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Preface

This is the second specia thematic issue of TAD. The first (21:1)
honored William Poteat, a scholar who introduced many to Polanyi's thought.
The present special issue focuses on Polanyi and the Christian theol ogian Paul
Tillich. Polanyi and Tillich had aconversation in 1963; Polanyi made noteson
the discussion and Tillich and Polanyi exchanged letters. These materias are
included in the Polanyi Papers at the Regenstein Library of the University of
Chicago. Berkeley theol ogian CharlesM cCoy set upthisPolanyi-Tillich conver-
sation; Richard Gelwick, thenadoctoral student workingwith M cCoy,Durwood
Foster and Polanyi, was also present. In 1991, the Polanyi centennial year, the
North AmericanTillich Society and the Polanyi Society held ajoint meetingin
Kansas City at which McCoy, Gelwick and Foster made presentations on the
thought of Polanyi and Tillichand especially this1963 encounter. Both societies
agreed to publish, for their respective members, the materials prepared for our
joint meeting.; the Tillich Society has already published the essays by McCoy
(Newsdletter XVI111,3 (July 1992): 3-10) and Gelwick (Papersfrom the Annual
Meeting of the North American Paul Tillich Society, November, 1991: 7-11).
Foster's "Faith and Knowing in Polanyi and Tillich" was not available for
publication. Thanks go to Robert Scharlemann of the Tillich Society for his
cooperationwiththisproject. | amvery pleasedtoaddtoMcCoy and Gelwick's
1991 papers Donald Musser's “Polanyi and Tillich on History.” Although not
included in the 1991 panel, some years ago Musser began a scholarly project
comparing theideas of Polanyi and Tillich.

In addition to several reviews, thisissue carries the notice about the
upcoming meeting of the Polanyi Society at the Philadelphia Marriott on
November 18, 1995. Seethe program that David Rutledge provided on page 4.
Be sure to note that you can order papers to be discussed from Rutledge.

Pleasebeawar ethat thisissuebeginsthenew subscription cycle. Dues
arecollected each Fall at thebeginningof theacademicyear . Enclosedisasingle
sheet with completesubscriptioninfor mation. Pleasencticetwothingsthat are
different thisyear: Duesarenow mailed to me (Phil Mullins) rather than
Richard Gelwick , asthey havebeen in thepast. Alsoyou now may charge
member ship dueswith achargecardif you providecompleteinformation as
requested.

Phil Mullins

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




NEWSAND NOTES

Harold Turner fromNew Zealandprovidedashortreview
of scholarly resources and activity related to the thought
of Michael Polanyi in arecent issue of New Sant, the
newsl etter of The Gospel and Cultures Trust. Gospel and
Culturesprogramsoperateinthe USand Great Britain as
well as New Zealand. Among other things, Turner re-
ported that he taught a 1991 course titled "The
CommonsensePhil osophy of Michagl Polanyi* withinthe
Auckland University Continuing Education Centre; tohis
great surprise one student “produced a rare copy of
Polanyi's short but basic book, The Tacit Dimension, and
voluntarily exchanged it for the tutor's xerox copy!”

Robert Lyman Potter continuesinthepracticeof geriatric
medicine but has recently taken arole as clinical ethics
scholar at the Midwest Bioethics Center in Kansas City,
Missouri. SeePotter’ srecent article”Learningto‘ Read/
Hear': NarrativeEthicsand EthicsCommittee Education”
inBioethicsForum10:4 (Fall 1994): 36-40.

A second edition of Tradition & Discovery, Publications
of the Polanyi Society, Fall 1972 through Winter, 1984-
85 has just been published at the price of $25.00 plus
postage of $2.00 in the U.S.A. Severa years ago, Phil
Mullins put together acompilation of these material s but
they quickly sold out. The present need is mainly for
university librariesand doctoral students. Several of our
research university librariesnow subscribeto TAD annu-
ally and havetried to establish acomplete collection. To
order, contact Richard Gelwick, College of Osteopathic
Medicine, University of New England, Biddeford, ME
04005.

John Puddefoot hasrecently becomean A ssociate Gov-
ernor of the Centre for Personalist Studies based at
Westminister College, Oxford; Johnwill serveasarepre-
sentative of the Polanyi Society.

From the database of Expanded Academic Index, the
following articlesarerelevant to the Polanyi Society:

“TheBody ComesAll TheWay Up.” (Polanyian answer
toeliminativematerialism.) Robert Paul Doede. Interna-
tional Philosophical Quarterly, June 1994, vol. 34, pp.
215-28.

“Gadamer, Polanyi and Ways of Being Closed.” (Hans
Georg Gadamer, Michael Polanyi and canonical interpre-
tation.) lan R. Torrance. Scottish Journal of Theology,
December 1993, vol. 47, pp. 497-506.

Richard Gelwick



Program for Fall 1995
Polanyi Society M eeting

Thismeeting isin conjunction with the American Academy of Religion/Society for Biblical Literature annual
meeting at the Philadel phia Marriott and Pennsylvania Convention Center in Philadel phia, PA. The meeting room
isMarriott 308;the AAR/SBL Program does carry alisting for the meeting in the Additional M eetings section
(page 166). The papers listed below are not read during the session but are discussed for approximately one hour
each. Participantscan order papersfrom David Rutledge, Religion Department, Furman University, Greenville, SC
29613-1474for $5. For additional information, contact Rutledgeat (803) 294-3296, fax (803)294-3001 or e-mail
Rutledge David/furman@furman.edu.

Saturday, November 18,1995
9a.m. -12noon
Walter Gulick, Montana State University, Billings, Presiding
9:00 “ReligiousPedagogy from Tender to Twilight Y ears: Parenting, Mentoring, and Pioneering
Discoveries by Religious Masters as Viewed from within Polanyi’ s Sociology and Epistemology of
Science”
Aaron Milavec, The Athenaeum of Ohio, Cincinatti

Respondent: John Apczynski, St. Bonaventure University

10:15 “Beyond Objectivismand Relativism: Commitment and Coherency inthe Academy”
Elizabeth Newman, St. Mary’ sCollege

Respondent: Andy Sanders, University of Groningen

11:30 Business Mesting



The Postcritical and Fiduciary Dimension
in Polanyi and Tillich

Charles S. McCoy

ABSTRACT Key Words: postcritical, fiduciary, Polanyi, Tillich

Paul Tillich and Michael Polanyi had their only face-to-face meeting in Berkeley, in February, 1963. The author
reports the circumstances of this conversation, which he arranged and in which he participated, and, on the basis
of hisparticipation, offersrefel ectionson the postcritical and fiduciary dimensionsin thework of Polanyi and Tillich
as a means of identifying similarities and differences in the thought of each.

When we consider comparing Michael Polanyi and Paul Tillich, our first impression may easily be: onecan
scarcely imaginetwo peoplefrommoredifferent backgroundsor withmoredivergent perspectives. Tillichcomesfrom
the austere background of a L utheran pastor’ sfamily in the heartland of the German Empire of the Kaisers and Otto
von Bismarck. WithaJdewishbackground, Polanyi grew upinfun-loving Budapestinanartistic, intellectual family that
had been wealthy during Polanyi’ s childhood but had become relatively impoverished during hisyouth. Tillich was
trained in Protestant theology for the pastorate and served as a chaplain in the German army during World War 1.
Polanyi’s education was in the sciences, first in medicine and then in physical chemistry; he served briefly and
reluctantly asamedical officer inthearmy of the Austro-Hungarian Empirein World War 1.

Y et both emerged into adulthood in fin de siecle Europe, and both were possessed by a depth of perception
and breadth of vision that took them beyond their differences in origin and beyond the straitjacket of academic
specializationtoward afascinating convergenceof concernsand perspectives. Thismovement toward proximity along
different pathsresulted in similaritiesin their thought that deserve careful attention and that emerged in one face-to-
facemeetingat theClaremont Hotel, Berkel ey, February 21, 1963, duringthe Earl L ecturesat Pacific School of Religion.

The Conversation

Tillichhad beenscheduledfor several yearstogivetheEarl Lecturesfor 1963. By rotationonthe PSR faculty,
| was chair that year of the conference at which the Earl Lectures would be delivered and was responsible for the
schedules of the speakers.

Duringmy doctoral study at Y ale, Tillichhad cometo New Haventodeliver hisTerry L ectures, TheCourage
toBe, andto giveaseminar for graduatestudents. | wasamember of that seminar for theentireyear, becameacquainted
with Tillich then, and kept in sporadic touch with him afterward.

My contact with Polanyi began while| wasteaching at the University of Florida. A colleaguein economics
introduced me to the thought of Karl Polanyi, Michagl’ s older brother, and then, as an afterthought, mentioned that
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I might also beinterested in the younger brother. Hewas correct. | became very interested. After | went to Berkeley,
Michael Polanyi cameto lecturethereand | was ableto meet him, invite himinto my seminarsand for guest lectures
at Pacific School of Religion, and supervise thefirst theological dissertation on histhought by Richard Gelwick.

Polanyi spent theyear 1962-63 at the Center for Advanced Study, Palo Alto, wherel visited him several times.
Ononevisitinthefall, Polanyi, Eric Ericson, Richard Gelwick, and | werehavinglunch. | mentionedthat Tillichwould
beinBerkeley in February. Ericson becamevery excited and wanted to know if he might meet Tillich, whosework he
greatly admired. | subsequently arranged that for him. Polanyi said nothing at thetimebut later in hisoffice asked what
| thought of hisreferencesto Tillichin Personal Knowledge. Out of that discussion cametheideafor aconversation
betweenthem. After Tillicharrived, | asked himif suchameetingwouldinterest him. Though he seemedtoknow more
about Karl Polanyi than Michael, he agreed willingly to aconversation. Tillich enjoyed sitting with friendsin the
evening, drinking Schnapps, andtalking. Gelwick brought Polanyi from Palo Altoto Berkeley for what wasahistoric
occasion.

With hindsight, | regret not taping it. At thetime, | thought that the presence of a microphone would be an
intrusionintoaninformal, social setting. Now | amlesscertainthat my decisionwastheright one. Fromthe standpoint
of my role as host, however, the evening could not have gone better. The two stars sparkled and thoroughly enjoyed
the exchange of views--ahappy, brilliant meeting of great minds.

The Polanyian Revolution--Toward Postcritical Thought

Asl turnfromtheconversationto the”postcritical” and“fiduciary” dimensionsin Polanyi and Tillich, it will
beimportant to understand what Polanyi meansby thesetermsand hisown placeinrelationtotheemerging postcritical
era of human thought.

Marjorie Grene has called Polanyi’ stacit knowing “ groundsfor arevolution in philosophy.”* Even more, |
suggest, Polanyi marksarevolution in human thought as significant asthe turn from the Ptolemaic perspectiveinthe
Copernican revolution. The Polanyian revol ution moves usinto the postcritical eraand the recovery of thefiduciary
dimension of human thought through his meticul ous delineation of the from/to structure of knowing.

Thecritical period of Western philosophy opened with Descartes’ program of doubt seeking clarity, was
brought to its zenith in the Enlightenment, and has been dissolving in the twentieth century under the weight of its
own pretensions.? Whileretaining certain strengths of the critical period, Polanyi pointsout that itsthinkers pursued
a“mistaken ideal of objectivity” (Personal Knowledge, hereafter PK, 7):

When we claim greater objectivity for the Copernican theory, weimply that itsexcellenceis, nota
matter of personal taste on our part, but an inherent quality deserving universal acceptance by
rational creatures. We abandon the cruder anthropocentrism of our sense--but only in favour of a
more ambitious anthropocentrism of our reason (PK, 4-5).

ThePolanyianrevolution providesamethod that includesuseof therigor of thecritical period and appreciation
of itsachievements. After all, Polanyi wasaphysical chemist of world renown. Heinaugurated the postcritical eraof
humanthought by relating critical thought totheprecritical locationwithinreligion, tradition, culture, and community,
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all of which critical thought had depreciated or discarded asunnecessary. Though philosophers preoccupied withthe
analysis of language or the collapse of the critical method have scarcely noticed hiswork, Polanyi’s perspectiveis
increasingly accepted, and heiswinning, as Richard Gelwick aptly callsit, abelated “tacit victory.”

The From/To Sructure of Knowing

Polanyi integratesthecritical and precritical into the postcritical perspectivewiththe reminder that knowing
takes place within human, social locations, and he then explores with delicacy and precision the epistemological/
ontological meaning of location with itsimplicationsfor the entire spectrum of believing, knowing, and action.

Theground for the Polanyian Revol ution and his* unigque contribution to philosophy,” writes Grene, “isthe
theory of tacit knowing, thethesisthat all knowledge necessarily includesatacit component onwhichitreliesin order
to focus on its goal, whether of theoretical discovery and formulation or practical activity.”?

