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Preface

ThePolanyi Society becamean official IRSnonpr ofit organization
duringthelast year. The Society took thisstep because we needed toraise
afew dollarsin order to sponsor the June, 2001 conference. Memberswere
generous to the Society and we remain in the black after our conference.
Normally, the Polanyi Society has only had a few basic expenditures
connected with the publication of TAD and providing the annual meeting.
These costs, however, continue to increase and the Society will likely soon
need modestly toraiseitsannual dues. Richard Gelwick, thePolanyi Society
Treasurer, has provided the financial statement on p. 3 for our recently
completed fiscal year.

Inthisissue, | haveinserted aflyer requestingacheck or credit card
for 2001-2002 dues. Some have already paid; pleaseignoretheflyer if you
have(bulk mailing procedur esmandateevery packet mustincludethesame
material). If youwishtomakeadonation, pleasedo. Sincewear ean official
nonpr ofit organization, US citizens will receive atax letter for the amount
abovetheannual dues. For donationsof greater than $50, you will receivea
copy of Andy Sanders book, Michael Polanyi's Post-Critical Epistemology.

John Haught'sessay, “ Why Do Gods Per sist? A Polanyian Reflec-
tion,” was one of the plenary addresses at the June, 2001 Polanyi Society
conferenceat L oyolaUniver sity, Chicago. Other material generated by this
conferencewill followin futureissues. Richard Gelwick's" HeuristicPassion
And Universal Intent: A Response To George R. Hunsberger,” asits title
suggests, isacontinuation of thedial oguebetween Gelwick and Hunsberger in
TAD 27:2 and 27:3 about Christian theologian Lesslie Newbigin's use of
Polanyi'sideas. Ther eview essaysby Joseph K roger and John Apczynski treat
Personal Catholicism: The Theological Epistemologies of John Henry
Newman and Michael Polanyi and author Marty Moleski, S.J., has kindly
provided ashort response. In addition, therearefivereviewsof booksthat
arelikely to be of interest to members.

Pleaseespecially note(p. 4) theupcomingannual meeting program
in which we are combining with the AAR Religion and Science Group to
consider thework of Philip Clayton.

Phil Mullins

Tradition and Discovery is indexed selectively in The
Philosopher’s Index and Religion One: Periodicals. Book
reviews are indexed in Index to Book Reviews in Religion.




NEWS AND NOTES

Polanyi Society Financial Statement Polanyi Society M ember ship
September 1, 2000 — August 31, 2001

Tradition and Discovery is distributed to

Beginning Balance in Checking 677.33 members of the Polanyi Socie_ty. ThIS periodical
supercedes anewsl etter and earlier mini-journal pub-

Income: lished (with some gaps) by the Polanyi Society since
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Loyola University 4,760.25 Western State College, St. Joseph, MO 64507 (fax:
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NOVEMBER 2001 POLANY| SOCIETY MEETING
CO-SPONSORED BY
RELIGION AND SCIENCE GROUP

SPECIAL SESSIONONTHEWORK OF PHILIPCLAYTON
Visiting Professor, Harvard University

The Polanyi Society annual meeting is to be held on November 16 and 17, 2001 in Denver. The
program is printed below. Asin past years, this annual meeting isto be held in conjunction with the annual
meeting of the American Academy of Religion and Society for Biblical Literature. Because of pressure for
space, it is necessary to register for the AAR//SBL annual meeting to be eligible for hotel accommodations
in one of the primary hotels near where meetings are held. However, anyone who is interested is welcome
to attend the Polanyi Society sessions, whether or not he or she is attending the AAR/SBL mestings. For
information about registration for the AAR/SBL meetings, phone 1-888-447-2321 (U.S. and Canada) or 1-
972-349-7434 (outside U. S. and Canada) or visit http://www.aarweb.org. Philip Clayton's book, God and
Contemporary cience, is to be the focus of the November 16 session. Clayton's paper for the November
17 session will be posted on the Polanyi Society web site (http://www.mwsc.edu/~polanyi) when availablein
the fall.

Friday, November 16, 9:00 p.m. - 11:00 p.m--Adam’'s Mark Hotel, Savoy Room
A Critical Engagement of Philip Clayton--God and Contemporary Science

Presiding: Ernest Simmons, Concordia College

Moderator: Philip A. Rolnick, Greenshoro College

Theological Response: Andy F. Sanders, University of Groningen, Netherlands

Scientific Response: William Newsome, Professor of Neuroscience, Stanford University
Open Discussion

Saturday, November 17, 9:00 a.m. — 11:30 p.m.--Colorado Convention Center, ROOM C3-A208
“Emergence and Supervenience”

Presiding: Ernest Simmons, Concordia College
Moderator: Walter B. Gulick, Montana State University

Philip Clayton, “Emergence, Supervenience, and Personal Knowledge”

Responses:
Biology: Martinez Hewlett, Department of Molecular and Cellular Biology, University of
Arizona
Theology: Gregory Peterson, Thiel College
Philosophical Theology and Polanyi: Philip A. Rolnick, Greensboro College
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Why Do Gods Persist? A Polanyian Reflection

John F. Haught

ABSTRACT Key Words: logic of achievement, evolutionary psychology, Deep Darwinism, biology of
religion

Recent evolutionary interpretations of religion can be illuminating. However, by failing to take into
account what Polanyi calls the "logic of achievement” they end up attributing to impersonal segments of
DNA the personal striving that underlies religious existence.

Did Darwin get it right? Most of uswould respond with at least aqualified “yes.” Darwinian science
tells us at least part of the story of life. We may disagree on just how far contemporary neo-Darwinian
biological explanations can take ustoward an adequate explanation of living phenomena. But most of uswill
agree that they can take usalong way.

Today, however, many biologists and a growing number of socia theorists, anthropologists and
philosophers have become convinced that Darwin got it so completely right that any alternative accounts of
lifeare essentially vacuous. Theleap from“Darwin got it right” to “ Darwin tellsthe whole story” has proven
increasingly irresistible. Numerous scientific careers are now being dedicated to the proposition that the
modest nineteenth century naturalist’ sideas are powerful enough to make complete sense of almost anything
in the realm of living and thinking beings. Darwinian explanation can even give us an unsurpassably
foundational understanding of human ethics! and religion.2

Herelet us consider what religion lookslike when viewed from a Darwinian perspective? For along
time evolutionary biology stayed away from religion. Its proponents were typically reluctant to apply their
science’'s insights to something so apparently sui generis as the experience of the sacred. But the
characteristic drive of science isto look for purely natural explanations. It iscompelled, in fact, to approach
its subject matter without bringing any supposed non-natural causesinto its account of phenomena. Why not
look at religion naturalistically also?

The new science of evolutionary psychology, a derivative of sociobiology, proposesto “naturalize”
our understanding of religion completely by way of neo-Darwinian explanation. This means that cultural
accounts of behavior will no longer play afundamental role. And it also means that any theological appeal
to theidea of God or the sacred will no longer be necessary to account for religiouslife and thought. And we
can now explain “the persistence of the gods,” so goes this confident new program, without assuming the
hidden presence to human consciousness of any ontologically real sacred dimension.

