methods and
evidence as embodied in the natural gciences and from the
settled rules of deduction, he might be said to have clothed
them in inappropriate conceptual apparel. By bringing to
bear his concept of intentionality to which he gave so
prominent a place in his theory of perception, the grounds
for accommodation with the principles of tacit knowing.would

be established.

The more broadly linguistic objectivism of R.S. Peters
points,.just oh account of that breadth, to greater areas of
affinity with the principles of tacit knowing than those
retrieved from the éheory of perceptiog as embodied in the
empirical objectivism of D.J. O0'Connor. For examﬁle,'?eters
does ﬁot.rule'out‘processes of intuition since such words
are often used in‘connection with the learning 'of principles.
Again, and given.a less linguisfic cast; Petersf ﬁublic modes
of experience as constituted by those impersonal content and
_prbcedures enshrineﬁ in public traditions bears apalogy to
Polanyi's impersonal standards to which one gives allegia@ce
‘on the grounds of their contact with an independent rediiéy.
Congruence might glso be discerned between Peters' concept of
initiation in which experiénced persons turn the eye of tﬂe

other qgutward to what is independent of persons and Polanyi's

concept of "apprenticeship" where, in respect to such tradi-
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tions independent of persons and in terms of "a previous act

of affiliation, by which the novice accepts apprenticeship to

LY

a community which cultivates this lore, (he) appreciates its

. ' 106
values and strives to act by its standards."

.

Still again,
Peters' conceptual truths, points and connections which stand
in tautological ralation with4¥he concepts they exemplify
might, in Polanyian terms, be seen merely as Peters' affirma-
tions df his tacit framework since such affirmations, rendered
@xplicitly, assume tautological formulatian.- But perhaps the
most sssentlal point of afflnlty of Peters with Polanyi, . and
that updn which grounds for reconciliation might most profit-
-ably be s ugﬁtéﬂés that, unlike O'Connor, hé does not view
man under a naturalistic conception in terms of which he
might ultimately be reduced to the laws of physics.and chem-
istry. It is upon the-rejection of just such a naturalistid
conception that Peters, for example, accepts Piaget's model
of assimilation and accommodation as that by which the -°

developmentdof reason proceeds on the one hand, but on thq{fﬂ\\\,»/////

other rejects the biological model of homeostasis or equi- K/)

For Peters, disequilibrium between one's "schemata” and the

librium upon which he maintains Piaget founded the model.
novel situation "can only be identified by reference to the
content of the schemata whose activity they explain. . . .
But nothing is added to our understanding of this disposition

by introducing the model of restoring equilibrium at the

mental level.

P.X.,"op. cit., p. 207 (italics his),
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} In my view, we can go no further in explain-
ing the development of rationality that the -
ascription to man of two basic and closely
related dispositions to Tespond to his ex>
perience., There is, first, assimilation,
the constructive, classifying aspect of .
thought, the tendency to impose a conceptual
scheme of experience and to generalize on
the basis of similarities. Allied with this
is the disposition to accommodate or to
modify the scheme and the generalizations in
the light of recalcitrant experience and
information.

The difficulty is, however, that Peters, in his turn,

by postulating dispositions and ténden;iés to impose a con-
ceptﬁal sﬁheme'on experience and ts modify one's Qchéhaﬁa in
the light of recalcitrant experience and information does not
add to our understanding of the activity of the schemata they
were advanced to explain. It is suggested here that they do
not do so béca&se Peters lacks Polanyi's concept of subsidiary-
focal awa;ehess which m%%ﬁt serve to extend our understanding
of such activity andj in fact, might do so in connection with
that penultimate poiﬁt attained b;\Peters in his gearch for

the logicéily necessary conditions for the use of a word,

that is, in connection with his view that concepts must be

\

understood in terms of other concepts.