Tacitknowingasthecoreof thepostcritical perspectiveisbased onPolanyi’ sinsight that knowing hasafronm/
to structure. Knowing consistsin part of that which we focus upon, of which we have focal awareness. Knowing also
consists in that which we rely upon in order to focus, of which Polanyi sayswe have subsidiary awareness. All too
oftenknowledge hasbeen reduced to explicit knowing, and thetacit dimension or component, withitsmovement from
aproximal pole, of whichwearesubsidiarily aware, toadistal pole, of whichwearefocally aware, isignored. AsPolanyi
summarizesit:

Wehave seentacit knowl edge to comprisetwo kinds of awareness, subsidiary awarenessand focal
awareness. Now we see tacit knowledge opposed to explicit knowledge; but these two are not
sharply divided. Whiletacit knowledge can be possessed by itself, explicit knowledgemust rely on
being tacitly understood and applied. Hence all knowledge is either tacit or rooted in tacit
knowledge. A wholly explicit knowledge is unthinkable (Knowing and Being, 144, hereafter KB).

To those gripped by the critical desire to attain absolutely objective knowledge that can be explicitly stated, the
recognition of the background in human locati on upon which knowing reli es seemsto be aresounding defeat. Polanyi
regardsit as opening up the tacit dimension of knowing, an achievement rather than a defeat:

| suggest that wetransform thisretreat into atriumph, by the simple device of changing camp. Let
usrecognizethat tacit knowingisthefundamental power of themind, which createsexplicitknowing,
lends meaning to it and controlsits uses (KB, 156).

There are many implications of Polanyi’s from/to structure of knowing. We shall explore several of these
briefly.

First, thefiduciary dimension of knowing has been recovered by Polanyi. Humansrely upon elementsfrom
their social location, tradition, and community of interpretation inorder to affirmwhat they believe to beknowledge.
With thisrecovery, the precritical notions of “faith seeking understanding” and “believing in order to know” take on
new meaning as Polanyi delineates the tacit component in critical knowing.
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Second, knowersin postcritical perspectivearenot individualistic knowersbut rather are shaped by and rely
for validation upontheir community anditsculture, whichknowersembody. Critical hermeneuticsisdyadicinstructure-
theknower and theknown. Postcritical hermeneuticsistriadic, involving (a) aknower rootedin cultureand community;
(b) what isinterpreted within its context; and (c) those for whom the interpretation isintended, who are a so rooted
in culture and community.*

Third, the from/to structure makes it impossible to accept the detached objectivism assumed by critical
epistemol ogy asthecertain pathtofinal Truth. Indeed, thedichotomy between subj ectivity and objectivity inknowing
dissolves, and a quite different understanding of what istrue and real emerges. As Polanyi says.

Toholdanatural law tobetrueisto believethat its presencewill manifestitself in anindeterminate
range of yet unknown and perhaps unthinkable consequences. . . .

We meet here with a new definition of reality. Real is that which is expected to revea itself
indeterminately in the future. Hence an explicit statement can bear on reality only by virtue of the
tacit coefficient associated with it. This conception of reality and of the tacit knowing of reality
underliesall my writing (Science, Faith and Society, 1964 edition, 10).

Thefrom/to structure of knowing hasimplicationsacrossthe entire spectrum of human endeavor. Thesocial
scienceshave moved gradually away from methods based on anillusory objectivism borrowed from physical science
toward methods recognizing the human location of investigators and the tacit dimension of knowing. Old disciplines
like history and newer ones like computer science have gradually undergone the Polanyian Revolution.

Fourth, recognizing theimportanceof tradition, culture, and community need not lead to conservative, static
views of knowledge. By emphasizing the from/to structure, Polanyi clarifiesthe potential for change and innovation
in human knowing. We dwell in our tacit dimension not to repeat the past but to break out toward the newness hidden
withinthefuture. “ Scientific discovery,” hewrites, “which leadsfrom one such framework toits successor, burststhe
bounds of disciplined thought in an intense if transient moment of heuristic vision” (PK, 196). This dwelling in and
breaking out arises from “the essential restlessness of the human mind, which calls ever again in question any
satisfaction that it may have previously achieved” (PK, 196).

Polanyi and Tillich

It seems clear that both Tillich and Polanyi are moving toward a postcritical perspective and that, for both,
thefiduciary dimensioniscentral. However, they approachthepostcritical and thefiduciary fromdifferent directions.
Thereare similarities between them, but the differences are also pronounced.

In his life and thought, Tillich had agrounding in Christian commitment shaped by his L utheran pastor’s
family and by the Lutheran community of faith and worship. This commitment was not secondhand or an inherited
residuumfor him but becameinternalizedintothedepth of hisbeing, though not without critical revisionand aprofound
senseof therisk and doubt present withinfaith. God asrevealed in Jesus Christ remained central for him, filling hislife
and guiding his thought.



Atthesametime, ashepursued the path of Christianfaithin Gymnasiumand university, Tillichwasattracted
strongly tothewider reachesof German culture. Hispath of intellectual devel opment took him, first,into Germanidealism
and then, through the late Schelling, beyond idealism into existential philosophy and a phenomenological method
informed by Martin Heidegger withwhom Tillich wasacolleague briefly at Marburg. Y et thisabsorption of German
culturedid not displacehisChristianfaith but rather extended, shaped, and armedit, sothat hecoul d speak persuasively
to his contemporarieswithin, outside, and on the edges of the Christian community. In many ways, Tillich becamea
twentieth-century Schleiermacher, commending Christian faith to its cultured despisers and to those ambivalently
attracted and repelled by it.

As with Polanyi and in part with Heidegger, Tillich moved beyond the pretensions and dichotomies that
brought critical thought to an impasse and sought a way to combine the wholeness of human experiencing in the
precritical erawiththerigor and opennesstoliberation and innovation characterizing thecritical era. InTillich’ scase,
thismeant combining Christian commitment with thebest and most profoundto beencounteredinhuman culture. This
seeking toward a postcritical perspective can be seen most clearly in hisemphasison thefiduciary element in human
perceiving, knowing, andaffirming.

Thefiduciary, forexample, playsacrucial rolein TheReligiousStuation, anearly work writtenin Germanand
appearingin1931inan Englishtranslation by H. Richard Niebuhr. Here Tillich takes an epistemol ogical positionthat
canbecalled“beliefful realism.” Inthisview, perceivingwhatis“real” and shapingthat reality conceptually takeplace
within acontext of believing that enables usto affirm our knowing as pertaining to reality. Tillich’ srealismisthusa
belief-ful realism, inwhich Christian faith provides ground and context for knowing. It isnot clear, however, that he
remains true to this position (see below).

Thefiduciary dimension of Tillich’ sthought isexemplified alsoin hisnotion of “ultimate concern,” which
appearsearly in Systematic Theology |, underliestheargument in all three volumes, and is elaborated in Dynamics of
Faith.“Faith,” Tillichwrites,” isthestateof being ultimately concerned: thedynamicsof faitharethedynamicsof man’s
ultimate concern”®

Tillich, however, appearsat timesto view theultimacy of hisultimateconcernasnormative. ASErnst Troeltsch
at onetimeregarded Christianity astheultimatereligion, the* culmination-point” towardwhichall religionmoves, and
asRadhakrishnantakes|ndian mysticismasthetrueultimate, so Tillich seemsin Systematic Theology | (pp. 11-15) and
in Dynamics of Faith (passim) to affirm that only when concern hasreached what Tillich regardsas ultimateisit truly
ultimate. Isthisacovert triumphalism? In hislate writing, however, he seemsto modify this position.

By contrast, theformulation of the postcritical andthefiduciary in Polanyi carefully includesboth ontol ogical
affirmation and limitation. He describes “ Christian faith as a passionate heuristic impul se which has no prospect of
consummation” (PK, 280) and quotes Tillich from Biblical Religion and the Search for Ultimate Reality: “Faith
embracesitself and the doubt about itself” (p. 61). But Tillich meansthe doubt that existswithin faith, and Polanyi is
referringtotheproblem of making univer sal statementsthat fulfill Bertrand RussellI’ scriterion of truth“ asacoincidence
between one' s subjective belief and actual facts” when only committed, personal affirmations with universal intent
arepossible (PK, 304; seea so PK, 64-65, 301-303, and el sewhere).

Or again, thereisan important difference between them in regard to theology and science. Tillichwritesin
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Systematic Theology |: “Revelation is the manifestation of the depth of reason and the ground of being. It pointsto
the mystery of existence and to our ultimate concern. It is independent of what science and history say about the
conditionsinwhichit appears; andit cannot makescienceand history (whicharerootedin detached, objectiveknowing)
dependent onitself. Noconflict betweendifferent dimensionsof reality ispossible” (p. 130). Thisview differsfromthat
in The Religious Stuation and is similar to the position attributed, erroneously in my opinion, to Polanyi by Harry
Prosch.®

Polanyi proposesaperspectival, internal/external understanding of therel ation betweenreligionand science.
Hisview is more akin to H. Richard Niebuhr's The Meaning of Revelation than to Tillich's (see PK, 282-283 and
elsewhere).

Explorationof thislatter issuewascentral tothedi scussion between Tillichand Polanyi on February 21, 1963.
Tillich said he had moved in the direction of Polanyi’ sview earlier and referred to an article of hisinthe Horkheimer
Festschrift. He might also have mentioned The Religious Stuation. Polanyi insisted there was a difference between
his own understanding and that presented by Tillich in his recent writing and lectures. Though | have learned much
fromTillichand continueto beindebted to himasoneof my most important teachers, | agreewith Polanyi onthispoint
and continueto find Polanyi more precise and persuasive in articulating a postcritical, fiduciary perspective helpful
today in Christian theology and ethics.

Endnotes

1. MarjorieGrene, “ Tacit Knowing: Groundsfor aRevolutioninPhilosophy”, Journal of theBritish Society
for Phenomenology 8,3 (October 1977): 164-171.

2. SeeHuston Smith, “ Two Traditions- and Philosophy,” inReligion of theHeart. Seyyed H. Nasr & William
Stoddart (eds.). Foundationfor Traditional Studies, 1991: 278-296. Smith describeshow philosophy asconceivedsince
Descartes “seems to have played out its destiny and reached a dead end” (279) and delineates incisively the self-
destruction of philosophy in the twentieth century. He then proposes a reappropriation of tradition with striking
similarities to the postcritical program that Polanyi elaborates with precision and comprehensiveness. |n afootnote
(287) smithgivesan exampl eabout Japanese chi cken sexerslearning, not by specified rulesbut through apprenticeship,
that resembles examples used by Polanyi and would probably have been included by him had he known of it.

3. Grene: 164.

4. Cf. Charles Sanders Peirce and Josiah Royce.

5. Tillich, Dynamicsof Faith (Harper, 1957): 1.

6. Harry Prosch, Michael Potanyi: ACritical Exposition (Albany: StateUniversity of New Y ork Press, 1986).

10



The Polanyi-Tillich Dialogue Of 1963:
Polanyi's Search For A Post-Critical Logic
In Science And In Theology

Richard Gelwick

ABSTRACT: Key words: faith, doubt, indwelling, participation, hierarchical universe, tacit knowing, Gestalt,
pragmatism, Dewey, Teilhard deChardin

Michael Polanyi found in the thought of Paul Tillich an ally for Polanyi’s program of showing the fiduciary
component in all knowing including science. Polanyi saw, however, a danger in Tillich’s distinguishing science
aspreliminary concern and religion as ultimate concern. Inasignificant dialoguein 1963, Polanyi and Tillich met
and addressed issues, agreeing that science and religion share a common epistemological structure.

In1962- 63, Michael Polanyi wasmaking major stepsin hiswork towardsapost-critical theory of knowledge.
In the Fall, hejoined Tillich in the list of those having given the Terry Lecturesat Yale. Polanyi’s Terry Lectures
eventual ly appearedin Polanyi’ sbook, TheTacit Dimension.t Thephrase, “thetacit dimension,” becameasummarizing
terminol ogy for Polanyi’ srestructuring of our theory of knowledge. 1t moved away fromthe Cartesian emphasisupon
theexplicitandfocal part of knowledgethat could bedescribed with clear, distinct, andindubitableideasto anemphasis
upon the implicit and subsidiary part of knowledge that is embodied in the person of the knower.

Throughout hisquest for anew theory of knowledge, Polanyi wasin dialogue with theol ogians, encouraged
particularly by J. H. Oldham, aleader intheecumenical movement and the organizer of TheM oot--amultidisciplinary
group of theologians, philosophers, writers, and socia thinkers discussing the crisis of modern culture. Polanyi
participated inthe discussionsof The Moot in Great Britain during theforties; heoncetold methat The M oot wasone
of hismost important intellectual influences. Polanyi also told methat he had heard Tillich lecturein England, but he
had never talked with Tillich personally until their meeting in Berkeley in 1963.

In hismagnum opus, Personal Knowledge: Towards A Post-Critical Philosophy, Polanyi comparestherole
of faith within his epistemology to Tillich’s understanding of faith and knowledge in a “progressive Protestant
theology.”? In the same discussion, Polanyi also refersto Tillich in support of Polanyi’s assertion that doubt is an
essential part of faith.® Polanyi wasparticularly attractedto Tillich’ sconcernfor restating themeaning of religiousbelief
in conjunction with the achievements of scientific thought.