Evolutionary psychology startswith two claims: first, that human behavioral patternsand cognitional
responses, no less than anatomical or physiological features, are inherited; and, second, that inheritance in
humans, asin all other species, isamatter of genes seeking to get themselves passed on to future generations.
Genes, however, exist not only in individual organismsbut in their kin aswell, and so fitness (the probability
of reproducing) means not individual but inclusivefitness. Thisbroadly genetic reinterpretation of Darwinian
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evolution wasworked out by George Williams (inthe US) and by William Hamilton and John Maynard Smith
(inthe UK) during the 1960s.3 In the 1970s Robert Trivers and Richard Alexander (inthe US# argued that
the notion of Darwinian selection works best when the units of selection are taken to be genes rather than
organismsor populations. Thus, as Alexander writes. “genes are the most persistent of all living units, hence
on al counts the most likely units of selection. One may say that genes evolved to survive by reproducing,
and they have evolved to reproduce by creating and guiding the conduct and fate of all the units abovethem.”5

Darwinian psychology claims that the ways in which the human brain responds to the world were
designed by evolution during the Pleistocene (beginning about a million years ago) specifically for a hunter
and gatherer type of existence. The brain comprises distinct systems designed to cope with specific problems
related to survival during and prior to the Paleolithic period. Thus, according to Leda Cosmides and John
Tooby, thebrainislesslike ageneral purpose computer than aSwissarmy knife.6 Itsvariouscomponentsare
designed for separate kinds of tasks. People today carry around the same kind of brain that our Paleolithic
ancestors had; and because this organ was shaped by adaptive evolutionary processes in radically different
circumstances from those we face today, contemporary humans often have trouble adapting to the new
environments that subsequent cultural developments have brought about.

To evolutionary psychologists one of the more puzzling responses the human brain has made to the
world isits tendency to create illusions of the sacred and other “ counterintuitive” religious ideas garnished
with strangeritualsand bizarre beliefs. Why, they ask, hasreligion accompanied us so persistently, apparently
since the very beginning of Cro-Magnon humanity? Most representatives of the present generation of
Darwinian anthropologists now agree that religion is an irritatingly obsolete but stubbornly ineradicable
human tendency. Our religious orientation, though clearly out of date, seems to be so deeply rooted and so
pervasive that it cannot be understood simply as an ephemera cultural concoction. Religion must be
connected, instead, to the specific kind of brains we have, to cerebral systems that developed in us because
they served the cause of survival during the courseof early human evolution. Thismeans, then, that theultimate
explanation of religion has to do with gene-survival. Genes need vehicles that will allow them to replicate
faithfully and prodigiously, and it now appearsthat vehiclesequipped with atendency to bereligioushave been
most suitable to human gene survival.

In his Gifford Lectures Creation of the Sacred: Tracks of Biology in Early Religions the classicist
Walter Burkert argues that something “beyond” culture and beyond individual civilizations is needed to
account for the universalia of religion and its obstinate refusal to disappear. But since for Burkert what lies
“beyond culture” cannot possibly bethe sacred itself, asreligious peoplehaveirrationally thought, an adequate
explanation must look for religion’s ultimate explanation in the realm of the only other “beyond culture”
available. That would be nature. And onthebasis of the new Darwinian understanding, Burkert contends, we
are in amuch better position than ever before to understand just why religion continues to exist and in some
places even thrive. Darwinian analysis allows anthropology to conclude that religion, beneath its complex
surface manifestations, was ultimately invented by our genes as an adaptive contrivance. Religionisfictitious
to the core but extraordinarily effective as far as the survival of the genes that invented it is concerned. In
Burkert’' s understanding, then, the gods persist because of our genes’ need to persist. 7

The proximate explanation of religion lies, of course, in specific regions or systems of the human
brain; but because the properties of the brain are themselves to be understood as essentialy adaptive, the
ultimate explanation of our piety liesin segments of DNA. The story, of course, is a bit more complicated
than this, as even most of the new biologists of religion will alow. Genes are interwoven with cultural
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expressionsthat vary from placeto place and fromtimetotime. Thereis"coevolution” of genesand culture.
Our genesdo not directly control our religiousideas. However, they do determine that we will havethe kinds
of brainsand nervous systemsthat |ead usto engagein prayer, myth-making, sacrifice, worship and adherence
to sacred codes. In the final analysis we dance to our genes’ music, even when we are convinced that our
religions are responses to the “totally other” world encountering us from a sacred beyond.

The latest example of this approach is Pascal Boyer's confidently titled new book Religion
Explained: The Evolutionary Origins of Religious Thought .8 Patently modelling his title, as well as his
philosophical assumptions, on Daniel Dennett’'s materialist manifesto Consciousness Explained, Boyer, a
cultural anthropologist, postulates that our religious attachment to gods is the consegquence of our Pleis-
tocene ancestors' developing brainsthat aided human survival only by acquiring certain adaptive skills. The
brain, Boyer admits, has no specificaly religiousinstinct. Infact, initself religion isan “airy nothing” that
persists only because it is parasitic on several determinable cognitive systems. But the disparate cognitive
systems themselves evolved as purely survival mechanisms. One of these systems, for example, is that of
predator detection. Our evolutionary heritage, Boyer states, is “that of organisms that must deal with both
predator and prey.”® Organismsthat were not good at detecting predators obviously could not adapt and were
therefore unworthy vehiclesfor gene-survival. Thosethat were good at detecting predators, on the other hand,
arethe onesthat survived and passed on genesthat give us the same predator-detecting cerebral propertieswe
OSSESS NOW.

A brain endowed with the capacity to detect unseen predators, Boyer’s argument continues, is one
that can function readily as a host for parasitic religious ideas. It is only a small step, after all, from being
constantly vigilant for hidden predators to looking habitually for hidden agencies of al kinds. Natural
selection caused our brains to develop in such a way that they would eventually look for supernatural
explanations which, like hidden predators, can betaken to be quiterea even though they remain out of sight.
Hence, from asurvival strategy fashioned by ancestral genes human brains have inherited the disposition that
leads us even now to persist in the creation of gods. Though our cultural situation is different from that of
hunters and gatherers, it isultimately the remote Pleistocene project of gene-survival that explains, in apurely
naturalistic way, just why we still tend to be religious.

Boyer’'s Darwinian perspective maintains that we are a religious species not because we have ever
encountered God, or because we have been grasped by any actual divine revelation, but simply because our
ancestors were genetically endowed with an adaptive brain that per accidens also possessed a propensity to
createillusionsof thesacred. So the ultimate explanation of religion and its persistence, at least when viewed
fromBoyer’ sperspective, hasmoreto dowith what our genesneeded in order to survivethan with later cultural
conditioning or aleged encounters with transcendent reality.

Theworking assumption hereisthat any behavioral characteristic that enhancesthe prospectsof gene
survival may besaidtobe“ adaptive.” Genesthat make asnow rabbit white, for example, heighten the chances
that thewhitest snow rabbitsand their geneswill bethe onesselected for survival. Likewisegenesthat molded
predator detecting systemsin human brains long ago, in coordination of course with genes for other adaptive
traits, have made it possible for humans not only to survive, but also to be ready receptacles for the wooly
notions of religion. Indeed all of the characteristics we associate with religion—itsrituals, doctrines, stories,
institutions and theologies—are fully understandable if we realize how readily they attach themselves to
cognitive and other organic systems that were originally selected by nature only for their survival value.
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Boyer’ sinterpretation of religion is much more circuitous and subtle than that of other evolutionary
psychologists. He has carefully framed histhesisin such away that the*airy nothing” that isreligion may now
quietly evaporate without causing irreparable damage to our physical constitution or our survival prospects.
But according to most other evolutionary psychologists and anthropologists (following E. O. Wilson’s own
approach) religious ideas themselves have played a much more directly adaptive role than Boyer's thesis
acknowledges. In fact, there is a suspicion among many of the Darwinian intepreters that in an unfriendly
universe religious ideas kept our ancestors from having to look into the abyss of the world’s impersonality.
By constructing mythic visions of eternal cosmic order, for example, religions provided illusory but effective
shields against the terrors of existence. And by favoring our specieswith fictitious phantasms of a purposeful
universe, religions gave our human predecessors a reason to keep on living, to bear offspring, and thus keep
their genes from perishing.

This“biology of religion,” while still initsinfancy, has begun to gather momentum in academia. Its
practitioners now include Walter Burkert, Robert Hinde, Daniel Dennett, Pascal Boyer, Steven Pinker,
Michael Shermer, Loyal Rue, and many others. What all of these interpreters—writing out of diverse
disciplines—agree upon is that with Darwin’s (and E. O. Wilson's) help we now have scholarly accessto a
more deeply naturalistic explanation of our ageless and persistent longing for gods than ever before.