To understand concepts in terms of other concepts

was, for Peters, to understand that the use of words is a
- "
form of purposeful behaviour and that such behaviour has to

be understoed, in its turn, in terms of other, non-linguistic

purposes that people have in'their.social life. To understand

107"The Development of Reason," . in R.S. Peters,
Psvehology and Ethical Development (London: Allen & Unwin,

1974), p. 143. : -
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condepﬁs in terms of other concepts is then to understand the
purposes people have in using the words they do but,_in spite
"of the fact that” the word and the concept for Peters stand
in mirror relation, such understanding cannot bé achieved
relative to those words themselvéé since, so viewed, they
would simply ge marks on paper. But‘Peters' postulation of
the disposition and tendency to assimilate and accommodate,
while it violates that lesson of the "revolution in philasqphy"
which rules out reference to thoég mysterioﬁs inner entities,
gives no sﬂecification of the activity of the schemata by
reference to which assimilation and accommodation might be
explained. Taken here at Petegg&’igc;l of laﬁguage and the
purposeful use of\concepts, the tendency to assimilate or ﬁo
impose a conceptual scheme on experience énd to generalize
on the basis of similarities might itself be assimifated to
Polanyi's concept of conceptual ssubsumption, where the dis-
position tg accoﬁmodate, toemodify the scheme angd.the
generaliz#tiohs in the lighr of recalcitraﬁt experience and
ing?rmation_might be accommodated to his corollary concept

y : .

of ¢tonceptual exemplification. The tendency to assimilate,
A .

in other words, can be ‘'extended and given specification by
) -

reﬁ@fence to the act of either relying subsidiarily on the

particular instances of a concept as conveyed by language

while attending focallyfto that concept upon whie&rthose

— &

instances are made to bear or, conversely, of relying sub-
sidiarily upon the concept as given in language while attend-

3 , N
ing focally to the ipstances which that concept subsumes.

Accommodation, on the other hand, seen as the modification
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of the scheme in the light of recalcitrant.experience and
;nfofﬁation as opposed,to shared concepts, extends the process
of conceptuél exemplification to-embrace the comprehension of
; novel concept. Here accommodation may be itself accom-
modated to an intensitied process of conceptual exemplification
pre-figuring that of discovery in which the dynamics of
subsidiary-focal awareness involve attending from available
conceptual resources which are ﬁtilized by the poﬁers of the
integrative imagination to bear upon a focus which, temporarily,
ia empty yet, when attained, will serve to modify those re-
sources: It is, then, by referenpe to Polanyi's concept of _\
subsidiary-focal awareness that Peters.can go further in

. .

explaining the development of rationality, that he can give

greater specification to the state of disequilibrium between

_one's schemata and the novel situation and the activity of

-

the content of that schemata in identifying suth disequi-

librium. It is also, perhaps,.upon the basis of such a
- - \ :
concept that reconciliation mi%ﬁt best be sought.

Unlike-0'Connor and Peters, a recent paper of Hirst's

reveals that he is,‘in fact, in possession of Polanyi's con-

AN
cept of subsidiary—focal_awareness.lo8 In support of his

' .
view of the ‘theory-practice relation, here set in the context
of demonstrating the gtounds of authority for thos%“ﬁrofes—

sionally involved in education, Hirst has invoked the
?

structure of tacit knowing. The issue of reconciliation

los"Professional Authority: Its Foundations and
1

Limits," op. cit.



therefore shifts from the adaptation of those aspects of ana-
lytical éhought amen;ble to the concept of subsidiary-focal
‘awareness to an examination of Hirst's edﬁloyment of it in -
the context of a philosophy resting upon the grounds of
linguistic objectivism.

Briefly, the question of derivation of the grounds of
professional authority arises in the face of what Hirst has
discerned to- be public.douﬁts of professional competence.

The issue, of course;_dovetails‘neatly with the question
Hirst has considered for some time, that is, ghejgstaﬁlishment
of educational theory on grounds other than O'Connor's col-

& .
lectiog.of piece§’6f psychblogy. The gquestion here, however,
is whetﬁer, in invoking—Polanyi in support of his model of
the theory-practice rélation, Hirst has in fact harnessed
-ﬁhe thebfy of tacit knowing to the presupposition; underlying
that model and in terms of which it 1is inappropri;te.