At the heart of Polanyi’stotal enterprise was the aim of restoring to the contemporary world the kind of
understanding that Polanyi saw in Augustine's teaching, nisi credideritis, non intelligitis.* Polanyi saw modern
science ashaving destroyed thefoundationsof belief that sustain not only sciencebut also thefoundationsof religious
and of civil life. Oneform of this destruction noted by Polanyi wasthe flattening of reality to alevel of materialism
explained by thelawsof physicsand of chemistry. Thepictureof theuniverseand thehuman placewithinitisreduced
totheconceptionsof inanimatenature, and higher level sof existencearedenied evenwhilethey arelivedinby scientists
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and all other humans. One of the philosophies attacked by Polanyi was the positivist empiricism of science that
completely denied therolethat faith playsin scientific knowing. It was not surprising then that atheol ogian like Paul
Tillichwouldcometohisattentionasamajor alyinPolanyi’ squest for areformation of our general theory of knowledge.

Asl stated, theacademicyear 1962-63wasanimportant onein Polanyi’ swork. Duringthat year, Paul Tillich
wasscheduledinFebruary of 1963togivetheEarl Lecturesat thePacific School of ReligioninBerkeley. | wasbeginning
thefirst doctoral dissertationon Polanyi’ sthought under CharlesMcCoy asfirst reader and Durwood Foster assecond
reader. | wasalsofavored by Polanyi towork with him ashisassistant at the Center For Advanced Studiesat Stanford.
Knowingof Polanyi’ sinterestinTillich’ swork, it wasnatural toarrangethrough Professor M cCoy for Polanyi tocome
toBerkeley tomeet with Tillich.

It was aspecific contention of Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy that the structure of knowing was constant in science
and in theology and that faith was a part of that constant structure. One of the conseguences of Polanyi’s model of
knowingistoshow how natural scienceandtheol ogy shareinthestructureof tacit knowing. TacitknowingisPolanyi’s
essential formulation for showing the fiduciary component in all knowing. Polanyi had indicated this fiduciary
component in his book Personal Knowledge, furthered it in his next book, The Sudy of Man, where he showed the
error of those such as Dilthey who had separated science and the humanitiesinto separate compartments.® At theend
of hislife, hetried to spell out in hisbook, Meaning, the way science and religion differ in the way we organizetheir
datayet work from acommon structure of tacit knowing.®

In Polanyi’ sthought, thereisacoreinsight that isdevel oped into the structure of tacit knowing. Thisinsight
isthe way a person integrates and shapes external cluesinto knowledge and meaning. He elaborated this structure
asheing likefaith inthat a person interiorizes, dwellsin, and relies upon cluesin order to attend to acoherent entity.
Thisrelianceislike the trusting-in character of faith. He also described his theory in the language of commitment.
Knowing necessarily involves therisk of giving our credence to these clues upon which werely. At thetime of his
conversationwith Tillich, Polanyi wasemphasizingtheterm“indwelling” astheway werely oncluesin order toknow.
Indwelling is one way of talking about the fiduciary nature of tacit knowledge. To indwell involves agiving, a
surrendering, and atrusting of the self to the clues that we integrate into our focal knowledge.

Onealso needsto know in Polanyi’ sexchangewith Tillich that Polanyi saw in his structure of tacit knowing
astructureof hierarchy inbeing. Tacit knowing reflectsthestructureof astratified universerising frominanimate, to
the vegetative, to the animate, to the human, and to the infinite. To Polanyi, both theindwelling or fiduciary nature
of knowing and the hierarchical stratification of reality pointed toward the similar vision of the universe seen in the
Christian faith and an emergent understanding of evolution.

It wasabout thisstructureof tacit knowingthat Polanyi wantedtotalk to Tillich. Polanyi hadreadinTillich's
Dynamics of Faith Tillich’s discussion of how science deals with preliminary concerns and religion with ultimate
concerns.” Tillich had also said that thereisno conflict between faith and the cognitive function of reason indicating
his own compatibility with Polanyi’ sconcern. Further there wasthe obvious but very important agreement between
both Tillichand Polanyi onthepositiveimportanceof scienceand of religionfor each field of humanexpression. Neither
Tillich nor Polanyi wanted to retreat from the achievements of science. Each wanted to facilitatethecreativerelation
of science and of religion. Each wanted to encourage the continuing advancement of scientific knowledge.
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For Polanyi, rejecting therole of faith in the epistemol ogy of scienceisthe crucia point underlying therise
of modernnihilismandthedestructionof civil life. Polanyi contended that themechanisticoutlook, alivesincetheGreek
atomists, had been vitalized by the modern scientific revolution. This outlook had made all dubitable beliefs non-
authoritative, especially moral and transcendent beliefs. Tillich’sincluding of doubt withinthelifeof faith pointedto
Polanyi’ sownformulation of theessential fiduciary componentsof all knowing. Polanyi’ sformulation of thefiduciary
nature of knowing also included the element of doubt that had to be overcome by therisk of believing or indwelling.
Or Tillich’s talking about participation in the object of cognition pointed toward Polanyi’ s usage of indwelling to
describeour involvementin our knowing. For Polanyi morethan Tillich, theissueisnot just therel ation of scienceand
of religion but thevery natureof faith and of indwellingwithin knowing generally. Polanyi wasattemptingto produce
anew theory of knowledgewhich, of course, wasnot Tillich’saim. But Tillichwascloseto Polanyi’ sview of science
and of faith. Therefore, Tillich’ swork asamajor theol ogian of culture was especially important to Polanyi’ s search
for a post-critical philosophy.

In February of 1963, Polanyi cameto Berkel ey and attended one of Tillich’ slectures. Followingthelecture,
CharlesMcCoy had arranged for Polanyi and Tillich to talk together at the Claremont Hotel. Theimportance of this
meeting for Polanyi isclear. He made asummary of hisview of the conversation which isin the Polanyi archivesin
Chicago and also ison my published microfilm of Polanyi’ s social and philosophical papers.® Polanyi sent acopy to
Tillich,and Tillichacceptedit withgeneral agreement. Inaddition, Tillichand Polanyi followed upwith correspondence
concerning earlierwriting of Tillichthat Tillichfelt showed hisagreement with Polanyi’ sview of thenatureof knowing
inscienceandinreligion. Tillich, accordingto Polanyi’ saccount, claimedto havetried to articulateaview similar to
Polanyi’sinTillich’ searlier yearsin Germany but had not founditto bewell received. Tillich sent Polanyi areference
to a paper published in 1955 in the Horkheimer Festschrift entitled “ Participation and Knowledge: Problems of an
Ontology of Cognition.”® Inthispaper, Tillich thinksthat he showsaview of epistemology inscienceandinreligion
similartoPolanyi’ sview. Further, Polanyi wasstimul ated totakethistopic, with clear referencesto Tillich’ sDynamics
of FaithandlecturesinBerkeley,andgive, inApril, 1963, anaddressat Pacific School of Religion* Scienceand Religion:
Separate Dimensions or Common Ground?’*° In thisaddress Polanyi set forth hisreasonsfor uphol ding acommon
structureinknowingthat includesafiduciary or indwelling componentinall knowing, especially scienceandreligion.
Finally, there is a statement of Tillich’sview of the relation of science and religion in Ultimate Concern: Tillichin
Dialogue published in 1965 that appearsto confirm Polanyi’ sand Tillich's agreement and possibly the fruit of their
discussionin 1963.* Tillichsays

Takethescientist. If hehasmaturedinthescientifictradition, heiswillingtogiveupevery particular
of hisscientific findings (they are preliminary, never final), but hewill never give up the scientific
attitude, evenif atyrant should demandit of him. Or if hewereweak enoughtogiveit up, hewould
do it with abad conscience.

Hereit isclear that ultimate concern participatesinall knowing through the scientific attitude of the scientist which
would correspond to Polanyi’s claim that there is afiduciary or indwelling component in al knowing. Tillich's
formulation of ultimate concernfitswith Polanyi’ sseeingthedriveandintellectual passioninherently involvedinthe
work of the scientist.
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Having introduced this exchange between Polanyi and Tillich, and having explained Polanyi’ sinterest and purpose
inregard to Tillich, let uslook at the content of the exchange in the record that we have.

First, thereisthe four and ahalf page typescript of Polanyi’s account of his meeting with Tillich:1?

Pointsfrom aconversation with Paul Tillich on February 21, 1963

| wasasked to discusswith himhisUniversity Lectureon“ Religion, Science, and Philosophy” and
hissecond Earl Lectureon“ Thelrrelevance and Relevance of Christianity”, both delivered onthat
day.

M.P. The method of absolute detachment you ascribe to science in contrasting it with philosophy
and religion is a method which scientists falsely ascribe to themselves. Its actual practice is
impossible, for noknowledgewhatever can bediscovered, or heldto betrue, inaccordancewiththe
ideal of strict detachment.

Tillich: I havesaid myself inthelectureon R.S. Ph. that scientists must also haveaconcernfor the
totality of the cosmos on which their enquiry is bearing.

M.P. Y ou acknowledgethisasaduel function: inactual factitisasituationinwhich scientistsare
torn betweentheir professed absurdideal of detachment and an attempt to counteract itsdestructive
effectson their outlook. Theideal of strict detachment can not be practiced in any part of science,
but the misrepresentation of scientific pursuitsintermsof thisideal isharmlessin physics, because
they feel confident that thisideal meansonly that science ought to be pursued in the way the exact
sciencesoperate, of which physicsisthegreat example. Itisonly inthelessexact sciences, ranging
from the descriptive natural sciences, like botany and zoology, to the sciences of the mind, like
psychology, sociology, and extending further toincludethe humanities, that thedegenerativeeffect
of ideal detachment manifestsitself. Hence, | say, wefindthesesciencesandthewholeof our culture
beyond them, affected by afalse striving for strict scientific detachment, which tendsto denature
their subject matter.

Tillich: I haveonce, till in Germany, expressed theview that thereisameasure of participationin
every branch of knowledge. Y ouwill findthisinanessay | contributedtotheHorkheimer Festschrift.
Philosophers like Nagel would accept none of this. | did not dare to pursueit further.

M.P. | shall look up the Horkheimer Festschrift. But the basic revision of your perspective arises
not fromrealizingthat participationisubiquitous, but fromther ecognition of itslogical functions.
It can be shown that we can have no knowledge of any comprehensive entities, except by specific
use of our powers of participation. It consistsin the process of interiorising the particulars of the
entity for the purpose of attending to the wholethat isformed by them. Interiorisationisalogical
operationwhich enablesustorely on our awarenessof the particulars, towhichwearenot attending
at the moment, for the purpose of attending to something el se, namely to the comprehensive entity
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whichtheyjointly constitute. Inthisway our dwellingintheparticularsmakesusawareof their joint
meaning. This, | say, isthestructureof meaningeverywhere. Wemust teach thistoscientists.
I nstead of acceptingtheir falsepr etencetostrict detachment, weshouldrecognizeinthemthemost
skillful operators of an indwelling which reveals a vast range of fascinating meaning in the
comparatively unpromising subject of subhuman life and even in the realm of inanimate matter.

Tillich: Isthisview based on Gestalt psychology?

M.P. | am deeply indebted to Gestalt psychology. Professor William T. Scott of the University of
Nevadahaswrittenanexcellent essay onmy viewsunder thetitle” Gestalt Philosophy.” But Gestalt
psychol ogy lackstheelement of activeparticipationonthepart of theknower. It claimsthat Gestalten
areformed by the spontaneous equilibration of the elementsforming agestalt. Gestalt psychology
hasrun away fromitsown philosophicsignificance,fromthestart, when K oehler explained gestalt
in terms of dynamic equilibration in physicsand, by his principle of isomorphism, postul ated that
theneural equivalent of gestalt perception consistsin the equilibration of the neural tracestowhich
it givesrisein the subject.

Torelatemy positiontoearlierideas, wemust includetwo other current movements, namely
thepragmatism of Dewey andmoder n existentialisminitsconnectionwith phenomenol ogy. Dewey
recognized and vividly described the process by which we shape our own knowledge. But Dewey
wasstrangely complacent about thissituation. Hefound thespectacl eof man actively decidingwhat
isto be believed to betrue, arefreshing sight. To him this meant the liberation of man’s practical
concernfromtheshacklesof fal semetaphysical beliefs. Herelied onthethrust of reasonand progress
to guide man’s practical striving towards his own enlightened interests. He did not realize that it
wouldbethemostintenseinterestin progress, by amodern revol utionary government, whichwould
practice a ruthless perversion of truth, and that rebellion against such governments would be
conductedinthenameof truth against alleged practical interests. My task,imposed upon mebythe
revolutionsof the20th century, beginsther efor eat thepoint at which Dewey found hisultimate
assurance.

The relation of atheory of knowledge based on indwelling has connections also with
existentialism. This movement also recognizes the powers of man to shape his own knowledge.
Again, like pragmatism, itisunconcerned withthejeopardy of truth, throughitssubjectiontoman’s
choice; but unlike pragmatism, it faces man’ s situation as ashaper of hisown knowledge, not with
exhilaration, but with an anxiety bordering on despair.

| share the alarm expressed by existentialism at the spectacle abandoned by all the
suppositionsonwhichhecouldtacitly rely until their modern piercing critiquedeprived himof their
support. But my theory of knowledge would change the situation in showing that scientific
knowledgemust bealigned withthebeliefsof mantowhich henolonger entrustshimself without
realizingthat thiscommitment istheoutcomeof hisown decision. Oncethisisseriously accepted,
science will ceaseto act as an aid in the destruction of other human beliefs. Scientific truth will
henceforth sharetheinsecurity of moral truth, and an adequate theory of scientific knowledge may
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hopeto restorethe common ground which, inthisview, science shares, with moral convictions, and
beyond that, with religious beliefs.