The neo-Darwinian debunking of religion, of course, is not the first instance of the post-Enlighten-
ment claim that religionis“nothing but” thisor that. During the modern period a number of candidates have
sought the office of Ultimate Explanation of religion. Religion has been explained—or explained away—as
the projection of infantile desires, the reflection of societal ideals, or as the longing for pattern and
meaning.10 Rationalism and science have allegedly demystified spiritual longing, showing it to be a product
of human weakness, fear, resentment, repressed sexuality—in general, of an inability to face “reality.” But
evolutionary psychologists, without necessarily rejecting the earlier theories, are convinced that by dint of
Darwinism we have at last hit upon the rock bottom reason for religion. It can al be explained ultimately by
the simple fact that our genes are seeking immortality.

TheWhole Story?

If neo-Darwinian evolutionary psychology is giving us an adequate explanation of religion, if it is
telling usthe whol e story, then of course wewould now haveto concedethat our religiousideasare cognitively
empty. They are pure fictions, and lovers of truth should be willing to give them up—as apparently the new
Darwinian debunkers of religion have done themselves

However, it isinteresting to watch how the Darwinian anthropol ogists deal with the notion of truth.
While they claim at last to bein possession of the final facts about religion, they are not terribly annoyed, as
were many earlier critics of religion, that most of humanity still wallows in the essentially false comforts of
sacred ideas. There is even a coddling tolerance of religious illusions, an indulgence that critics such as
Sigmund Freud, Karl Marx, Friedrich Nietzsche, Bertrand Russell, Jean-Paul Sartre, W. K. Clifford or Jacques
Monod would have found highly objectionable on moral grounds.



Why then do the new Darwinian criticstreat religion so much more amiably, even if still condescend-
ingly? Isit perhaps because a gene-focused Darwinian unmasking of religion is obliged to conclude that if
our ancestors had adhered to a modern scientific ethic of knowledge we would not be here to point out their
naiveté? If Paleolithic and later humans had been in a position to face the “truth” head-on, or if they had
idealized “ objectivity” in the way our Darwinian scientists themselves are supposed to, would they and their
genes ever have survived? Lacking our scientific and technological ways of coping, our ancestors could not
have adapted to the natural world without the illusions of religion—at least if we follow the logic of the new
Darwinian critics. Happily for us, nature endowed our speciesinitsinfancy and adolescence with aglorious
capacity for self-deception. Our ancestors' and our own reluctance to face truth has been one of our most
adaptive and even endearing features! Thus the evolutionary psychologists and anthropologists are in the
interesting position of having to embrace the objectivist (naturalist) ideal of knowing asfar astheir own work
and educational vocation is concerned, while at the same time implicitly rejoicing that our ancestors did not
share this ideal themselves.

Some would go so far asto encourage even now the persistence of religiousillusionsinto the future
for the sake of our gene-survival. Influenced heavily by E. O. Wilson and Darwinian anthropology, for
exampl e, the philosopher of religion Loyal Rue hasrecently argued that our own continuation and thriving as
aspeciesisin great measure the consequence of agenetically based capacity for lying and self-deception that
comes to expression, among other ways, in our religions. From a biological perspective the propensity for
“guile” can be viewed as a kind of saving “grace.”11 Among animals, for example, nature tends to select
deceivers, while those incapable of deception do not survive and reproduce. Likewise, “the role of deception
in human adaptive strategies has been so important that we may suspect it to be essential to our survival.” 12

According to Rue, therationally and scientifically awakened human mind must now embracenihilism
as the only “truth” that faithfully reflects the real world. But, thank goodness, we have been endowed by
evolution with acapacity, especially in our religions, to spin nobleliesthat allow usto deny thistruth and keep
it out of view! Humans happily have evolved the cerebral equipment to cover over the “rea” world with
colorful andinspiring “lies’ that give meaning to our lives and the universe.13 Consequently, the capacity for
deception and self-deception must be nourished, not eliminated, if we hope to survive as a species.

Earlier Otto Rank and his disciple Ernest Becker—in opposition to Freud—had maintained that in
order to maintain our psychic equilibrium we humans have to create “vital lies’ by whichtolive. Otherwise
we will fall into psychic illness. Apparently it is just those who are courageous enough to look at reality
nakedly and without illusionswho will be most proneto psychosis. The healthy-minded among usshould give
thanks for our species’ capacity to evade truths that would surely sicken us if we looked straight at them.14

Thusthe new Darwinian anthropologists are not the only interpreters of religion to have worshipped
privately at the shrine of naturalistic objectivism while publicly tolerating aless severe devotionalism for the
herd of humanity on the other. A kind of neo-Catharist tolerance of “fiction for the fortuneless’ is the
accommodating posture of the new brand of critique. Thetruly enlightened and courageous among uswill now
take pride in realizing that we have at |ast—especially with Darwin’'s hel p—looked into the emptiness of the
cosmoswithout blinking. Now that we know that we had been tricked into our fal se states of belief by thecrafty
evolutionary mechanism of gene-survival, perhaps we can look for more realistic reasons to go on with our
own lives. Of course, thismay not be easy. If the biologists of religion are correct, then, as Holmes Rolston,
I11 has put it, the scientifically minded among us, “those who get it right” and have to face the truth, are most
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likely to be disabled, “and those who continue the traditional mythologies, and get it wrong, will outproduce
them.”15 Meanwhile, though, out of compassion for our fellow humans we should tolerate, and in Rue's
opinion even encourage, their persistencein vital liesthat will propel the human gene pool into the indefinite
future.

A Polanyian Per spectiveon “ Deep Darwinism”

Let us call the proposal expressed by Burkert, Boyer, Rue and others “Deep Darwinism,” since it
claimsthat we can gain no more profound understanding of all manifestations of life, including human ethics
and religion, than those provided by the evolutionary idea of reproductive fitness. Deep Darwinism contends
that we can account for nothing inthelife-world, including religion, more objectively and foundationally than
intermsof adaptation.16 Though many of uswill initially balk at such aclaim, anincreasing number of books
and academic careers are now dedicated to promulgating it.

The Deep Darwinians will admit that religious people think that their stories about the sacred put
them in the presence of what is ultimately Real. But the salient evolutionary “discovery” isthat al religious
ideas, no matter how seemingly realistic, are really fictitious because they ultimately serve the powerful
mechanism of gene-survival. Thisnon sequitur isusually inexplicit, but it lurks in the background of most
evolutionary accounts of religion. It may be called the “if-functional-then-untrug” argument.1’ Holmes
Rolston has given a thorough analysis and critique of it in Genes, Genesis and God.18

Beyond this questionable kind of reasoning, however, there are other logical peculiaritiesin the new
Darwinian criticism, as Michagl Polanyi’ s philosophical reflections on the nature of life and human knowing
will beableto show. Polanyi’sprofound understanding of theineradicably personal character of knowing, and
his description of what he calls the “logic of achievement” are especially pertinent to our question as to
whether the Darwinian psychologists are telling us the whole story about either life or religion. Deep
Darwinism, viewed in Polanyian perspective, may turn out to be rather shallow.

| should say at oncethat Polanyi would find nothing inherently problematic about an evolutionary or
even a gene s-eye perspective on life or any of life's manifestations, including religion. While the joint
meaning of life's substituent particulars, including its genetic units, is momentarily lost sight of in any
atomizing focal survey, there is always the possibility of arriving later on at richer cognitive integrations as
the result of such specification. Hence something useful may be learned about religion through our focusing
on the complex genetic history that builds the kind of minds that are able to engage in religious worship. A
biological approach may have something very important to teach us about religion.