To defend against the charges directed at the competence
of professionals, what must be shown, according to Hirst, are

the grouﬂﬁs of professional authority and the grounds of

~

profesg}onal'authority can be shown only by demonstrating

LY g}ear.graSp of educaéion princigles and their dependence,
iﬁ‘fact or in principle, on specialized knowledge, judgement
and sk_ill."lo9 While, Hirst points out, "what t?e 'dis-

ciplined' study of education has achieved so.far is frag-

mentary, very limited and disagreement .even within the

—_

1097354., p. 177.
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commonsense! and this, he maintains, is "the proper base
4 1" - \ -
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individual d15c1p11nes is w1despread and, as such, do

A .
not bear comparlson with the well establlshed findings of
-

the»formal discipIines id‘;he natural sciences, the view that

U,

competent educatlonal practice can be derived dlrectly only

from well founded theoretlcal knowledge must be regected since

- -
— .

|
f
such activities cannot "be undertaken as a te;hnology." It - I

-

T —— .
is, then, not the status of the disciplines themselves which -

. 1
.

. s . I . -
is at issue for. Hirs$t bufbj rather the manner in which, com-

petent educational practice may be derived. Hirst maintains - T
that such derivation is not direct in the case of such prac=— ' i

tlcé but rather that it is indirect and, moreover, that such
- &
can be demonstrated by reference to Polanyi's concept of

L *
subsidiary-focal awarensss. He sees there to exist a

-

subsidiary-focal relation between "educational commonsense"

and competent educational practice on the one hand, and on

the other a similar relation between the range of formal

disciplines and  such educational common sense. It is the
. 4

latter relation which issues out into "discipline-refined

of educational professiohalism_ulll . -

In the course of explicating his model, Hirst makes
reference to Qakeshott's "practical knowledge" in which

practical problems are to be understcod in tétms of the

e N\

- hY

1" - . . . . . ) . L
beliefs, attitudes, capacities for recognitionm) discernment

and judgéaent that we acquire by living within theé social -
- llprid.. p. 178. : R o ‘ \, -
N - N )
; ipsa., p. 1790 , N i
‘ ' “\\ -
Y \ R
. AN
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circumstances of our society with its particular institutions,

rules and traditions.™

Polanyi's
a problem

notion of our focal attention to
being determined by a subsidiary . -
and tacit framework from which we under- )
'stand and act makes much the same point.
He helpfully goes on to suggest that:even
if many,.or.perhaps all, of .these tafit
elements could be abfénded to focally in
their turn (from some other’ tacit frame- N
work of some sort which must necessarily
be there iin the activity), we would not
thereby grasp their character and signifi- o
cance as ‘tacit el@ments in any particular
concrete situation. The tacit, which is
= as significant in its way as the focal in
making actions and activities what they
are, is, in one sense, in primciple unget-— B .
at-able. No understanding of educational - - N
activities in terms of formal disciplines
can therefore ever provide an adeguate
basis for df%ermlnlng a body of professional
~ practices.

o

s

In support of his view of the necessarily indirect

relation between the

formal disciplines contributory to -
. - . .&\.‘

educational practice, Hirst here ,mgkes reference to
one of A the main corollaries’ of tacit knowing, the
functional wunspecifiability of the tacit -or subsidiary -

: . 2 ‘ -
component 1in the act of from-to Awareness. Insofar ® A
as these components function as <i€?it “elements im ,F
the structure of tacit knowing the§ are logitally unspecifiable

: _ - s v

. : ) , S
in the sense of 'being the objects of explicit or focal atten- .
tion. By extension,. insofar as they are réndered focally
.: ¥
v by / -
in the context of another tacit framework, they necessarily
. - .
lose their tacit quality andf;unction they had in the initial 4
framework. It is because of such a framework, where the
formal disciplines function in the rele of subsidiary to
R & -
'l 1 . '
] 121p34., p. 178.. : -

-
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educational practice where such *practice is viewed focally

- -

that one cannot, therefore, grasp their charactér and
- L

significance as such tacit elements. As a consequence, they
]

cannot provide an adequate basis for determining educational

practice, where "adequate" is to be taken as direct and

explicit derivation. To solve the dilemma, for without some

sort of theoretical guidance educational practice must needs

-

beagdiosynbratic, Hirst“introduced the half-%ay house of

"educational common sense.'" ‘ w

Educational common sense, for Hirst, copsists of-"a

world of t?éditions, roles, attitudeg, beliefs*and.principles
that has developed largely within that practical setting. It