Thisiswhy | feel that the unification of human convictions must start from a somewhat
different approach than yours, which admits, to begin with, that the pursuit of scienceisguided by
theideal of astrictly detached knowledge and that hencethe great achievements of science should
be credited to thisfalse, logically untenable, ideal.

Tillich: HasChristianity any relevanceto this project?

M.P. You have said that the irrelevance of Christianity can be overcome only by passing through
the darkness of existentialist despair. Y ou have said that the faith which rises from this depth will

embraceitsowndoubt. Itwill liveasaperennial, unresolvabletensioninus. My theory of knowledge
takesthisasitsparadigm. Itisshaped intheimage of what | understand to be the Pauline scheme
of redemption. Having to facethefact that no knowledge can be set free of conceivable doubt, and
that the most distinctive form of scientific knowledge, thevision of great scientific originality, isa
solitary knowledge ready to face universal doubt, | concludethat it is of the essence of knowledge
tobeheldto betrueby aman’ smental effort. Suchisthe nature of that activeindwelling by which
we make sense of theworld.

Toknow isapersonal striving. Itisastriving that respondsto an obligation, imposed on
us by intimations of ahidden reality that demands of usto graspit. Knowledgeisalivesolong as
it knowsitself tobeincomplete, by pointingbeyond itsmanifest content.

Very strikinginthisaccountisPolanyi’ sdiscursivereview of hisownideasand Polanyi’ ssuccinct summation
of Tillich’sviews. Knowing Tillich’spower in dialogue, we can be sure that Polanyi’ saccount isonesided interms
of the actual balance of the discussion.

Second, | wanttoincludeal so thetwolettersfromTillichto Polanyi that followed fromthisdial ogueinBerkeley.
ThefirstiswrittenonMay 21, 1963, and Tillich expresseshisagreement with Polanyi.™® Particularly noticeableisTillich's
statement of his sympathy for Teilhard de Chardin’s work which would correspond to Polanyi’s discussion of the
stratified universe also seen in the way we indwell in order to know. Tillich also refersto Polanyi’ s statement in his
addresson“ Scienceand Religion: Separate Dimensionsor Common Ground” that comparesPolanyi aspurifyingtruth
fromscientificdogmatismand Tillich purifying faithfromreligiousfundamentalism.
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May 21,1963
Mr. Michael Polanyi
Center for Advanced Study
inthe Behavioral Sciences
202 Junipero SerraBlvd.
Stanford, California

Dear Mr. Polanyi:

Only today | am ableto expressmy thanksfor thetwo manuscriptsandthereprints. Theweekssince
thearrival of your letter were so overcrowded with out of town-obligations, that | could not get at
itatall. Now | amvery happy to find how much | aminagreement withyou. | am especially happy
about your sentence on page 14: “Inaway, thisenterprisewould serve asacounterpart to Tillich’s
undertaking. Hehasfought for thepurification of faithfromreligiousfundamentalism; | supplement
this by purifying truth from scientific dogmatism.”

Thefundamental vision of ahierarchy of detachment and involvement cameto mewhen | wrotein
beginning of the20’ smy “ System der Wissenschaften”. Lately | havecarrieditthroughrather fully,
inthe not yet published manuscript of the third volume of my Systematic Theology. Oneyear ago,
when | first read Teilhard de Chardin, | was happily surprised by the discovery how near my own
philosophy of lifeisto his. You areright that | had to solve first of al the problem of mutual
interferencesof theology and science. Only after thishasbeen donethenext stopispossible, namely
to show the continuity between the different types of knowledge, and this you have done for
epistemology in an excellent way. If | only werein possession of my books and reprints, | would
have sent you the article on detachment and envolvement in the cognitive process.

| still haveto read your reprint on “Faith and Reason” and shall go at it in the next few days.

It was good to meet you and very kind of you to write me.

Cordialy Yours,

Paul Tillich

PT/es

Thisletter seemsto indicateafriendly and substantial feeling of agreement with the fundamental epistemo-

logical concernsof Polanyi. Itisfurther indicated by asecond letter from Tillich on June 4th of the same year where
TillichtellsPolanyi whereto find his paper inthe Horkheimer festschrift.4
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June4, 1963

Dr. Michael Polanyi

Center for Advanced Study
inthe Behavioral Sciences
202 Junipero SerraBlvd.
Stanford, California

Dear Dr. Polanyi:

Thank you for your letter of May 30. | havefound the place where my most adequate statement of
my position with respect to knowledge and participation is given. It is. “Participation and
Knowledge: Problems of an Ontology of Cognition.” In: Sociologica. Max Horkheimer zum 60.
Geburstag. Hrsg. v. W. Adornound W. Dirks, Frankfurta.M. EuropaeischeV erlagsanstalt 1955. S.
201-209. (Frankfurter Beitraege zur Soziologie. Bd.1.). | supposethat you have the Beitraegein
your library. If not, | probably could have send you areprint of my ownlibrary in Harvard Divinity
School.

Y ou can aways write to me through the University of Chicago, Divinity School, and also directly
to my secretary there, Mrs. Eva Shane.

Cordialy Yours,

Paul Tillich.

PT/es

Despite these records of the exchange which seem positive there is another account by Polanyi later in an
unpublished text preparatory to Polanyi’ s discussion of religion in hisbook Meaning.” Here Polanyi states another
kinshipwith Tillichian seeing God beyond any cognitivereduction. However, Polanyi statesthat hismeetingwith Tillich
was less satisfying on connecting their common concerns for understanding mythical experience. According to
Polanyi, Tillich seems preoccupied with the theological task of guiding the church’s proclamation while Polanyi is
focused on atheory for overcoming the destruction of meaning by the scientific outlook. Here Polanyi says:

Thehopesof Tillichto seedivinity asbeyond any coherent entity correspondsto my own
perspective. It wasin 1963 that | attended some lectures by Tillich at Berkeley and at one of the
churches attached to the same area. | spent afew hourswith Tillich in the evening following the
second lecture, telling him alittleabout my work, towhich heanswered“ you have donefor science
what | havedonefor religion”. Thiswasamatter of courtesy, but it did hold some substance. The
vision of anindeter minatemeaning, whichfloatsbeyond all materially structured experiences,
existsonthelinesof astratified sequenceultimately pointing at unsubstantial existence.
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| would follow this aspect of religion by atheory of mythical experience. Itisinthisway
an extension of the transnatural existence possessed by the arts.

But when | moved in this direction when talking to Tillich, he exclaimed opposition by
pointing at ayoung clergyman facing usacrossthetableandtellingme*but | havetotell thisyoung
man and thousandslikehimwhat to say fromthepul pit next Sunday” . Obviously thelink isunmade,
but | believe itstraces can be perceived in vision within a stratified universe.

| amnot fully certain of what Polanyi’ sdifferencewith Tillich hereis. | conjecturethat Tillichisspeakingto
Polanyi about theimportance of mythin presentingthetruthsof Christianfaith, their rolein preaching andinteaching.
Polanyi isfocused on relating histheory of knowledgein scienceto art, myth, and religion.

Withthisbackgroundinmind, | havetried to open up our inquiry into the significance of the Polanyi-Tillich
dialogue. Fromthisbrief review, | think itisclear that Polanyi did seek and findin Tillich’ sthought andin hisdialogue
with Tillich, asupport for hisprogram of post-critical philosophy and aconfirmation that Tillich wasat onewith him
in seeing a post-critical logic in science and in theology. In conclusion, it would be worth noting that in Polanyi’s
thought, theliberation of the modern world from its domination by an objectivist epistemol ogy was necessary before
religioncouldthriveagain. Inthisway, hiswork would bepreparatory and complementary to Tillich’ sattempt torevive
the meaning of religion and Christian faith in asecular culture. Asethicists, philosophers, and theologianstrying to
interpret Christian faith and vital religiousbeliefstoday, thejoint contribution of Tillich and of Polanyi in combatting
the problem of non-belief still looks productive.
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Polanyi and Tillich on History
Donald W. M usser

ABSTRACT Key Words: autonomy, heteronomy, theonomy, kairos, logos, epistemol ogy, ontology,
philosophy of history, Paul Tillich, Michael Polanyi, scienceand religion
Using a critical framework developed by W. H. Walsh, this essay assesses Polanyi's theory of historical passage.
It then compares Polanyi's views about history with those of Paul Tillich. The comparison reveals similar
approaches to understanding ontology and epistemol ogy.

Althoughthey met personally ononly oneoccasi onand exchanged but afew letters, Polanyi and Tillich shared
more intellectually than one might suppose. The aim of this essay isto surface the striking similaritiesthey sharein
their views of being/ontol ogy and epistemol ogy through the lens of their philosophiesof history. Using aframework
for assessing historical processproposed by W. H. Walsh, | will focally analyzePolanyi’ stheory of history aspresented
primarily in his essay “Understanding History” and then draw comparisons with Tillich’ s well-devel oped views of
history. This"conversation” about their views of history reveals common approachesto ontol ogy and epistemology.
Their similaritiesinvitefurther “ conversations.”

Polanyi on History
Theword “history” may havetwo referents. It may refer to human actions of the past or it may refer to the
account of those actions constructed in the present. Thesetwo waysof considering history haveresulted intwo kinds
of philosophy of history — speculative or metaphysical philosophy of history and critical or analytic philosophy of
history.! The following discussion will attempt to demonstrate that Polanyi’s view of history entails both kinds of
philosophy of history: Polanyi’ sphilosophy of history isan ontological philosophy of history which attemptsto take
into account questions and issues raised in critical philosophy of history.

Inacritical analysisof thework that historiansdo, at | east three questions must be considered. They are (1)
the question of the relationship between history and natural science, (2) the question of the objectivity of historical
knowledge, and (3) the questions of the nature of historical explanation.?| shall at the sametime show that Polanyi’s
treatment of history — its status vis & vis natural science, its objectivity, and the nature of historical explanation —
isat every point rooted in his ontology and epistemology.

1.We shall begin with the question of the relationship of history to natural science, the question most
extensively considered by Polanyi. Hecomesat thequestionfromtwofronts. Ontheonehand, inoppositiontoidealism
(asheinterpretsidealism) heaversthat historical knowledgeand natural scientific knowledgeareof onekind. Onthe
other hand, he holds that natural scientific knowledge isthe paradigm for understanding historical knowledge, and
indeed for all knowledge. If weadd to thesetwo pointsthefurther underlying assumption of thefiduciary, communal
element of all knowledge, wehavethetriad of interrel ated el ementsthat form thefundamental framework of Polanyi’s
epistemology. It may be helpful to usin clarifying the Polanyian answer to the question of therelationship of history
to natural science to outline how he came to his constructive position which includes these three elements.

Theshiftin Michael Polanyi’scareer from pure scienceto social science and philosophy occurred when he
becameembroiledinadebateinthephil osophy of scienceover thenatureof scientificinguiry and scientificknowledge.
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(In 1932 Polanyi came to the University of Manchester from the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute in Berlin as professor of
physical chemistry. In1948 heofficially shifted hisfocuswhen hewasnamedtoachairinsocial studiesat Manchester.)
The debate took place among reflective British scientists and philosophersin the 1930s over therise of theinfluence
of Marxist philosophy of science in England where science was understood as applied science; that is, where all
scientific inquiry was subjugated to the service of societal ends established by a political/economic ideology.® In
contradistinctiontothisview, Polanyi asked, “ What phil osophy of sciencehad weintheWest to pit against this? How
was its general acceptance among usto be accounted for? Was this acceptancejustified? On what grounds?’4 His
answer in part called for theautonomy of scientific disciplinesfrom external palitical, economic, and social structures
and controls. At the sametime, heargued for aninternal “principle of mutual control” in science whereby scientists
themselves would exercise critical judgment upon one another. This view of science contained both societal and
fiduciary elements. Withregardtothesocietal element, Polanyi heldthat thescientificcommunity, “ amoral association
of persons’ acting onthebasisof “acommon belief,” established atradition which wastheground of freeinquiry and
the advance of scientific knowledge.® With regard to thefiduciary element, Polanyi held that the ultimatejustification
for hisview of thenatureof scientificinquiry wasapersonal, responsiblecommitment. “ Atsomepoint| canonly answer,
‘For | believeso’.”® Hisanswer to the question of the nature of natural science, then, consisted of acritiqueof Marxist
philosophy of science and pointed toward a revision of positivistic philosophy of science toward a philosophy of
science which included the communal and fiduciary elements of scientificinquiry, andindeed, al inquiry.