The interesting issue here, however, is the claim (often tacit but sometimes explicit) by deep
Darwinians that a genetic-adaptationist account gives us an ultimate explanation of religion, thus making all
religious or theological explanations superfluous. In one way or another, of course, the naturalizing of
religion has been going on ever since the birth of science, and in a more diffuse way even from the time of
Greek and biblical antiquity. But nowherethat | know of has the attempt to understand religion been carried
out with more confidence that a purely “natural” explanation of it has finally been reached than in recent
writings influenced by evolutionary psychology.
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The Darwinian naturalizing of religion not only professesto show that the reality of the divineisnot
anecessary part of the explanation of religion; just asremarkably it has a'so made the human subject itself
only incidental to a radical explanation of the persistence of the gods. Though implicitly aware of the
intermediary role our brain mechanisms, cognitive systems, subjective thoughts, emotions and desires play
in the making of religion, the new biological explanations now formally dispense with human subjectivity or
“personality” asfar as any truly fundamental account of religion is concerned. Our subjective desires, if we
can attribute any significant agency to them at all, arein the service of amuch deeper kind of natural striving,
that of our genes. Itisinthe“beyond” of ageneticriver flowing out of Eden that wewill find the deepest roots
of spiritual desire.19

From a Polanyian perspective, however, thereisalwaysastriking futility in any attempt to objectify,
naturalize and depersonalize human knowledge completely: under the pressure of attempted objectification,
“personality” does not disappear at all, but keeps showing up—sometimesin twisted ways and strange places.
The deep Darwinians, for example, try to objectify life, human beings and religions as radically as they can.
In accordance with modern naturalistic assumptions, the whole idea of subjectivity remainstaboo.20 But, in
point of fact, the banished subjectivity is simply displaced from human centers onto impersonal genetic units
and processes.

The Deep Darwinians cannot avoid attributing to the domain of allegedly impersonal genesaclearly
centered and personal interest, astriving, or a“ commitment” to achieving agoal—that of survival. Andinspite
of attenuating comments that they are not attributing personal agency or intentionality to genesin aliteral
sense, the Deep Darwinians' inability to avoid use of terms like “striving,” “cooperation,” “success’ and
“failure” in the struggle by genes to survive, can make sense only if genes are being understood in terms of
what Polanyi calls the logic of achievement. Contemporary gene-enchanted Darwinism has exiled living
beings, including human subjects, from their natural homein the sphere governed by thelogic of achievement.
Simultaneously it has projected the deracinated attribute of centered striving onto genetic units that both
physical science and common sense are normally obliged to consider incapable of any kind of commitments
or persona agency whatsoever.

This fiction is important to Deep Darwinians, however, since it allows them to wrest the roots of
religion from the murkiness of human personality and to understand spiritual passion as the helpless
consequence of a homunculus-like struggle that goes on in the psychologically distant realm of DNA. The
dimension “beyond culture” intermsof which they may now “explain” religioninan ultimate way, and without
having to posit an ontological horizon of transcendence, isthe purely physical realm of nucleotides. In Deep
Darwinism the genetic dimension of our being has taken center stage as the foundationally energizing source
of the striving that renders us religious.

If we could be assured that the idea of “genes striving to survive” were simply a convenient way of
speaking, not to be taken literaly, then we might have reason to be less concerned about this dramatic
displacement. However, the new Darwinian relocation of centered striving from personal subjects to the
impersonal realm of genesis more than an innocent literary device. Matt Ridley’slucid summary of the new
evolutionary thinking clearly demonstrates that much more is going on in Deep Darwinian discourse than
linguistic playfulness. He observes that a generation ago most biologists would have been quite reluctant to
personalize genes, instead viewing them as unconscious and inanimate. But, he goes on,
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...inthelast few yearsthe revolution begun by [George] Williams, [William] Hamilton, and others
has caused more and more biologists to think of genes as analogous to active and cunning
individuals. Not that genes are conscious or driven by future goals—no serious biologist believes
that—but theextraordinary purely logical fact isthat evol ution works by natural selection, and natural
selection means the enhanced survival of genesthat enhance their own survival. Therefore, a gene
is by definition the descendant of a gene that was good at getting into future generations. A gene
that does things that enhance its own survival may be said, teleologically, to be doing them because
they enhance its survival. Cooperating to build a body is as effective a survival strategy for genes
as cooperating to run a town is a successful social strategy for human beings.2! (Note that the
italicized words all have to do with achievement.)

Ridley’s book The Red Queen repeatedly attributes to genes activities and intentions that we
formerly had associated only with centered (personal) striving. Genesare said to “cooperate,” and their main
achievement is“survival.” “A gene hasonly one criterion by which posterity judgesit: whether it becomes an
ancestor of other genes. To alarge extent it must achieve that at the expense of other genes.”22 It isamix
of cooperation and competition among striving and achieving genes that, according to Ridley, accounts for
the evolutionary invention of gender-based behavior. Sex isthe outcome of genes devising strategiesto avoid
their demiseat thehand of parasites.23 Inasimilar way, according to evolutionary psychology, our genesgive
rise to religious instincts in human vehicles so as to help the genes succeed in their own effort toward self-
perpetuation.

If genes are “strategizing” and “striving” to survive, then of course they can also “fail” in such
endeavors. The point is, we are apparently to understood lifeless and mindless genes in accordance with the
logic of achievement. But the logic of achievement—implying the possibility of success or failure—as
Polanyi has consistently attempted (often without success) to get across, is simply inapplicable to impersonal
processes. Striving, succeeding and failing are attributes logically attributable only to living subjects and
personal centers. Indeed it is only because they strive (for agoal), and are therefore subject to failure, that
wecanrecoghizelivingbeingsaslivingatall. Inthebravenew biology, however, lifeand striving arenolonger
identifying marks of organisms, let aone human persons. The latter are simply passive mechanisms or
“vehicles’ of amore fundamental kind of striving. Centered striving is now the defining attribute of genetic
monads, or perhapsarrays of genetic units, that can be* cooperative” or “selfish.” Itishow they behave among
themselves that will determine whether they will succeed or fail.

The Deep Darwinians have taken what most culturesand “folk psychologies’ call “personhood” and
projected it onto the world of genes. This displacement of tabooed subjectivity onto our genes may seem
rather inconsequential until we notice that in order to understand religion “objectively” or naturalistically
Deep Darwinism must first divest it of almost everything religious people have themselves always thought
essential toit. A major fact about religion, after all, isthat religious persons are themselves engaged in amost
intense kind of striving. At the very heart of religion there is aspiration, hoping, struggling to overcome
obstacles. Religious persons and groups strive to find a path through the most difficult obstacles to the
continuation of life* It isonly because even Deep Darwinians recognize—tacitly and personally—the fact
of religiousstriving and “ route-finding” that they are enabled to identify and name the phenomenon of religion
inthefirst place. Butintheir theoretical “ explanations’ of religion they ignore asinconseguential the personal
striving that allows them to take note of religion at all, relocating all relevant endeavor in the impersonal
chemical constituents of genetic processing.
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This displacement of “striving” from human persons onto an impersonal flow of genesisamatter of
considerableirony. While explicitly striving to avoid the embarrassingly “unscientific” use of anthropomor-
phic projections characteristic of naive religious people, our deep Darwinians lavishly indulge their own
proclivity for the very same kind of projection—in this instance projection of subjective striving onto the
“beyond” of impersonal nature. Thusthey end up attributing to mindless genes the very human subjectivity
that they first subtracted from usin order to view our religiousness “objectively” or “naturalistically.” But
in subjectifying our genes the scientists have put themselves in a situation where objective knowledge of the
coveted realm “beyond culture” remains logically inaccessible after al. If genes are centered, striving
subjects, then objective, impersonal (scientific) knowing could never penetrate to their inner reality. The
quest for objective knowledge of the roots of religion ends, then, in the aporia of DNA’s own supposed
subjectivity. Like our hunter-gatherer ancestors, the Deep Darwinians' own predator detecting cognitive
systems appear to be hosts to (parasitic?) ideas about hidden subjective agencies, namely genes, that can
explain the puzzling persistence of religion.