encapsulates a vast implicit understanding of what is_going

113

on and what education is all about." It is such educa-

tional common sense, rather than the formal contributory

disciplines themselves wh#ch provides the subsidiary componeént

from which attentjion is directed away to a focal awareness

. b

of educational activities. But, -as it is then itself un-
specifiable ;n that cohtext,'the question arises as to
whetﬁer it is ‘idiosyncratic. Here Hirst has himself féached
'the“%oca} point qf-his modél,.fbr-he'has espied the manner

in'which educational practice is to make indirect contact

with the formal contributory disciplines and thereby repel

- questions of- professional competence. Educationral common

sense would, in fact, be idiosyncratic he maintains, "only

-
-

"if the tacit were of its natufe'wayward or unmodifiable and

"2rbid., p. o179, C
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human action incapable of critical assessment.”

But as with everyday common sense the pro-
. fessionals' version.is constantly capable
. of refinement. Beliefs.and attitudes about
. the world, human beings, their relation-
" ships and secial institutions, that are
sometimes explicit but frequently embedded
within much tacit understanding, are
capable of explicit examination in the dis-
R ‘ciplines. In this way the whole domain of
common sense- can be modified and given a ’ .
Cot }, s progre351ve1y more defensible content in its
” - -purely cognitive aspects. In~turn this can
lead to modifications in attitudes, behavipur,
pr1nc1ples, rules and skills that are
practiced, at both the explicit and tacit
- levels. The significance of the dlsc1p11nes
for practice is however properly indirect.
Their findings will promote intelligent
practice only if they are incorporated
~coherently into the web of existing practice
rather’ than allowed Yo dominate that prac-

’

tice in a manner that seeks to deny the ) ’
J existence of all the other sxgnlflcant ele-
Py : .- ments both tacit and explicit.

It is suggested here that Hir§t's-model of the deriva-
s tion of compétént educationaltpractice has hafnesseﬁ_t?e
theory of tacit know;ng to Ei? prior view of education;i
t;heory, a view which presupposes hisweonception of the fu;cpion
6%;the formal contributory discipligéé, educational common

sense which is identical to that theory, and competent -

T
»

educational practice and further, that he has allowed the
nfpresuppositions embodied ‘in this view of educational theory
to dominate in a manner that seeks to deny the existence of

other 31gn1f1cant elements, pr1nc1pa1 among wh;ch is the .

L™

content of the theory of tac1t knowing, while simultaneously

-

borrowing its structure. .Observations in support of this

41654, p. 178,

M371pi4., p. 170,
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content;on can be made in respect to both Lhat structure ‘as

he has-émployed it, and in respect to the substantive issug.
It is the "purely cognitive aspects” of éducatipnal ~

common sense as distinguishéd ffom those relating to its

more pr;ctical'aspect that is to provide the focal object of-

explicit examination in the formal disciplines and that by

3

which educational practice can be_given a progressively more
defensible content. Just what these aspects are is not clear
since Hirst gives them no specification. 1In the sense that

~they are the findings of some prior refinement from the per-

e -
&

spective of some previous explicit examinationm in the formal

-

disciplines, Hirst is not clear as to the nature of the

i
b ~ -

alteration of the acit perspective employed'in the current
—~—— .

examination by way of yielding further refinement. In other-
worde, if there has been a change in the conceptual frameé-

work in. terms _of which the formatl disciplinéé provide the

-
+ .

subsidiary component while foécally attending to the cognitive
aspects of educational common sense—Hirst must mean this
sifice the theory of tacit knowing clearly maintains that.
nothiwg'can gg viewed focally from another focal perspective-—
he has not shown that further conceptual framework in terms
of whicth the merits-of the competing frameworks have been

N N a ST
adjudicated in favour of that issuing into the more recent

S i
refinement. In the sense that such cognitive aspects of -

educational common sense are the findings of the formal .

disciplines as currently applied, the model is either inco-

herent or merely self-confirmawrory since it presents the

picturesof the application of the formal disciﬁiines held in

. -
- -
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the sub51dlary mode bearing upon a focal awareness of its own