Beyondthequestion of thenature of scienceand scientificknowledge, theanswer towhich providedthebase
fromwhichall hisfurther work devel oped, Polanyi turnedtoinquireabout the natureof asociety inwhich sciencecould
prosper. Thisquestionwaspressed upon Polanyi by adouble-edged dilemma—theriseof totalitarian societiesbased
on Marxist ideology and the growing disintegration of free Western societies in their movement toward nihilism.
Polanyi’ s answer to the doublethreat of totalitarian Marxism and anarchical nihilism, which he considered to be the
logical outcomesof authoritarian® closed societies’ andradical “ opensocieties,” wasa“ freesociety” inwhichtradition
andfreedomweremutually related. Hewrotethat “ af reesoci ety must exi st withinthecontext of atraditionthat provides
aframework within which members of the society may makefree contributionsto thetasksinvolved inthe society.””
In thisway afree society “can be bound traditionally to certain standards and values and yet be free — both in the
sense of being innovative and in the sense of being self-governing or autonomous.”® This view of the intellectual
foundations of science and all societies was enunciated early and late in his career, in Science, Faith and Society
(1946)and The Logic of Liberty (1951), and in Meaning(1975). Thereareseveral pointsworth noting about Polanyi’s
definition of afree society. First, he considered the scientific community of western nationsthe paradigm for al free
associations of persons dedicated to endsthat areworthy of respect.® Second, Polanyi held that thetraditional beliefs,
values, and mores of afree, inquiring society were an indispensable, normative basis upon which that society was
structured. Third, the structure of afree society inwhich tradition and freedom are dialectical polesin tension with
one another isthe same structure which we saw earlier in our study that operatesin the organic world. Theprinciple
of boundary conditionshasthe samestructureasthe principleof mutual control. Traditionistolower-level operations
asfreedom isto higher-level operations.

Finally, Polanyi’ sshift from purescienceto social science and then to epistemol ogy was completed when he
extended his pursuit of the nature of natural scientific knowledgeto al knowledge. Thisfinal phase of hiswork is
elaborated most clearly in Personal Knowledge, The Tacit Dimension, Knowing and Being, and Meaning. Histheory
of personal knowledgegrew out of hisinquiry intothenatureof scienceand society and expressesafurther development
of thatwork. Thetheory of personal knowledgeincludesboth critical and constructiveaspects. First, Polanyi provided
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acritiqueof theideal of awholly explicit, self-guaranteeing knowledgein the Cartesiantradition, atradition hecalled
positivistic skepticism, by showing that all knowledge includes irreducible persona elements. Then, he sought to
answer the question of how onecanjustify the holding of dubitable, personal beliefsby positing histheory of personal
knowledge in which all knowledge was considered to be rooted in an unspecifiable “ fiduciary framework.”

Thetriad of fundamental elementsin Polanyi’ sthought — the nature of science, the nature of societies, and
thenatureof knowledge— arebrought together inthefollowingtext: “Wehavenow, intheinstanceof scientificinquiry
...akindof moral association of persons, throughtheexerciseof mutual authority, [which] weldstraditionsandfreedom
together in a pursuit of thetruth.”° In every case of human inquiry into truth, traditional structures and beliefs must
be given normative status in order for free research to be carried out. This structure of human inquiry, grounded in
anepistemology inwhich societal traditionsand freeinquiry reciprocally support oneanother, isfor Polanyi applicable
both to natural science and to history aswell asto al other pursuits of truth.

The preceding discussion has placed Polanyi’ s view of knowledgeinto itsbroader context and sketched its
development through Polanyi’ scareer. Hopefully, it hasillumined why hedeemsboth natural science and history as
persona knowledge: (1) Bothoperatefromfiduciary frameworks— assumptions, laws, theories, and practices—which
arepeculiar tothecommunity of historiansor thecommunity of scientists. Theseframeworksareultimately grounded
onontological assumptionsof thesort, “| believeittobeso.” (2) Both historical and natural scientificknowledgeentail
apersonal, tacit el ement whichistheepistemol ogical correl ate of the aboveontol ogi cal assumption. For thesereasons
history and natural science cannot be considered as ultimately separate from one another, for both are aspects of
personal knowledge.

2.From the question of the relationship of historical knowledge to natural scientific knowledge, weturn to
Polanyi’ sanswer to the question of the objectivity of historical knowledge. Negatively, against positivism, herejects
the ideal of a self-guaranteeing knowledge as absurd; against idealism, he argues that history need not lose its
objectivity and universal character because of its personal nature. He arguesthat positivismisnot as objective asit
alleges to be and that idealism, on the other hand, need not retreat into individualistic subjectivism which divorces
history from natural science. Positively, Polanyi definesthe objectivity of historical knowledge within the bounds of
histheory of personal knowledge. Both the selection of historical subjectsand historical dataaswell asthe standards
by which the subject and dataare interpreted involve irreducibly personal elements. These elementsarerootedina
myriad of cultural factors; someareexplicit and someareimplicit and hidden. Giventhispersonal, subjectiveelement
in history, the historian must guard against sliding into mere subjectivism. Thisiscontrolled intwoways. Oneisby
the self-critical application of possiblefallacies of history to one’ sown historical work. Polanyi doesnot believethe
rationalist and relativist fallacies can be completely avoided but can be reduced by a careful, self-critical historical
method. The second control against subjectivismisthe self-critical acceptance of one’ sown interpretive framework
and standards. Polanyi holds that every historian has personal assumptions which guide the selection of historical
subjects and the interpretation of them. The historian can never separate himself from these assumptions and ought
nottry. Thehistoriancan, however, exerciseself-criticism by making themexplicit and revising and rejecting themon
thebasisof that self-criticism. History for Polanyi, then, isnever free of interpretiveframeworksor possiblefallacies.

What then, becomes of the question of the objectivity of historical knowledge? How can objectivity be
claimed for so subjective an inquiry? If we confine objectivity to those disciplines which limit themselves only to
conclusionshased upon explicit theoriestested within and established by inquiries of thedisciplineitself, then history
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cannot becalled objective. But, aswehaveseen, Polanyi arguesagainst suchanideal of objectivity. Polanyi'sdefination
of theideal of objectivity isilluminatedif weattendto hisview of theideal of truthinnatural science. What thescientist
claimsastrue does not mean “that he has thereby established universality, but only that he has exhibited auniversal
intent, for asci entist cannot know whether hisclaimswill beaccepted.”* Scientific conclusionsmay provetobefalse,
or evenif true, not convinceenough scientistsinorder to beaccredited. Inany case, evenif accredited their acceptance
by the scientificcommunity isnot equivalent totheir beingtrue; that is, “ acceptance” doesnot equal “truth.” Scientific
objectivity hastherefore both an objective and subjective pol e; the scientist with universal intent toward discovering
truth seekstheobjectively real, but what scientific claimscannever beuniversally established. Truthisalwaystentative
and subject torejection. For Polanyi, theultimatereasonfor thisdefinition of scientificobjectivity isthatit corresponds
to his ontological assumption about the nature of the reality into which the scientist inquires.

A scientist, having relied throughout hisinquiry on the presence of something real, hidden out there, canrely
only onthat external presence also for claiming the validity of the result that satisfieshisquest .. . . . By his
owncommand, whichbound himtothequest of reality, hewill claimthat hisresultsareuniversally valid. Such
isthe universal intent of a scientific discovery.!?

This character of truth in natural scienceisthe character of truth inal humaninquiry. All inquiries havetwo poles:
one pole isthe abjective reality toward which oneinquires, the other pole is the personal knower. These two poles
arealwayspresent. Theinquirer's “actsare personal judgments exercised responsibly with aview to areality with
which he is seeking to establish contact.”*® The structure of objectivity in natural science has therefore the same
structure in history.

3.Wecomefinally to the question of the nature of historical explanation, the question of whether or not here
arelawsof history liketherearelawsof scienceand if there are, what constitutesthe nature of thelaws. Polanyi does
not specifically address this question but does respond to the related question about the uniqueness of historical
events versus the repetitiveness of natural scientific occurrences. The answer to this question typically concludes
that repetitivenessmakesnatural scientificlawspossiblewhilehistorical uniquenessprecludeslawsof history. Polanyi
replies by recognizing adifferencein the types of occurrences that history and natural science treat but he does not
view the uniqueness-repetition difference as one of kind but only one of degree. He does not therefore pit
repetitiveness/universality over against uniqueness/particul arity but viewsthem as opposite ends of one continuum.
Hisconclusionisthat history is“at the end of arow of sciences of increasing intimacy and delicate complexity, yet
offset against all of them by an exceptionally vigorous and subtle participation in its subject matter.” 4 Thus, history
has autonomy within the spectrum of knowing just as natural science hasits peculiar place. Thisisto say that there
areno lawsof history but it is at the sametime not to say that historical explanationisof adifferent kind than natural
scientificexplanation.

Although Polanyi does not accept atheory of historical explanation based upon the application of laws of
history, he does recogni ze that historical events have a structure and that historical inquiry seeksto understand and
interpret that structure. Historical eventsareeventsinreality and sharethestructuresof reality. Thus, for himhistorical
events occur between the poles of stability and openness, tradition and freedom, and acceptance and criticism.
Historical explanation must takeinto account at least twofactors: (1) thecontext or framework of thehistorical subject
— givenbiological, psychological, religious, social, and political structureswhich condition the subject’ sactions—
and (2) the historical subject’ sfree decision to act in acertain manner within that framework.
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In Polanyi’ s answersto the questions of critical philosophy of history — the question of the relationship of
history to natural science, the question of objectivity inhistory, and the question of the nature of historical explanation
— we have seen how each question is answered within the epistemological framework of his theory of personal
knowledge and in consideration of the underlying ontol ogical assumptionsabout reality that buttresshistheory. The
nature, structure, and character of historical knowledgeisin Polanyi’ s view dependent upon the mutually reciprocal
relationship between his epistemology and ontology.

Having given attention to Polanyi’ sanswersto the questions of critical philosophy of history, we shall now
ask about the speculative element in hisview of history, recalling that we began this analysiswith the statement that
wejudged Polanyi’ sview of history anontological view which sought to account for thequestionsof critical philosophy
of history.

Specul ative philosophy of history isgenerally considered asan attempt “ to discover themeaning and purpose
of thewholehistorical process.”*® Itsobjectiveis*“to produce an interpretation of the actual course of events showing
that aspecial kind of intelligibility could be found init.” ¢ It seeksto uncover theintelligible structure, the universal
patterns of change, the most fundamental forms, and the goal s of its object, history. Polanyi’ s philosophy of history
is speculative in the sensethat it is ontological; that is, it assumesthat reality is of acertain knowable structure and
that historical actionsand occurrencesevidencethat samestructure. But, whilePolanyi maintainsthat historical events
are limited and formed by the structures of reality, he does not seek to uncover the meaning of the entire historical
process. For himreality and hencehistory isdynamic; therecanbechangeand novelty, and thereforehistorical passage
ispossible. History’sdynamism isactualized through human intent and decision and those intentions and decisions
alwaysarefuture oriented. But, while Polanyi affirmsthe teleological aspect of human activity and hence historical
events, he doesnot assume or specul ate about afinal telosof the entire movement of history. For thisreason wechose
to call his philosophy of history ontological rather than speculative.

Further, Polanyi seesno radical disfunction between speculative philosophy of history and critical philoso-
phy of history. Adequateinterpretation of history mustincludeacritical or analyticelement; al criticismand analysis
of historical interpretation are based on what are finally unspecifiable, ontological assumptions.

Polanyi holds that reality and the knowledge of what is real has a certain dialectical, dynamic structure, a
structurethat is present in both being and knowing. In animportant essay, which we have until now not considered,
themainpointisclear. Heclaimsthat “knowingisanindwelling: that is, autilization of aframework for unfolding our
understanding in accordance with the indications and standards imposed by the framework.” This ontological
framework isthebasisfor all knowledge. “1f an act of knowing affectsour choice between alternativeframeworks, or
modifiestheframework inwhichwedwell, itinvolvesachangein our being.” Y Thisisto say that theframework isnot
static but dynamic, asis our knowledge of the reality that the framework images.

| regard al true understanding asanintimation of such areality which, being real, may yet reveal itself toour
deepened understandinginanindefiniterangeof unexpected manifestations. | accept theobligationto search
for thetruth through my own intimations of reality, knowing that thereis, and can be, no strict rule by which
my conclusionscan bejustified. My referenceto reality legitimates my acts of unspecifiableknowing, even
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whileit duly keepsthe exercise of such actswithin the bounds of arational objectivity. For aclaimto have
made contact with reality necessarily legislates both for myself and others with universal intent.'®

Thus, whilethereality one attendsto in knowing isfor Polanyi amental construct, itisnot amereideaor the product
of apurely subjectiveimagination. Anirreducibleassumption of Polanyi’ sthought isthat thereis* an external reality
withwhichwecan establish contact.” *° Inall knowing thereisan external reality whichisthe object of theknower and
that reality, astheobjectivepoleof knowing, setsthelimitsand providesthestructureof knowledge. Thus, thestructure
of reality hasananaloginthestructureof knowing. Hereinliestheontol ogical aspect of historical knowledgefor Polanyi
— historical eventsprovidetheobjectivestructureswhichthehistorian seeksto understand andinterpret. Inthissense
historical knowledgeisontological.

POLANY| AND TILLICH ON HISTORY

Wehavesummarized Polanyi’ sview of history and have shown hisphilosophy of history tobean ontologi cal
philosophy of history which addresses the issues of critical philosophy of history. Now we shall compare his
philosophy of history withthephilosophy of history of Paul Tillich. Polanyi’ sphilosophy of historyissimilartoTillich’'s
philosophy of history in that both claim that historical events and historical knowledge have a certain ontological
structure and that their descriptions of the structure of reality and eventsin reality are similar.