Meanwhile the Deep Darwinians themselves keep striving. For what? Perhaps for truth? Perhaps
to deliver religious personsof the conviction that their beliefs have anything to do with what isultimately real ?
Whatever their objective, the point isthat the Deep Darwiniansarein any case striving. And like all striving,
theirs also confronts the possibility of failure. Infact, if Polanyi is correct, their attempts to give an ultimate
explanation of why gods persist is rooted in the habitual failure of modern thought to welcome subjectivity
explicitly into the sphere of true being, and personality into the heart of genuine knowing.

Conclusion

Once again, | am not claiming that Darwinian explanations of religion are devoid of illuminating
merit. | believethat neo-Darwinism, including evolutionary psychology, may beonelayerinawholehierarchy
of explanations needed to account for religion richly. But for al we know, another important dimension of
afertile explanation of religion may bethe onethat religious personsthemselves have given, namely, that “the
sacred” hasin some way (sacramentally, mystically, apophatically) broken into their awareness.

Acknowledging the reality and power of the sacred would not rule out an explanatory pluralism that
gives ample room to Darwinian accounts as well. Indeed it would only make the human quest for ultimate
reality al the more fascinating. A suitable theological method will make ample room for whatever light
biology can shed onreligion. For example, we may assume that ahuman response to the sacred would in some
way promotethe cause of genesurvival, and that our genetic endowment disposesusto bereligious. If religion
had not been genetically adaptive, at least in ageneral way, wewould not be here. And if our genes had been
configured in some completely different way—for example like an alligator’ s—we would not be religious.
All of this goes without saying.

What is questionable are three claims commonly made by our Deep Darwinians. The first is that
genes themselves can be personal centers of striving and, therefore, themselves subject to success or failure.
The fact isthat genes do not really strive at all, and so they are not appropriately understood in terms of the
logic of achievement as implied in recent Darwinian discussion.
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The same must be said, incidentally, of the atomic cultural units that some evolutionists refer to as
“memes.” Memes, according to Richard Dawkins, the inventor of theterm, are virus-like bits of information
such astunes, ideas, catch-phrasesor fashionsthat allegedly make their way from onemind to another. 25 Like
genesthey are said to be self-replicating units, only of culture rather than biological traits; and, consistent with
Dawkins's understanding of genes, they are held to have alife of their own. That is, they are portrayed as
centers of striving such as we associate with living organisms. Memetics, like genetics, however does not
belong to the sphere of the logic of achievement, though this is where its advocates typically place it.

The second questionable assumption of the Deep Darwiniansis that once we have (naturalistically)
detected the hidden genetic stratum that allegedly underlies the persistence of the gods, we have arrived at the
ultimate explanation of religion and in doing so divested all religiousteachingsof any plausibleclaimstotruth.
What is problematic here is both the if-functional -then-untrue argumentation and the arbitrary substitution of
asingle-level (physicalist) approach for arich hierarchy of explanations.

Third and finally, the Deep Darwinians' own unmasking of religion ends up unmasking itself. Their
own agency-detecting systems (presumably employing the same cognitive mechanisms that arose by
selection for predator detection thousands of years ago) leads them, no less than their religious ancestors, to
look for what lies hidden beyond appearances. They start out also looking for a hidden agency, one that will
“explain” religion. And they end up locating this agency in afictitious realm of subjectivity (that of selfish
genes) which, when it comesright down to it, isno lessinaccessible to objectifying comprehension than the
explanations given by religious persons themselves.
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Heuristic Passon And Univer sal | ntent:
A Response To George R. Hunsber ger

Richard Gelwick

[Editor's Note:  See Richard Gewlick's "Christian Faith In A Pluralistic Society" (TAD 27:2, 39-45) and
George R. Hunsberger's "Faith and Pluralism: A Response to Richard Gelwick" (TAD 27:3, 19-29) for the
earlier discussion of Newbigen's theological ideas and use of Polanyi, which this essay supplements.]

ABSTRACT Key Words:Michael Polanyi, Lessie Newbigen, George R. Hunsberger, Charles McCoy, theology
of plurality, science and theology, world religions, heuristic passion, universal intent, biblical doctrine of election,
covenant and federal theology.

Despite Hunsberger’s apology for Newbigen's use of Polanyi, Newbigen in The Gospd in a Plurdist Society
reverses Polanyi’s essential elements of heuristic passion and universal intent. The outcome is a misunder-
standing of the common ground and differences between science and theology and a stifling and narrowing
theology of cultural plurality. In contrast, Charles McCoy's federal theology and understanding of Polanyi
shows an approach of openness yet grounding in the biblical God present in the believed-in realities of global
life.

My attempt to review! Lesslie Newbigen's The Gospel in a Pluralist Society and George R.
Hunsberger’s Bearing the Witness of the Spirit, Lesdie Newbigen's Theology of Cultural Plurality has evoked
aresponse from Hunsberger that deserves areply. Before addressing some of our differences, | would liketo say
that | amgladthat hethinks| “ captured” many of the* essential lines’ of Newbigen’ sthought and that “thereismuch
that” 1 get“right.” However, Hunsberger’ scomplimentsare morethan balanced by hiscriticismsof my not getting
“nuances,” having wrong order or emphasis, and misrepresenting Newbigen's position. My six pages of review
for the two books led Hunsberger to ten pages of response. So | have asked for alittle more space.

Therearetwo elementsin Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy that affect my view of Newbigen’ suse of Polanyi and
also my concerns about Newbigen’s and Hunsberger’ s approach to atheology of plurality. These elements are
heuristic passion and universal intent. These elementswill further suggest why Newbigen, Hunsberger, and any
theology of plurality need to consider both the role of discovering new aspects of reality and of how they bear on
the wider redlity shared by other knowers.

With regard to heurigtic passion, Polanyi elevated to a centrd place in epistemology the role of
discovery?. Humansbelong to a“ society of explorers’® and aredriven by intellectual passions* that |ead to both
errors and to discoveries. Though fallible, the human risk of seeking the truth and stating our findingsisthe way
we make contacts with reality that form the understandings by which we live.

The other element, universal intent, complements the drive of our passion for contact with reality.
Polanyi showsthat universal intent workswithin the persona structure of commitment. Universal intent helpsus
avoid mere subjectivity and to seek knowledge of an independent redlity that can be known by others. Universa
intent guides our passionstoward the ever-advancing horizons of human knowing. Thesetwo elementsfor Polanyi
are not accidental or elective. They areintrinsic i[% al human achievements of knowledge about resdlity.



My reviewing Newbigen’ sand Hunsberger’ srenderingsof Polanyi did not bring thesetwo elementsinto
prominence though they wereimplicit in my thinking. My criticism tried to focus briefly on what Newbigen and
Hunsberger did with Polanyi. Here | applauded their positive contributions of taking up with Polanyi the way
relativism and the ideology of pluraism have intimidated Christian faith and other religious faiths. My two
criticisms questioned Newbigen’ s use of Polanyi to put Christian faith on afactual basis comparableto empirical
science and Newbigen's and Hunsberger's dearth of theological revisioning from their encounter with the
plurditiesof religionsand of cultures. Thesetwo criticisms spring from the way heuristic passions and universal
intent are so much a part of Polanyi’s epistemology.

HeuristicPasson

Taking up again thefirst of these criticisms, how science and theology relate in a Polanyian approach,
Hunsberger does not see that Newbigen is contradictory to Polanyi’ s differentiations about the way science and
religion functioninafiduciary framework. | contend that Newbigen seeksan authority inthe public squareto give
confidenceto Christianmission and evangelismthat islikescience. My comment on Newbigenwasthat he seemed
to miss Polanyi’s differentiation between science as verification and theology and religion as validation.
Newbigen opens The Gospel in a Pluralist Society with strong statements about the way our pluralist society has
led to relativistic outlooks. These relativistic outlooks borne out of an ideology of pluralism have disestablished
the authority of the Bible and of Christian teaching. He says:

The Bible became the book through which thelife of the soul, theinterior life, the spiritual life
wasinterpreted —at least for those who were content to remain under itsinfluence. 1t could not
hold its own in the public sphere. Scientists and philosophers were no longer theol ogians and
biblical scholars. Thecatechism could nolonger bepart of the curriculuminthepublic schools.
There could be what are called “religious studies’ because religion isafact of human life. But
the things which religious people believe in are not factsin that sense. Only what can stand up
under the critical examination of the modern scientific method can be taught as fact, as public
truth: Therestisdogma. Oneisfreeto promote it as personal belief, but to affirm it as fact
issmply arrogance. How, in this situation, does one preach the gospel astruth, truthwhichis
not to be domesticated within the assumptions of modern thought but which challengesthese
assumptions and calls for their revison?