\.
reflnements, resultlng, ofNEBuQSe, in the loss of ‘the p0351-

blllty of corrlglblllty which is the purpose of the explicit

examlnatlon in the flrst place.s Still again, it is not clear

how the explicit examination in the disciplines of the cognitive

aspects of educational common sense, whether in the form of
" L]

a subsequent refinement of a previous examination or in the

form of a current examination without referénce to any ante- -

cedent examination coduld, in principle, issue out into some

novel refinement since, as we have been told, disagreement

. -

even within thg'inJ{Lidual diéciplines themselves is wide-
spread. Adjudication is therefore demanded, not only between
the antecedent and subséqﬁent explicit examihationkin the
formal disciplines of those'éognitive aspects of educational
common sense, but.equally between competing conceptual
framewarks in the.subsequént ex;mihation'itself. But such
adjudicétion demands, in its turn, throwing the formal dis-
ciplines themselves Fned the focal mode in terms of.which,
tand by virtue of somé pfior'tacit.framework, they peqome:the
dbjects of explicit examination. However, in Hirst's model
of.discibline-refined edi¢ational common sensei\ther? is no
further tacit framework. One is then presented with the odd
"view that, in spi?ﬁ/of_the fact thaththere exists widespread
disagreement wiﬁhin the individual discipliqeg'themselves;
this is the ultimate perspective frbm which thg coghitive
aspects of educational common jense are to be refined.

. Further, Hirst's model of the exﬁlicitlexamination in

-

the disciplines of those purely cognitive aspects of educational
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. common sense simultanéously acknowledges and ovérlooks the
fact that the process of tacit knowing is functionally unspeci-
fiable, that that which is known by  such a process is not

reducible to an analysis of that explicitly known in its terms.

The cogritive aspects of'edutational coﬁ;6n sense, 'in other
Qords, are not reducible to an explicit examination in thosé

i .
disciplines of which such aspects are the refinements. Rather,
where such cogni:ive.aspects are viewed focally, they, serve
to bestow coherence upon the particulars of which they are
-;he tacit 1ntegrat10n that is, they bestow coherence- on the -
formal disciplines themselves. It is by virtue of the focal-
abﬁrehension of the purely cognitive aspects of educational
common sense that the formal hiscipliﬁes, functioning sub-
sidiarily in that apprehension, derive their coherence. This;
of course, is but to re-state Polanyi&%'view that the com—
prehension of purposeful activity, here educafional'ﬁraccice,
must be in terms of that purpose and not in terms of the
explicitly identifdable features, here the purely cognitive
, .

¢ - aspects of educational common sense, ‘which that purpose sub-

) sumes. In spite of his acknowledgement that educational

-

;'- common sense as constltuted'by its tradltlons, bellefs and
prlnc1p1es as viewed focally would thenceforth lose its tacit
function for educational practice and be, in principle, "
‘unget—atzable,'Hirst has reversed the proper structure -of
Polanyi's subsidi%%;Sfocal'awareﬁess iq an-gttemét to estab-
lish“objective theoretical underpinning for educational ; ’

principles on the basis of specialized knowledge, jﬁdgement

and skill as embodied in the formal disciplines."
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- As one turns from Hirst's rationalistic devolution te

the grounds of the formal disciﬁlines and its violation of

- the principle of functional ggifffijiﬁbility to the ascent

back to educational practice by way of "incorporating co- °

herently" the focal findings of discipline-refined common

sense back into‘educat;onal common sense which is then to

. -

servg as the subsidiéry pole for focally'attending to such

- practice, one finds a‘parallel violation of thg corollary of
tﬁat principlé, that of functional irreversiﬁility. Where
the one would”rgduce the oﬁt;omeé of an act of tacit inte-
gratioﬁ.tp an analysis of that kpnown by virtue of su;h
:integ}ation, so the other, by reference to some unacknow=-
ledged but 'supervening rules of procedure, would attempt to
trace the act of integration itself from its overt mani- .
festation to itgbimplicit constituent components and back
aga;nlta its over£ manifestaticen. In serial order we see

the same thing, here viewed subsidiarily, there viewed focally,

« all under the auspices of some further rule 'and all articu-

-

"

1 ted,-of course, without reference to purpose. So educational
ﬁi;mon sense, while viewed subsidiarily relative .to educationai
ragtice, becomes the object of focél-attention.viewed relative
the formal discipline; and re-emerges, with its purely
'Eognitive aspegcts suitaﬁly refined, to be incorbérated co-
herently back into educational common sense Qhere it thén
assumes its prior status as_subsidiqry to practice. _Kﬁf
éubsidiafy and focal awareness, in the-theory of tacit knowing,

are not two degrees of awareness but rather two kinds, and

.
-

thesg two kinds of awareness are logically incompatible.
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As educational common sense would dissolve into meaningless