Theontological aspect of Tillich’sphilosophy of history isevident in hisessay “ Philosophy and Fate.” The
theme of this essay with regard to history is, the “unconditional truth” of history which “pulsates through all our
thinking; there can be no act of thought without the secret presupposition of its unconditional truth.” But, thelogos
or truth of history is not our possession; “it is the hidden criterion of every truth we believe we possess.” Every
statement about the logos of history istherefore contingent due to the limitation of the knower. Still, theinterpreter
of history claimsan interpretation to betrue. “We can takethisrisk inthe certainty that thisisthe only way inwhich
truth canreveal itself tofiniteand historical beings.”? Man’ sfinitenessand particul arity constitute hisfatedness. Fate
is one of the given structures of existence as “the transcendent necessity in which freedom is entangled.”? This
relationship of fatetofreedom entail sthreethings: (1) Fateisstructurally related to freedomandwithout freedomfate
isreduced to necessity; (2) “Fate signifiesthat freedom is subjected to necessity,” that is, freedom is placed into an
embracing frame of reference; and (3) “ Fate signifiesthat freedom and necessity interpenetrate each other.” Thus,
fate and freedom “are conditioned by each other and are inextricably interwoven.” 2

Polanyi’ sview bearsstriking similaritieswith Tillich on thesestructural aspectsof historical knowledge. (1)
Tillich’slogosor unconditional truth of history issimilar to Polanyi’ sobjectiveor “real” poleof historical knowledge.
(2) Thelogosof history isthecriterion of history (Tillich) or itistheexternal reality withwhichwecan establish contact
(Polanyi). (3) What thehistorian knowsabout an historical eventisconsideredtrueand yet remainssubjecttorevision,
rejection, and replacement. Thisisduetotheriskinvolvedintruth-claimsandisaresult of thedialectical relationship
of knower to known. In “Philosophy and Fate,” Tillich elaborates this relationship in terms of fate, freedom, and
necessity wherefate and freedom are structurally related and where fate without freedom is necessity. Polanyi talks
about similar ontological realitiesastradition and freedom with referenceto societies. Wesaw thisin Polanyi’ sview
of afree society — “ A free society must exist within the context of atraditionthat providesaframework withinwhich
members of the soci ety may make free contributionsto thetasksinvolved inthat society” 2 — and, more specificaly,
inhisview that scientists“trust the traditionsfostered by this system of mutual control without much experience of
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it and at the same time claim an independent position from which they may interpret and possibly revolutionize this
tradition.”?* Clearly thesetextsreveal that structural character of Polanyi’ straditionand freedomissimilartoTillich’s
fateand freedom.

Thisstructural similarity allowsustointerpret thethreefal laciesof history accordingto Polanyi using Tillich's
language about fate, freedom, and necessity. Each fallacy results from a mistaken, distorted, or incomplete
understanding of thestructuresof history. Therationalist fallacy inwhichthehistorian absol utizespersonal standards
and norms isthe result of ignoring the fact that the historian’ sfate (or kairos) and the subject’ s fate (or kairos) may
not bethe samefate (or kairos). Further, the historian’ sfateisreduced to necessity whenitisapplied to the historical
subject. Second, therelativist fallacy inwhichthehistorianignoresthecultural contextisduetoignoringthehistorian’s
fateand claiming afalsefreedom. Third, thedeterminist fallacy inhistory istheresult of afatewhichignoresfreedom
and thereby becomes necessity. The ahility to translate or interpret Polanyi’ sthreefallacies of history into Tillich's
fate/freedom/necessity language is a clear indication of the similar ontology of these two thinkers.

Our paointisstrengthened whenweturnto consider Tillich’ sconcept kairos. By “kairos’ Tillichreferstothat
timein which thelogos— the universal and unconditional truth— ismanifest in the fate of existence. Kairosisnot
atime, itisrather aquality of timeor afulnessof time, “amoment richin content and significance.” ® For Tillich, every
finite existent hasits capacity for kairos. “From physics on up to the normative cultural sciencesthereisagradation,
thelogos standing at the one end and the kairos at the other. But thereisno point at which either logos or kairosalone
isto befound.” % Both must beincluded, both ontologically and epistemologically. “If it stood only inthe kairos, it
would be without validity and the assertion would be valid only for the one making it; if it stood only in thelogos, it
wouldbewithout fateand woul dtheref orehaveno partin existence, for existenceisinvolvedinfate.”?” Withreference
to the previous paragraph, one could say: with only logos and without kairos, the historian will suffer the rationalist
fallacy; with only kairos and without logos, the historian will suffer fromtherelativist fallacy.

Tillichapplieshisontology of kairosandlogostotheactual courseof history. Hemaintainsthat every period
hasitskairos; themoredeeply thekairosisunderstood the moreextensively isthelogosknown. Inorder to understand
the kairos, one must understand the situation, hence his treatments of The Religious Stuation?® and The World
Stuation.® That is, one must have “a consciousness of history whose roots reach down into the depth of the
unconditional . . . and whose ethos is an inescapable responsibility for the present moment in history.”*

In “Kairos’, Tillichattemptsto outlineaphilosophy of history whichisinaccordwithlogoskairosstructure
of historical events. Heholdsthat atwo-fold demandismadeupon aphilosophy of history awareof kairos: “ Thetension
characteristic of the absol ute interpretation of history must be united with the universalism of therelativeinterpreta-
tion.” The paradox of this demand — that a kairotic event is both absolute and under the judgment of the absolute
at thesametime—isrelieved “ when the conditioned surrendersitsel f to becomeavehiclefor theunconditional. This
is made possible when an individual or agroup is open to the unconditional in aspecial moment of history, akairos.
At thesametime, aperson or group can missor turnaway from or not understand or misappropriate theunconditional
duetothestricturesof finite existence, | eading to the dynamism of historical passage astheinterrelation of theonomy,
autonomy, and heteronomy.”3!

Theonomy: A theonomousage or period in history isonewhichisopen to the unconditional “inwhichthe
consciousness of the presence of the unconditional permeates and guidesall cultural functions and forms.” %2 For the

26



purposes of our study, the most relevant characteristic of atheonomous age isthat “the knowledge of things has not
thepurposeof analyzingthemin order to control them; it hasthe purpose of finding their inner meaning, their mystery,
and their divine significance.” * “ Theonomy unitesthe absolute and relative element in the interpretation of history,
the demand that everything relative become the vehicle of the absolute and the insight that nothing relative can ever
become absolute itself.”3* A further characteristic of theonomy which we find similar to Polanyi’s view of the
relationship of theindividual to society isthat theindividual isnever seen asisolated but alwaysin relationship to the
whole: “Merelyindividual religion, individual culture, individual emotional life, andindividual economicinterestsare
impossible in such asocia and spiritual situation.”*

Thecharacter of theonomy which unitesabsol uteand rel ative, universal and particular, partsandwholesinto
anall-encompassing frameworkisvery similar tothestructureof what Polanyi callsa“ freesociety.” First, Polanyi holds
that afree society “rests upon atraditional framework” which provides normsand values which are accepted within
the society. Thisframework isestablished by areligiousvision and commitment of aworld-view.% Thisfunction of
religion in Polanyi, an important aspect of histhought which we have left untreated in this paper, is very much like
Tillich's understanding of the relation of religion to culture, namely, as that of sustaining a common mythical
interpretation of the logos of reality.3 Second, afree society (Polanyi) and atheonomous society (Tillich) both hold
intension tradition and freedom (Polanyi) and fate and freedom (Tillich). Third, both thinkers characterizereasonin
afree/theonomoussoci ety asreason seeking meaning rather thantechnical or analyticreason. Tillichputsthisinterms
of reason finding the meaning, purpose and ultimate significance of things. Polanyi similarly writes:

If webelieveintheexistence of ageneral movement towardtheattainment of meaningintheuniverse. .... We
will regard every achievement of any sort of meaning asthe epitome of reality, for wewill think it isthe sort
of thing that the world is organized to bring about.*®

For both thinkers analytic reason can tell us nothing meaningful because it is reason separated from its ontological
ground. Finally, bothlocatetheindividual withinafree/theonomoussociety aswithinthewhole, thatis, asoneamong
many and not asisolated nor as absorbed into the mass; individuality is always in tension with community.

Autonomy: According to Tillich, autonomy appears both asthe opposition to theonomy and as anecessity
for theonomy.

As a correlate of theonomy autonomy replaces mystical nature with rational nature; it puts in the place of
mythical eventshistorical happenings, andintheplaceof themagical senseof communionit setsuptechnical
control. It constitutescommunitiesonthebasisof purpose, and morality onthebasisof individual perfection.
Itanalyzeseverythinginorder toputit together rationally. It makesreligionamatter of personal decisionand
makes the inner life of the individual dependent upon itself. It releases also the forces of an autonomous
political and economic activity.®

As the opposition to theonomy, autonomy struggles to break the bonds of theonomy and as such is “the dynamic
principle of history.” Theonomy, on the other hand, is the substance and meaning of history. Autonomy is not,
however, necessarily aturning away from the unconditional. “It isthe acceptance of the norms of truth and justice,
or order and beauty, of personality and community. Itisobediencetotheprinciplesthat control therealmsof individual
and social culture. Thereal difference between autonomy and theonomy “isthat in an autonomousculturethecultural
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forms appear only in their finite relationship, while in a theonomous culture they appear in the relation to the
unconditional.” For example, “autonomousscience... dealswith thelogical formsand thefactual material of things;
theonomous science deal's, beyond this, with their ultimate meaning and their existential significance.”

Thedistinction Tillich makesbetween autonomous and theonomous scienceissimilar to thedistinction that
Polanyi makes between the scientific knowledge sought in the L aPlacean model and the scientific knowledgeheldin
histheory of personal knowledge. Polanyi holdsthat positivistic science operates on the paradigm of LaPlace: “to
replace al human knowledge by a complete knowledge of atoms in motion.”# The ideal of such a science is the
embodiment of “all knowledge of the universeinan exact topography of all itsatoms.” Onthismodel, al thingsstand
inisolated particularity divorced fromtheir context. InTillich’sterms, they areanalyzed intheir autonomy. Further,
it appears that Tillich’s theonomous science which seeks the significance and existential relevance of scientific
knowledgeiscloseto Polanyi’ sdefinition of an adequate science. Polanyi’ scriticism of the LaPlacean model is“that
it would tell us absolutely nothing that we are interested in.” Thisis becauseit dissects wholesinto parts and says
nothing about the wholes. Y et, wholes are what concern us most and thisis what science in the theory of personal
knowledge includes that it does not in Laplacean/autonomous science. Polanyi writes:

Theshortcomingsof theL aPlaceanideal of sciencemust beremedied by acknowledgingour personal knowing
— our indwelling— asanintegral part of all knowledge. Thisamendment . . . bridgesthe gap between the
natural sciences and the study of man. Having recognized personal participation asthe universal principle
of knowing and having determined the structure of this knowing, we are now able to see that the personal
participation through which we reach our eval uation of human actions asthe actions of sentient, intelligent,
and morally responsible beingsis alegitimate instance of scientific knowing.*

Thisview issimilar towhat Tillich callstheonomous science.

Heteronomy: Once autonomy breaks through theonomy theinitial theonomy can never be reestablished.
“The autonomous road must be traveled to its very end, namely, to the moment in which anew theonomy appearsin
anew kairos.” A new theonomy is not the negation of autonomy; attemptsto suppress, destroy, or negate autonomy
bringsinto existence a condition of heteronomy. “Heteronomy imposes an alien law, religious or secular, on man’s
mind. It disregardsthelogosstructure of mind and world. It destroysthe honesty of truth and thedignity of themoral
personality. It underminescreativefreedomand the humanity of man. Itssymbol isthe“terror” exercised by absolute
churchesor absolutestates.” Heteronomy ariseswhen autonomy iscompletely separated fromthereligioussubstance
of lifeand culture. Autonomy can subsist aslongasit canfeed upontraditionsof thepast, but eventually it will exhaust
itsspiritual substance. Then, “it becomes emptier, moreformalistic, or morefactual and isdriven toward skepticism
and cynicism, toward the loss of meaning and purpose.”* This description of the process of history which resultsin
heteronomy is equivalent to asimilar processinterpreted by Polanyi which endsinwhat he calls*“moral inversion.”
Finally, wenotethat theresol ution of the problem of heteronomy in history for Tillichisabreakthrough of anew kairos
and the establishment of anew theonomy. For Polanyi, the breakthrough of “moral inversion” comesin the hope of
a “free society.”#
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CONCLUSION

Thisbrief and somewhat truncated comparison of Polanyi and Tillich onhistory uncoverssimilaritiesthat have
not been noticed in afocal way. Perhapsthe reason for lack of “conversation” between the two wastheir perception
of their viewsof thedifferent placesof natural scienceandreligionin culture. Inhisessay, “ Scienceand Religion,”*
Polanyi distanced himself from Tillich. He claimed that Tillich wished to keep religion and science separate on the
grounds that they are “two different dimensions which logically by-pass each other, the dimension of science being
that of strictly detached knowledge, while the dimension of religion is one of unconditional commitment.”# In
contradistinctiontothisview, Polanyi granted that scienceandreligiondeal with different level sof reality but that both
kinds of knowledge have acommon ground. Polanyi’sinterpretation of Tillich onthisissueissomewhat inaccurate,
although Tillich does emphasize in Dynamics of Faith the differences between science and religion. In his most
developedwork, Tillichexpressly sought aunifiedreality inknowing. Had Polanyi attended moreto Tillich’ swritings
ontheplaceof religionin culturewherescienceresides, perhapshewould not havemadethiserror. Infact, inafootnote
inhisessay, “ Scienceand Religion,” Polanyi notesthat Tillich makesastatement in hisSystematic Theology |, “which
comesnearer tomy own position.” Thestatement from Tillich that he quotesisthefollowing: “Theeement of union
and the element of detachment appear in different proportionsin the different realms of knowledge. But thereisno
knowledge without the presence of both elements.”#” Thisstatement of Tillich’ sisamore adequate representation of
his overall position with regard to epistemology. If Polanyi had taken it as such, he may not have sought to contrast
hisownpositionwith Tillich’ svisavistherel ationship of scienceand religion, but rather, to comparehispositionwith
Tillich's, and, as we have done in this study, conclude that their positions are very similar.
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New StudiesinAesthetics,vol.21. New Y ork: Peter Lang,
1994. Pp.xx+272. ISBN: 0-8204-2462-5. $52.