Some of this statement concurs with Polanyi’ s view that the modern scientific outlook as based on an
objectivist epistemology has undercut the values of our society. Unlike Polanyi, the statement also suggests a
nostalgia for the past of Christian dominance of our culture.

Thisdifference between Polanyi and Newbigen beginsto appear sharper afew pageslater whenit seems
that Newbigen’ stheology of plurality wantsastatusfor Christian establishment in public education. Speaking of
the separation of church and of state in the United States and the teaching of religion in the public schoals,
Newbigen says.

Thereisalegally enforced division between what is called science and what is called religion.
Theonemay betaught aspublictruth, the other may not. Toteachthat humansexist astheresult
of the successful dimination of the weaker species by those which have accidentally inherited

superior strength is allowed. To teach that human beings exist to glorify God and enjoy him
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foreverisnot alowed. Y et both of these beliefsrefer to what isbelieved to betruefor al human
beings. They areboth—if true—extremely important. Both of them are affirmations about what
isthecase. Oneisheld to be amatter of objectively true facts, even though Darwinian theory
is obvioudly incapable of proof; the other is held to be a matter of private opinion. It may be
taught in churches which are voluntary associations of those who choose to belong to them; it
may not be taught as part of public truth.”

This statement showsin Newbigen a tendency to assume a univocal meaning between the truth claims
of science and the truth claims of theology and of religion. It is a view that could support the teaching of
“creationism” as science in the public schoals.

This tendency appears in Newbigen's references to “the fact of Christ” and his references to his
communicating the gospel aswitnessto “the happenedness’ of Christ. Heignoresthe obviousdifference between
facts of science established by the work of the scientific community and accepted by the larger consensus of the
public and the norms of the Christian community and other religious communities.

Hunsberger triesto deny this as my mistaken reading and says.” | am not sure Newbigen can be found
anywhere saying that ‘ objectivity in the public square’ iswhat he seeks or proposes.”® Y et Newbigen says when
contrasting today the authority of science and of statements about Christian belief “How, in this situation, can
Chrigtians affirm their statement as public, factual, objective truth?’®

Severa pages later, Newhigen shows the parallels between the role of faith and of tradition in science
andin Chrigtian belief to justify a Christian confidence that they are both in pursuit of truth about reality and God.
Newbigen then concludes that the differences between science and theology seem to be only that science is a
tradition of “human learning, writing, and speaking” and the Christian community isatradition of “witnessto the
action of God in history, action which reveals and effectsthe purpose of the Creator.”*° Newbigen’ slack of grasp
of the significant difference here a so appearsin Newbigen' s objection to the teaching of religious studiesinstead
of the catechism in public schools.®t

Hunsberger triesto redeem Newbigen from hisdifficulty withamuch better statement: “ ThusNewbigen
demonstrates a companionship of scientific and religious knowing and faith —companionship, not identity — by
which Chrigtians can recognize in such faith as theirs not mere subjective opinion but afaith which may be held
with confidence and which can be publically attested, with humility, by action and speech.” %

It would be much better if this statement of Hunsberger were consistently true of Newbigen. To meit
seemsthat Newbigen hastwo messages. Oneisthat hewantsChristianfaithto havethefactua authority of science.
The other isthat Chrigtian faith isthetelling of the biblical story with the universal intent that otherswill discover
itsfactuality and truth and join this community of believers. In this discrepancy between “ be like the authority of
scienceinthepublic square’ and “ beapart of acommunity of Christian faith,” Newbigen failsto distinguishwell
between the nature of knowing in science and in theology.

Involved in thisis Newbigen's lack of heuristic passion for science' s achievements such as the theory
of evolutionandfor thegreat worldreligions. Inthesecases, hedoesnot show an opennessto other viewsof redlity.
The heuristic passion to make new contacts with reality seems stifled in Newbigen’s and Hunsberger’ s thought.
Newbigen's experience with other cultures and religions does not seem humble or open. We learn most about
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their deficiencies and short comings.

In studying asamissionary one evening aweek with the RamakrishnaMissionin India, Newbigen found
that their Christmas Day worship “was not astep toward the conversion of India’ but a*“ cooption of Jesusinto the
Hindu worldview.”*® Elsewhere, Newbigen contrasts the religions originating in the Indian subcontinent with the
historical religionsof Judaism, Chrigtianity andIdam.** He seesthe Indian religions as conveying truthsthat can
be gained apart from the historica story of their founders, meaning they have no historica events of divine
revelation. Judaism and Ilam though religions of divine revelation are virtualy ignored except for Israd as part
of the story of Christianity, and Islam as unlike Jesus in prescribing a book of teachings. In contrast to other
religions, Christians have in the Bible the “ secret” to the meaning of universa history.®®

Missing in Newhigen's encounters with other cultures and religions seems to be recognition that these
are also believers in the Polanyian sense that al knowledge is based on faith. As believers, whether secular or
religious they have experiences bearing on redlity, too. This seemsto undermine the triangular model of gospel-
culture, gospel-church, and church-culture because the other faiths or outsiders cannot be a real part of the
interaction except by accepting aprivileged view of the gospd aready held. Thismodel of interaction lookslike
what Newbigen and Hunsberger intend to be opennessand adynamic understanding of thegospel. Newbigen often
calsfor the gospel to bethe standard by which al our standards and plausibility structuresare called into question
and transformed. Thedifficulty isthat whileit callsfor indwelling the Biblical story, it presumesaBiblical story
defined by their view of the Biblical doctrine of election.’®

Many theol ogians would agree that the Biblical story is a specific historical story yet as aliving story
always renewing and speaking through the worship, study, life, and interaction of Christians with theworld. As
Newbigen himself tries to refute many theologians open to other religions,'” he exhibits the serious dissent from
his view of the Chrigtian faith. In summary of his views against other Christian theologians and the relation of
Chrigtian faith to other religions, Newbigen classifies hisviewsin threeways. 1) exclusivigt in affirming “the
unique truth of the revelation in Jesus Chrigt” but...not exclusivist in the sense of denying the possibility of
savation of thenon-Chrigtian, 2) inclusivistin not limiting the saving grace of God to the membersof the Christian
church, but exclusivigt in rejecting the non-Chrigtian religions “as vehicles of savation,” 3) plurdigt in
“acknowledging thegraciouswork of Godinthelivesof al humanbeings,” but rejecting“ apluralismwhich denies
the uniqueness and decisiveness of what God has done in Jesus Christ.”

The point that Newbigen makes hereismy concern, namely, that heis so surethat the Chrigtian faith has
no equal among religioustraditionsand that global unity cannot be achieved by the co-equal relations of the other
great traditions.® So far as Polanyi’s thought is concerned, this outlook seems too closed in terms of heuristic
passion about the redlities presented in a pluralistic world.

Universal | ntent

A magjor part of Newbigen's apologetic for his theology of cultura plurdity is his use of
Polanyi’ snation of universal intent. When Newhigen makes histruth claims about Jesus Christ asthe unique and
decisive revelation of God and the Bible as universal history, he defends this against subjectivity by saying:

There is nothing more ultimate than Jesus Christ, through whom dl things cameto beand in

whom al thingswill find their consummation. Polanyi’sanswer to the charge of subjectivism
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isthat whilewe hold our beliefsas personally committed subjects, we hold them with universal
intent, and we express that intent by publishing them and inviting al people to consider and
accept them. Tobewilling soto publishthemisthetest of our real belief. Inthissensemissions
are the redl test of our faith.®

At the level of Polanyi’s genera argument for personal knowledge, Newbigen's statement seems true
to Polanyi. But as Hunsberger said of my reading of Newbigen, the nuances are not quiteright. First, Polanyi’'s
notion appliesto dl truth claims including dl religions and non-religious believers. The Mudim and the atheist
also speak with universal intent. Second, universal intent does not establish the universality or truthfulness of a
claim but points out that our persond sense of truth leads to a belief that our belief has universal implications.