»

particulars when viewed focally without reference to educa-
tional practice, which, of cdurse, is_iteelf meaﬁingless
without reference to purpose, so the-fihdinés of thefeiplicit
examination of the purely cognitive aspects‘of.educetional
‘coqmon sense are themselves msaninglese particulars without
}eference te the world of traditions, beliefs and pfinciples
and the practice they support. They are irreversible rela-
tive to the manner in which they are viewed and there is no
rule by which such irreversibility may be bridged. Yet, <in

the absence of purpose, it is to such a rule that their

-

coherent incorporation into educational common sense appeals.

At the basis of Hirst's model, of course, is his own

sub51d1ary framework from which he has attended focally to

-

the derivation of the dependence of educational prlnc1ples,

in fact or in principle, on specialized knowledge, judgement

Yu

and skill, that framework being an idealistic rationalism

set in the context Ef linguistic objectieism. The formal
disciblines,.which are seen to provide the basis .for those
educatitnal'érinciples, are themselves constgtuted by thei;
distinctive concepts, logical etructures and truth criteria,
all validated by reference to the classes of true prop051-
tions whfch they embody. It is from the =- crltlcaYJacceptance
of this framework of philosophical belief, that providing his
theory of what is ultimately ;eal and ultimately important

in life, that Hirst implicitly maietained thet such prin-

ciples as incorporated in educational common sense might
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themselves be resolved in terms of thdse concepts, 'structures
and truth criteria so validated. But, where educational

common .sSense is elf constituted by those. ‘traditions,

bellefs ‘and pr1nc1pleb as embodied in the purposes guiding
educational practice, it ig such common sense which serves
to validate the concepts, Structures and truth criteria of

the formal disciplines in whose terms they are articulated.

In employing the structure of tacit knowing, in other words,
Hi;ét denied to himself in his explicit examination of
educational common sense in the disciplines just that which
renders the structure meaningful, that is, phe affirmation E
of and commitment to the purposes of educatidnal_practice
without which such practice is unintelligible.

In reviewinﬁ‘the grounds of pqésible reconciliation
between the'analyfical philosophers in educétion and the
principles of tacit knowing as embodled in Polany1 s theory —
of personal knowledge, it has been seen that the burden of
such reconciliation has fallen on the shoulders of the
analysts._.It has, however, been the contention here that
the present study was in the nature of 2 test, not of
Polanyi's principles themselves which were to have been
‘taken in the form of a hypothesis ghidi;g its application,
but rather directed towards the unveiling of objectivist
elements in the analytical activity of clarificatidn and,
by extension, the uncoverlng of such elements in thelf views
cof educatlonal theory and the nature of learning. The

results of that test have been unequivocally positive, both

in the sense that such elements have been seen to exist and

N
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in the sense that, in education as elsewhere, they are self-

<
defeating. , ‘ - - . BN

The issue of the adequacy and application of the
principles of tacit knowing ;s-directly related to the prﬁb—
lems of educational philosophy itself has been dealt with
here only obliquely._ Questions in respect to such adequacy
and application, however, are not difficult to seek. In what
way, for example, wo;Id such princiﬁfés.confirm, alter, or
"overthrow pfevailing conceptions of the concept of education
itself? Might a theory of curriculum derive justification
from the principles embodied in tacit knowing? Must Polanyi
be necessarily aligned with the tngditiBﬁhQifts in.opposition
to the progressivists? What, ex%ctly, is his role in the

- .
question of education-as-indoctrination as opposed to education-
as~self-determination? Has thg ideal of,rational autonomy in
education geen in fact sﬁpqrséded? Each of tﬁese problenms,
_to name but a few, are 1egi£imate issues in educational
philosophy and in terms of which the adequacy and application
of the principles of tacit khbwing may themselves ﬁe tested,
but such issues transcend the bounds of the présenc study.
However, ih viéw of the.outéomes of'the present ianquiry, it
might faiill;be;claiMEd that the grounds for such future

tests have been cleared for their administration at another
. L]

time. '

”\1
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