Baumgarten draws from her experience as an
artist and her studies in theology at the Graduate Theo-
logical Union to explore the relationship between art,
religionandtheology. UsingMichael Polanyi’ swork as
abase-point, she proceeds in two steps. In the first, she
offers aPolanyian perspective on artistic experience. In
thesecond, BaumgartencriticizesandextendsPaul Tillich's
theological reflections on art in light of the Polanyian
viewsset out in part one. Thebook thusaspiresto refine
and extend the state of theological reflections on art.
Throughout, the book isrichly illustrated, as one should
expect inabook about art, both by the author’ sownwork
and pieces discussed in the text.

In her most creative move, Baumgarten argues
that Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy, thoughoriginally conceived
in the context of the work of the sciences, offers an
illuminating account of the visua arts (2-3). She thus
drawswidely from Polanyi’ sworks, not simply from his
“brief butdense” reflectionsonart. Inpart one, Baumgarten
essentially takes alist of key insights from Polanyi and
appliesthemtoart. Shethusexaminesthework of artist,
art critic and art connoisseur in light of Polanyi’ sdiscus-
sions of tacit knowing, personal knowledge, the triadic
nature of knowing, commitment, indwelling, skills,
connoisseuership, intellectual passions, factors which
define scientific value, and the ways in which different
levels of existence relate to one another. This section
concludes with an examination of the relationship be-
tween religion, art and liturgy. As Baumgarten sees it,
religiousand artisticexperiencesareanal ogous(e.g., 111-
112) and connected, but not interchangeable with one
another. Instead, art, liturgy and religion represent as

cending levels of organization in which the higher inte-
grates the lower into more complex and comprehensive
phenomena, butisnot fully explainableor evenlimited by
thelower (126).

In part two, Baumgarten moves to a Polanyian
critique of Tillich. In so doing, she rehearses Tillich's
views on art, style and their relationship to religious
content andtheology. Sheal soexaminessomeof Tillich’'s
critics before offering her own appreciative criticism of
Tillich. Her central criticisms are that Tillich remains
trapped in the kind of dualistic thinking which Polanyi
overcomes(223-224) andthat hefail stoacknowledgethat
all knowingismeaningful and conditioned by perspective
(2271f.). ThusTillich’ sownprejudicestoward naturalistic
styles of art represents a kind of elitism and failure to
indwell another perspective. Atthesametime, Baumgarten
affirms Tillich's discussion of art’s ability to express,
transform and anticipatethefuture, aswell ashisdescrip-
tion of the role of an art theologian—all of which, she
suggests, can be placed on more solid footing by attend-
ingtoPolanyi’ sthought. For example, Polanyi canhelpus
better understand how symbols work and thus how art
might or might not becomeasymbol for the supra-natural
(235-236).

The book moves at a brisk pace and offers
wonderfully conciseandlucid summariesof both Polanyi’s
epistemology and Tillich’ sviewsonart. Baumgartenthus
provides a useful and accessible secondary account of
their work. Puttingtheir work into conversation with the
experienceof artistsnicely concretizessomeof thediscus-
sion, aswell. Thepaceof thebook, however, takesitstoll
inseveral ways. Stylistically, thebook isabit choppy and
thetreatmentsof the authorsare sometimesabit wooden.
Thepaceal so preventsBaumgartenfromgoinginto great
depth on many of the points she triesto make. Thus her
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arguments consist more of creative and suggestive asser-
tionsthan detailed arguments. At points, onewishesthat
she would spell out the connections between artistic
practice/experienceandtheoryinmoredetail. Moredetail
wouldalsohelpclarify theaccuracy of extrapol ationsfrom
Polanyi’s thought. For example, her application of
Polanyi’ saccount of tacit knowing seemstodipabitwhen
appliedtoartisticwork (6-12).

Overadl, the book represents a creative appro-
priationand extension of Polanyi’ sepistemology andwill
be of interest to anyone whose passions lie with any
combination of Polanyi, epistemology, art and religion.
The book also points beyond itself to another task.
Baumgartenremainslargely uncritical of Polanyi anddoes
not bring artistic experience to bear in a critique of his
views. Inother words, theconversationonly movesinone
direction. Thiswork thus pointsto the need for acritical
analysis of both Polanyi and Tillichin light of the actual
experiences and practices of various kinds of artists.
Baumgarten hashighlighted theaffinities, but what of the
pressure points? Baumgarten's work provides a solid
basis from which to proceed.

Paul Lewis
The College of Wooster
Wooster, OH 44691

Philip A. Rolnick. Analogical Possibilities: How Words
Refer to God; Number 81 in the American Academy of
Religion Academy Series, ed. Susan Thistlethwaite. At-
lanta: Scholars Press, 1993. 316 pages, selected
bibliography, index of namesandindex of subjects. Cloth
$29.95, paper $19.95.

Rolnick’sbook is not Polanyian in the sense of
addressingdirectly Michael Polanyi’ sview of “ how theo-
logical language . . . can adequately express something
about theinfinite God” (256); there areonly five explicit
references to Polanyi in the book, none of which go into
his own view of analogy. The book is very Polanyian,
however, in the sensethat it isinformed in every part by
Rolnick’s understanding of tacit knowledge, discovery,
personal judgment, commitment, universal intent, and
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other key features of post-critical philosophy. Rolnick’s
defense of “a moderate epistemology of the real and a
moderated speech about divine perfections encountered
through creation” (93) is very much in keeping with
Polanyi’s affirmation in Personal Knowledge that the
universe seemsto point beyond itself to aGod, although
Rolnick seems to go far beyond Polanyi’s position that
“theChristianenquiry isworship” which* cansay nothing
thatistrueor false” (PK, 281).

Analogical Possibilitiesisaddressed to readers
who areready to enter into avery technically demanding
debate about the metaphysical underpinnings of theistic
discourse. Particularly inthefirstthird of thebook, Rolnick
relies on Aristotelian categories as refined over seven
hundred years of debate within Thomism. Eventhoughl|
took two coursesin metaphysicsfromthe Jesuit treatedin
thissection, aswell asmany other coursesfrom similarly
inspired Thomists, | still found it hard at timesto keep up
with Rolnick’s use of scholastic distinctions. | suspect
those unfamiliar with this tradition would have great
difficulty followingtheargument.

The book engages in dial ogue with representa-
tives from three different traditions about analogy: W.
NorrisClarke, S.J., isa“moderaterealist” from the neo-
Thomisttradition (61, 67,85). DavidBurréll, C.S.C., oper-
ates from a linguistic perspective, drawing on both
Wittgensteinand Aquinas(187). Eberhard Jiingel follows
Barth in rejecting philosophical theology on evangelical
and theological grounds. “Jiingel, Clarke and Burrell all
want to show how God may bedistinct fromtheworldand
yetrelatedtoit” (213).

Although Rolnick carefully considers the
strengths and weaknesses of all three positions, he sides
most oftenwith Clarke’ sreading of Aquinas. Startingwith
the principle that “an effect receives something of the
essence of itscause” (47), Rolnick makesthe casethat by
looking at the created world, we can gain some red, if
incomplete, sense of the character of the Creator. Thisis
the fundamental insight of Clarke's participation meta-
physics:. “the finite points beyond itself to what must be



an I nfinite Source possessing the perfection in unlimited
degree” (72). Drawingasenseof God' scharacter fromthe
“friendly and good creation” (73) isthefoundation of the
“analogy of attribution” (203). Such insights, hunches,
guesses, or clues, which cannot be made fully explicit,
ground revelatory analogies:

A stretch-termisknown “ by running up and down
the scale of its known examples and seeing the
point, catching the point,” of the similarity which
it alone can express. The elasticity of the term
permitsustoexpresscommonalitieswhichwesee
up and down the scale of being. But just because
an anal ogous term cannot be rigorously defined,
it does not follow that it is empty of meaning.
Analogous terms are useful, even indispensable,
precisely duetotheir flexibility; for they aremark-
ers of one of the most important exercises of our
humanity: acts of judgment. The elasticity of the
termmust becombinedwiththecommitment of the
onewho usestheterm. (76)

Itisclear that we create, use, and interpret these flexible
terms through acts of tacit knowledge.

Indialoguewith Burrell, Rolnick portraysanal-
ogy as"“amode of predicationwhich cango beyondlogic
without destroying logic” (131). To do so requires “the
judgment of theperson” usinganalogy. Rolnick criticizes
Burrell for conflating anal ogy and metaphor (171-76) and
for failing to recognize that “even aform of life must be
grounded in the metaphysics of action” (185—Clarke's
criticism of Wittgenstein). Nevertheless, Rolnick sees
Burrell as extending the analysis of analogy in afruitful
fashion:

Most importantly, hehasshownhow the“ system-
atically  vague’ nature of analogous terms is
appropriately fitting to the anthropological
condition. CapitalizingontheambiguityinAquinas
metaphysics of esse, he has linked the “middle
ground” of analogical usetojudgment. ... Apply-
ing methodological insights learned from

Wittgenstein, Burrell’ sextended treatment of judg-
ment, commitment, and the self-involving nature
of inquiry clarifies much of what takes place as
analogy isactually used. (186)

In Polanyian terms, one might say that using analogiesis
askill whichisdevel oped by performing to self-set stan-
dards.

Jungel, following Barth, rejectstheideathat from
the attributes of created reality, one can grasp aspects of
God’sownreality (223, 233). For thistradition, the sole
sourceof knowledgeof GodisJesusChrist (226): “Human-
ity is established in a christological light, the world is
illuminatedinaeschatol ogica light, andthrough suffering
the death on the cross, the alleged imperishahility of God
isrefuted” (239). Rolnick criticizesJingel for not recog-
nizing the difference between the “confident, theistic
rationalism of the Thirteenth Century” (245), in which
declarationsabout thelimitsof languageweremadeinthe
context of “theol ogical commitmentstotheTrinity” (250),
andthe" skeptical rationalism” of Kant andtheEnlighten-
ment (245). Moreimportantly, thereisno good reason to
imagine that what is|earned about God from creation is
inconsistent with what islearned from revelation. Inhis
final resolution of theissues, Rolnick defends Thomistic
metaphysics against Jingel’s sola fide approach:

God' s freedom to reveal the divine self in Christ
should not cause us to devalue what God has
revededincreation. Andthis, | take it,isthepoint
of Neo-Thomist analogy—to express what has
been discoveredinthegiftsof nature ascompat-
ible with what has been revealed in the gifts of
grace. ... The broader framework of action
describes the constancy, continuity, and overall
unity of auniverse of self-communication. (293)

Althoughthislanguageisdrawn primarily fromRolnick’s

study of Clarke, it resonateswith Polanyi’ sruminationson
knowing and being in Part Four of Personal Knowledge.
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Rolnick emphasizesthefact that thisisamoder-
ate version of realism. The results of a metaphysical
exploration of theuniversearenot on par withtheol ogical
investigationsof revelation, but they arenot meaningless,
either. Rolnick seeksto hold a“middle ground” between
saying too much and sayingtolittle (5-6, 256, 286). This
iswherelimited human knowledge findsitstrue home:

Y et part of thestrange comfort of being acreature,
aparticipantincreatedreality, isknowing certainty
in the presence of uncertainty. That is, itis
comforting to know that whatever gains we may
achieve, there will be more to discover about the
created patternsandthepersonal relationsof God.
Once again, saying that we have “some knowl-
edge” isamiddlepath, apath which supportsfaith
without overwhelming it with either rational or
dogmatic certainty. (296)

People who take the middle may perhaps expose them-
selvesto attack from all sides, yet thisiswhere the truth
about the limits of human understanding calls us to do
battle.

Martin X. Moleski, SJ
CanisiusCollege
Buffalo,New Y ork 14208

Philip A. Rolnick. Analogical Possihilities: How Words
Refer to God. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993.