Polanyi’sargument alowsfor errorsin judgment and calsfor responsibility in our assertions. Further,
thetest of our beliefsisin their evaluation by further experience and the appraisal by others. Some beliefs may
be rejected by their hearers and later turn out to be true as seen in the history of scientific change. Thistest of the
truth of our beliefs becomes still more complex as we move from science to the arts, myths and to religion.

This complexity is why Polanyi made a distinction in Personal Knowledge between verification and
validation for science and for theology and religion. Polanyi later, with Prosch, tried to clarify thisdistinction by
showing adifferencein the epistemicintegrations. The* natural integrations’ of scienceare based on observation,
and arts, myths, and religion are based on “transnatural integrations.”#

In this discussion, Polanyi and Prosch show, among other things, that the truth claims of science are
different from the truth claims of art, myths, and religion. The creative natural integrations of science that make
discoveriescanbeaccepted and | ater used without our giving agreat senseof effort orindwelling.? For thisreason,
theseintegrations are called “ self-centered” integrationsin that they involveless of theinvestment of usin seeing
their claims. On the other hand, transnatural integrations, such asin mythsand in religion, attempt to speak about
meanings far beyond the ordinary and everyday. These integrations take usto extraordinary views.

Newbigen getsthispartly right in stressing that onehastoindwell the Biblical story through acommunity.
Hemisses, however, the difference between indwelling when we accept the claims of science and when we accept
the claims of afaith tradition. Thefaith tradition may make no sensein literal termsbut it may by itsintegration
of our ordinary livesinto agrand story of cosmic meaning carry usto sublime understandings.? The demands of
thisunderstanding areonesthat “ carry usaway.” Both scientistsand theol ogiansmakeclaimswith universal intent,
but the bearings of their claims on redlity have great differences. They share acommon ground in involving the
person in the tacit structure of knowing. Yet their foca awarenessis not the same. These differences are ones
that make some theologians uncomfortable with Newbigen’s use of Polanyi to uphold a theology of cultural
plurdity that is so confined to the Biblical doctrine of election.

Another View Of Theology And Cultural Plurality

Hunsberger rightly notes that behind my concerns are also theological assumptions that were
not clearly exposed in my review. | did suggest that the work of Charles McCoy in When Gods Change, Hope
For Theology** provides a different use of Polanyi in the treatment of plurality. McCoy has been one of the
principal teachers and researchersin the thought of Michagl Polanyi. Not merely because he was my teacher but
also becauseof hispersona and scholarly knowledge of Polanyi and because of hisoffering aparadigmthatismore
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responsiveto the positive aswell asthe negative aspects of plurality did | turnto him. Inclosing, | want to extend
thissuggestion by showing afew of the possibilitiesfor Christiantheology and Christianlifein McCoy’ sapproach.

McCoy through a long line of key thinkers including the covenant or federa theologian Johannes
Cocceius, H. Richard Niebuhr and Michad Polanyi takesthe position that we areall believersin the sensethat we
all liveby faithsthat occur in the very process of living. Thesefaithsare about believed-in redlities and they may
becomeapart of alife-guiding faith. Sincethesefaithsor faith are about redlity, they are a so about deity or what
persons believe is ultimately true. In our situation, McCoy uses the term pluralism for both the diversity in our
cultures aswdll as for an attitude about this diversity.®

For McCoy, pluralism is not necessarily relativigtic. Pluralism (or plurdity in Newbigen’sterms) can
be the encounter with the dynamic presence of God in history that challenges our static and limited outlooks.
McCoy sees Chrigtian theology cdled to respond by learning from these many voices of believed-in redlity.

In a comprehensive discussion of where we are in Christian theology, McCoy proposes a covenant or
federd way of doing theology. This approach widens the understanding of theology for aglobal society and for
the liberation of persons from the oppressions of exclusivist and of imperialist approaches to other faiths. It sees
theology as not just Christian but as “reflection on ultimate commitments governing action.”%

In McCoy’s view, the Biblicd story of aliberating God invites theology to transformation through the
covenanting with otherswho sharein pluralism. Histrust in the Biblical God asnot limited or confined to our past
or present formulations appears throughout his book such as in the following statement:

The most sovereign power of our experiencing as Christiansis God not only of our history, of
Hebrew-Christian history, but of al human histories. Inchoosing us, God choosesa l humanity.
The old tension in Hebrew faith between the exclusiveness of our limited loyalty and the
inclusiveness of God's unlimited love remains. We live by what we have learned from our
ancestors, but we hope also to learn of God from all humans. We do not relinquish the heritage
of our faith, but we understand it through the expanding experience of global relationships.?”

This approach leads in a different direction to finding through theological exploration a permanent
revolutioninour believing. Itisatrustinthe God of Isradl and of Jesusas, not human conception, but astheredlity
that ever challenges and transforms our relationships and understandings.

The theological controversiesraised by Newbigen's work involve some of the most basic questions of
the 19" and 20" centuriesincluding theinterpretation of the Bible, Christology, and the relations of Christianfaith
and culture. Polanyi certainly hasacontribution to maketo thisdiscussion, but thereisroom for debate about how
toapply hisinsights. Tomeit seemsthat theol ogy ought to continuewhat Polanyi saw whenhewrote: “ Chrigtianity
is a progressive enterprise....An era of great religious discoveries may lie before us.”%
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Can Theology be Tacit? A Review Essay on Personal Catholicism

Joseph Kroger

Martin X. Moleski, S.J., Personal Catholicism: The Theological Epistemologies of John Henry
Newman and Michael Polanyi. Washington D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2000. pp.
222. ISBN: 0-8132-0964-1 (cloth), $54.95.

ABSTRACT Key Words:Martin Moleski, John Henry Newman, Michael Polanyi, illative sense, tacit
knowledge, Catholicism, theology

Martin Moleski summarizes Newman’s Grammer of Assent and Polanyi’s Personal Knowledge and finds
remarkable similarities in their epistemologies, particularly their concepts of “illative sense” and “ tacit
knowledge”. There are, however, problems (particularly in Catholicism) with Moleski’s interpretation
of the theological significance of the “ illative” or the “ tacit” , as well as ambiguities in the way he relates
faith to theology.

Part of the cultural legacy of the scientific agein which weliveisthefact that doubt, uncertainty, and
tentativeness are considered intellectually respectable while belief, certainty and commitment are looked
uponwith suspicion. Since knowledgeisthought to belimited to what can beclearly specified and objectively
demonstrated, it is considered irresponsible to hold any belief or give assent to any truth without being able
to provide clear and explicit groundsfor doing so. Such isthe morality of knowledgein aworld governed by
the ideals of critical reason.