One of the remarkable achievements of Philip
Rolnick’ sAnalogical Possihilitiesisitsintegrativepower.
It attempts to explore the possible bases for discourse
about God from three distinct vantage points. The first
comprisesthetraditional Thomist approachtoanalogical
predication as revitalized by twentieth century Neo-
Thomist scholarshipand synthesizedinthework of Norris
Clarke. Thesecond consistsinavariant of thisapproach
toanal ogy whichisinformed by aWittgensteinianreading
of Aquinas practice in using language about God ex-
ploredinthework of David Burrell. Thethird perspective
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isthat of a Barthian rejection of the possibility of philo-
sophical analogy infavor of theanalogy of faith effected
by the revelation of God in Jesus Christ defended by
Eberhard Jingel. Enteringintothetheoretical framework
of any one of these perspectivesisadaunting exercise of
scholarship; exploring how they might mutually enrichour
understanding of discourse about God is the work of
creativeimagination.

Whilecontainingonly afew explicit referencesto
Polanyi, Rolnick’ sexposition of and concluding* conver-
sations” between these proponents exhibit the masterful
way inwhichhehasdigested Polanyi’ stheory of knowing
and unobtrusively used it to guide his own integrative
proposal. My intention hereisto point to afew instances
wherel believethe Polanyian perspectiveenabled Rolnick
to appreciate nuances or deficiencies in the contrasting
positions on analogy while additionally leading him to
explore how bringing these approaches to bear on each
other may suggest ways for integrating our understand-
ing of discourseabout God. If thisreadingisvalid, itwill
illustratefor usthekind of reflectioninspired by Polanyi
that goes beyond a mere interpretion of Polanyi to the
creative extension of histhought.

Each of these perspectives on analogy, Rolnick
emphasizes, has stressed the need for personal acts of
judgment for understanding the appropri ate use of anal o-
gousterms. NorrisClarke, who defendsa“ metaphysical”
perspectiveon analogy, insiststhat suchtermsare* activ-
ity terms’ whose meanings are “€elastic” and require the
informed activity of thejudgment of the person using the
terms(75-78). Hestressesthe* objectivity” of their useby
comparing it to theway in which we discover something
and subsequently name it. Rolnick points out how
Polanyi’s analysis of the heuristic process of discovery,
wherein we rely tacitly on clueswhich we beginto inte-
grateinto afocal whole allow usto crossa*“logical gap”
once the coherence has emerged in our thought. This
sustainsbothelementsof Clarke’ sintent here, theneedfor
personal judgment and the objective features of what is
being discerned. The Polanyian perspective permits an
elucidation of Clarke'sinsistence of the “action” of the



object known on the knower (33-34). Hisintention, of
course, isto respond to Kant's restriction of knowledge
to the phenomenal world by insisting that the object’s
activity on the knower (which Kant grants) must in some
way beinformativeif itistobeknownatall. Acknowledg-
ing the tacit grounding of our use of analogous concepts
while recognizing these as culturaly given forms of
indwelling provides a perspective which sustains the
metaphysical basis of our use of analogous terms while
retaining the moderninsight into their perspectival char-
acter. Presupposed throughout Clarke's position is that
thereisacorrelative aptitude of mind and being (22-23).
Again, Polanyi’ sunderstanding of theisomorphismof the
mindwiththeobject known canoffer additional clarity on
thisfundamental issue. Inparticular thiscould supportthe
claimthat to affirmaknowledge of some(e.g., empirical)
aspectsof reality without morecomprehensive(e.g., moral
and ontological) levelsleadsto thelived contradiction of
moral inversion. Finally, Clarke maintainsthat analogy
allowsustorecognizethat beinginactisthegood (38-39),
and when most profoundly understood that this is the
outpouring of infinite love (87f). Even though Clarke
argues that we are able to recognize this through meta-
physics or “naturaly,” Rolnick is able to point out that
here is a place where natural reason joins hands with
Christianrevelation. Evidently heismaking suchajudg-
ment from the Pol anyian perspective where our anteced-
ent beliefssustained by our form of indwelling allow usto
perceive these “natural” features of redlity.

In a similar manner, Rolnick’s exposition of
Burrell’ swork onanal ogy canbeillumined by appraising
itinlightof Polanyi. Burrell attemptstolimit hisdiscussion
of analogy to the “grammatical” features of such usage.
Still the fact that using language this way is a skill that
requiresthe personal participation of the knower in com-
munity of inquirersin order for theusagetobevalid (112,
125) indicates how Polanyi’ sthought can be useful for a
corrective. That Burrell intends such grammatical usage
of analogoustermstobevalidin somesensewithout being
reducibleof somesort of explicitlogicrequiresanaccount-

ing.

Rolnick’s suggestion that such usage presumes
universal intent is instructive (125). For Polanyi, this
would presumetheontol ogical grounding of our knowing
throughthetacit awarenessof thereal , hereunder itsguise
asthegood, drawing uson asinquirers (136-138). Inthis
way Rolnick can praise the development in Burrell’s
thought insofar ashe surpasses an exclusively grammati-
cal interpretation of analogous language and begins to
move toward an acknowledgement of the experience of
dimensions of reality opened by dwelling in specific
communitiesof discourse (155, 186).

Appreciating this Polanyian background of
Rolnick’s argument is most helpful, | believe, in under-
standing his treatment of Jiingel’s rejection of a meta-
physical useof analogy infavor of anunderstanding of the
analogy of faithasa“languageevent.” Jingel’ srejection
of analogical language is based on an interpretation of
modern philosophy to be upholding a rationalist
foundationalism that attempts to establish a “theism”
which inevitably must fail (191-192). In such acontext,
analogy must harbor a hidden agnosticism about tran-
scendent reality. Thisisreminiscent of Polanyi’ scritique
of critical reason, particularly initspositivistform, where
an a-historical subject, doubting everything, comes to
know precious little, particularly regarding any possible
transcendent reality. What Polanyi insisted upon in the
faceof suchadehilitationof reasonistheacknowledgement
of our antecedent commitmentswhi ch sustainour particu-
lar forms of indwelling and through which we affirm
substantiveclaimsabout thereal. Jiingel’ sinsistencethat
any validknowledgeof Godbederivedfromthe* language
event” (212) whereinthe personisaddressed by God sets
upthechallengeto modernity’ sconception of knowledge
“from above,” asitwere. Thatis, Jingel’sinsistenceon
aform of analogy that isfaithful to the gospel expresses,
from the vantage point of the Christian tradition, the
requirement of the personal engagement of theinquirerin
the act of coming to have a valid understanding of God
through the language event paradigmatically offered in
thelifeandteaching of JesusChrist. Oneway that Rolnick
isabletointegratethisview withthat of the Neo-Thomist
and grammatical accountsis by pointing to the personal
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engagement of theknower, presumingthetacit grounding
of theuseof languageinthereal (286). Similarly hisclaim
that the philosophical interpretation of being in act is
comparabletothedisclosureinalanguageevent (289) can
be sustained through Polanyi’ s depi ction of the objectiv-
ity of the gradient of discovery.

The argument of Analogical Possibilities is
subtleandfollowingit requiresenteringintothetechnical
language of recent approachesto the doctrine of anal ogi-
cal language about God. My intention here has been to
offer an interpretation of its guiding vision so that those
who have a theological interest in the development of
Polanyi’s thought will be enticed to make the effort to
exploreitspaths. Indoingso, they will berichly rewarded.

JohnV. Apczynski
St. Bonaventure University
St. Bonaventure, NY 14778-0012

ResponsetoMartin X. Moleskiand John V. Apczynski
F. D. Maurice once wroteto acolleague:

Criticism...will alwaysbenegative, cruel. .. unless
it becomes an interchange of thoughts between
men who care much for each other and more for
Truth.

In the highest sense of Maurice' spoint, | am indebted to
both Martin Moleski and John Apczynski for their cri-
tiques of Analogical Possibilities: How Words Refer to
God.

In writing their reviews for this journal, each
reviewer independently pointed out various ways that
thisessay in philosophical theology had been influenced
by Polanyi, whether overtly or tacitly. Frankly, | had
forgotten how much Polanyi hadinfluenced thewriting of
Analogical Possibilities. 1 now remember that, before |
wrote the book, Charles McCoy had advised me to let
Polanyian principlesguidemy inquiry without letting the
book become awork about Polanyi.
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Sinceboth M oleski and A pczynski weresoposi-
tivein their general comments, and since they correctly
perceived not only my useof Polanyi, but alsothegeneral
scopeof what | wasdoing, | haveonly afew materia points
in response.

Firstlet merespondto Apczynski’ sunderstand-
ing of Jingel. While Apczynski understandsthat Jiingel
does advocate aform of analogy, Apczynski also writes
of “Jungel’ srejection of anal ogical language.” However,
Jingel not only advocates aform of analogy; he insists
that analogy isthe only way to speak about God respon-
sibly:

therecan be noresponsibletalk about God without
analogy. Every spoken announcement which
correspondsto God is made within the context of
what anal ogy makespossible (ascitedin Anal ogi-
cal Possihilities, 200).

Hence the debate is sharpened. The focus now is what
kind of anal ogi cal language, not whether or not therewill
be analogical language.

Furthermore, my ownviewisthat Jingel contrib-
utes something very powerful in his development of the
“language event.” Analogical Possihilitiestriesto show
that Jingel’ scritiqueof Aquinasfails, but thisfailuredoes
not significantly detract fromJiingel’ sown project. Onthe
contrary, even Jungel’s failure is instructive, because
many Aquinas commentators, both past and present, try
to read Aquinas in the way Jingel targets. Jingel’'s
critiqueof Aquinasshouldwarnagainst strongly apophatic
readings of Aquinas. Hence, the extended argument of
Part One of Analogical Possihilities details how partici-
pation metaphysicsand the closely associated anal ogy of
causal participation is the mature Aquinas best presen-
tation for apositive predication about divinity. Nonethe-
less, Apczynski and | havenoreal argument here, sincehe
generously writesof the“integrative power” of my work.
My point issimply that thereis some helpful integration
which is possible with Jingel and analogy based on
participation metaphysics.



Inresponseto Moleski, | would again stressthe
centrality of participation, and not his citation of the
“analogy of attribution.” Participation, having ashareof,
isreally what all thetechni cal botherisabout. Thecreature
has a share in the creation, and appropriate sense of
belonging, and a language which potentially portrays
such participation.

The resemblance between Polanyi’s thematic
use of personal participation (which isdeveloped prima-
rily through epistemol ogy) and the personal participation
upon which Aquinas anaogy theory rests (which is
developed in an overt metaphysics) is a clue to some
fascinating compatibilities which could be explored in
another context.

WithMoleski, | would agreethat, “ using anal o-
giesisaskill whichisdevel oped by performingto self-set
standards’—aslong asthese sel f-set standards arethem-
selves moving towards atranscendent standard; for such
amovement makesmeaningful thedi stinctionsamong our
relativities.

PhilipRolnick
Greenshoro College
Greensboro, NC27401-1875

Notes on Contributors

CharlesS. M cCoy recently retired from Pacific School of
Religion/Graduate Theological Unionin Berkeley where
hewasteaching when he set up the conversation between
Michael Polanyi and Paul Tillichin 1963. McCoy hasbeen
interested in Polanyi's postctitical thought since the mid
fifties and has encouraged several generations of gradu-
atestudentsinBerkeley tobecomefamiliar with Polanyi's
writing In many articles and several books on Christian
theol ogy and ethi cs, including When GodsChange(1980),
McCoy makes creative use of Polanyian themes.

Richard Gelwick, currently a medical humanist at the
School of Osteopathic Medicineat the University of New
England, was a graduate students working with Polanyi
and writing thefirst theological dissertation on Polanyi's
postcritical thought at the time he helped engineer the
conversationbetweenPolanyi and Tillichin 1963. Gelwick
isGenera Coordinator of thePolanyi Society and hasbeen
thebackboneof the Society sinceitsfounding. Inaddition
to may articlestreating Polanyi'sthought, heistheauthor
of TheWay of Discovery: An IntroductiontotheThought
of Michael Polanyi (1977).

Donald W. Musser is Professor of Religious Studies at
Stetson University and has been amember of the Polanyi
Society since1977. Hewroteadissertationat theUniver-
sity of Chicago on Polanyi and religiouslanguage. An-
other early scholarly interest--whichled eventually tothe
included article--was the relationship between Polanyi
and Tillich'sideas about history. Musser was co-author
and co-editor (withJosephL . Price) of TheWhirlwindin
Culture(1987) and A NewHandbaook of Christian Theol-
ogy (1992); forthcomingisA Handbook of Contemporary
Christian T heol ogians(co-editedwith JosephL . Price) as
well asAnIntroductiontoReligion.
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Electronic Discussion Group

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

Polanyi Society M ember ship

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

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

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

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

Articles, meeting notices and notes likely to be of interest to persons interested in the thought of Michael
Polanyi are welcomed. Review suggestions and book reviews should be sent to Walter Gulick (see addresses|listed
below). Manuscripts, notices and notes should be sent to Phil Mullins. Manuscripts should be doublespaced type
with notes at the end; writers are encouraged to employ simple citations within the text when possible. Use MLA or
APA style. Abbreviatefrequently cited book titles, particularly booksby Polanyi (e.g., Personal Knowl edgebecomes
PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are preferred, although longer manuscripts (20-24 pages) will be considered.

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

Phil Mullins Walter Gulick

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

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

e-mail: mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu
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