Martin Moleski’s Personal Catholicism examines and compares the work of two unlikely and
unacquainted alliesinthe devel opment of an alternative* post-critical” view of what it meansto berational and
responsible in the world today, aview that directly challenges contemporary epistemol ogical assumptions of
distrust, objectivity and detachment. John Henry Newman (1801-1890), a convert to Evangelical Christian-
ity, then an Anglican priest and eventually a Roman Catholic Cardinal, characterized his life's work as a
confrontation with “religious liberalism”. Michael Polanyi (1891-1976) was born ayear after Newman died
and pursued a career in medicine, physical chemistry and economics, before turning to philosophy to resolve
issues regarding the nature and justification of sciencein afree society. Polanyi converted from Judaism to
Catholicism and was later drawn to Protestant thought (specifically that of Paul Tillich), but unlike Newman,
he was not personally religious in any traditional sense. What Newman and Polanyi did have in common,
however, as Moleski’s work makes abundantly clear, was the counter cultural conviction that the path to
reliable knowledge proceeds not from doubt or explicit premises, but rather from fiduciary commitments and
vague apprehensions. Both were unconvinced by modern forms of rationalism that seemed almost irresistible
to most of their contemporaries, and perhaps for that reason, each remained to a certain extent an “outsider”
to the dominant intellectual traditions of their day. Newman and Polanyi each began by reacting to the
damaging effects of the ideal of instrumental reason on their own specific disciplines (theology and natural
science) and ended with nothing less than aradical challenge to the paradigm of rationality itself. They saw,
in Moleski’swords, that rationality is“greater than logic”, and gave persuasive descriptions of the informal
operations of the mind which lead from tacit assumptions to true and certain judgments.
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Moleski’s book is divided into four major parts (preceded by a brief introduction and followed by
a personal conclusion, which is also brief but apparently very important since it alone explains and justifies
the title of the book). Most of the questions | want to raise concern that conclusion and how it isrelated to
the earlier analysis, but | will begin with an overview of Moleski’ sproject. Partsone and two present chapter
by chapter summaries, first of Newman's Grammar of Assent and then Polanyi’ s Personal Knowledge. Part
three compares Newman'’s notion of the “illative sense” with Polanyi’s idea of “tacit knowledge”, the key
terms each use to characterize the foundation and the process of rational thought. In part four Moleski
discusses what he sees as the significant implications of these converging post-critical perspectives for
understanding religion and theology. Thisis further discussed and personalized in his conclusion.

Newman developed his notion of the “illative sense” in his major epistemological essay Grammar
of Assent. Moleski locates this text in its biographical context and clarifies its purpose and structure. He
then traces the line of argument whereby Newman accounts for the capacity and the legitimacy of holding
beliefs to be true even though they can be neither fully understood nor explicitly proven. While the title of
Newman's essay suggests that he will provide “rules’ for the formation of judgment, Moleski showsthat his
purpose was precisely the opposite. There are no explicit methods or recipes for the mind to follow
mechanically inits pursuit of truth. Rather, intelligenceis guided towards the act of assent by an anticipatory
andinformal “illative sense’ that operatesin adeeply personal way beyond any technical rules. Thus, Newman
argues against the attempt to formalize the conditions of legitimate assent. There can be no higher certitude
than that given by the illative senseitself and for this reason all judgments are ultimately acts for which we
must take personal responsibility.

In his theory of tacit knowledge, Polanyi provides a similar account of reason and responsibility.
Moleski again beginsby providing abiographical context for Polanyi’ smajor text and then explainsitspurpose
and structure. Personal Knowledgeisalong and philosophically challenging work and Moleski’ s methodical
chapter by chapter summary is helpful in focusing on Polanyi’s central thesis that all knowledge is personal
because all knowledge is rooted in fiduciary commitments which necessarily remain tacit. Polanyi sees
knowing as an art, and like Newman, he attends to the role of intellectual passions and creative imagination
leading the mind forward in the pursuit of truth. He argues that behind all the formal methods and specifiable
procedures of scientific inquiry lie the informal and tacit operations of the scientist’s own mind. Explicit
logical processes are effective only as tools, and the rational application of such tools is aways a personal
performance, an act of ultimate self-reliance. Polanyi’s goal is to describe and account for that personal
performance.

Moleski arguesthat what Newman callsthe“illative sense” and what Polanyi calls“tacit knowledge’
are basically the same thing. Both describe an irreducible and transcendental dimension of the intellect.
However, according to Moleski, while Newman focused on the capacity of the mind, Polanyi was concerned
with the product of that potency, what Moleski calls “the accumulation of tacit knowledge”. (96) This
interpretation of Polanyi’s epistemology, which sees the tacit dimension in the outcome rather than the
initiation of the reasoning process, together with Moleski’ s insistence on the “essential incommunicability”
of reality and ideas (101, 102, 104) are crucial, | believe, for understanding his conclusion, and | will return
tothispoint momentarily. Here, Il simply observethat in addition to arguing the basic identity of theillative
sense and tacit knowledge, Moleski notes the intersection of many other aspects of these two epistemol ogies:
the role of conscience in the formation of judgment, the personal character of intellectual commitment, and
the description of knowing as an act of integrating subsidiaries or assembling possibilities. He also points out
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the similarity of Newman’s and Polanyi’s self-reflective methodol ogies, i.e. the fact that neither attempts a
formal proof of the operations of intelligence, but rather invite the reader to consider their own experience
and to reflect upon their own intellectual performance in order to discover for themselves the irreducibly
personal character of knowledge. Considering their diverse backgrounds and purposes, the convergencesthat
Moleski finds are remarkable.

While his stated aim is to illustrate the similarities of Newman's and Polanyi’s insights into the
personal dimension of human judgment, Moleski does not gloss over their differences. This becomes
especialy clear inthefourth chapter where he showshow thesetwo authorsarrive at very different theological
positions despite similar cognitional theories. Thus, while both Newman and Polanyi allow for an apprehen-
sion of thereality of God by anillative sense or tacit powers of thought, as Moleski see it, for Newman faith
and revelation are directly related to propositional truth claims of theology in away that for Polanyi they are
not. Despite his use of religiousimagery, for Polanyi the reality of God remainsin the realm of thetacit, i.e.
mystical and inexpressible. Surprisingly perhaps, given the title of the book, Moleski seems to agree with
Polanyi rather than Newman in this view of theology.

The major implication for Catholicism that Moleski draws from both Newman and Polanyi in his
concluding chapter, where he relates their thought to his own personal commitments, isthe need for theology
torecognizeitsowninadequacy. Itisimportant to notethat Moleski usestheterm “theology” not inthe narrow
or exclusive senseof “wordsabout God” but inthe broader and more common sense of “wordsabout any aspect
of one’ sfaith commitment” (for a Catholic that would include God, Jesus, The Holy Spirit, The Church, and
many other realities). Moleski makes a sharp distinction (a dichotomy perhaps?) between the personal
knowledgeaChristian hasof God, Jesus Christ, theHoly Spirit, and the Church, onthe onehand, and theformal
knowledge or propositions of Christian dogma about those same realities, on the other hand. In emphasizing
this digjunction of personal religious faith and formal theological reflection, Moleski contrasts two (almost
unrelated) forms of knowledge and equates the “illative sense” and “tacit knowledge” only with the former.
Theresult is not only to privilege faith as atacit way of “knowing more than we can say” but to suggest that
the theological task (in any positive sense) is ultimately futile, since theology is incapable of expressing the
reality apprehended by faith. Thus, it is the “priority of faith over understanding”, (141) and not the
relationship of faith to understanding, that Moleski sees as the real theological significance of Polanyi’s
epistemology. | think thisimplication follows from Moleski’ sfocus on “tacit knowledge” asaproduct of the
mind. There is little consideration of the view that Polanyi developed after Personal Knowledge when he
characterized “tacit knowing” not as a product of the mind but as a process and structure of the mind.

Moleski suggests that the distinction Newman made between the illative sense and formal
reasoning and the similar distinction Polanyi makes between tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge
reveals just how different faith and theology, as two kinds of religious knowledge, really are. But if his
intent is to make an analogy between “faith” and tacit or subsidiary awareness, (on the one hand) and
“theology” and explicit or focal awareness (on the other hand), then two problems or ambiguities arise.

The first problem is one of coherence. What exactly are the terms of the analogy? Is it faith
awarenessthat is subsidiary and tacit or isit theological dogma? At times Moleski suggestsit isthe personal
knowledge of faith that is tacit, and inarticulate, what Newman would call an act of the illative sense, or a
“feeling” to use Moleski’s word. Such faith is always knowing “more than we can tell”. Theological
knowledge, then, which is articulate and propositional, would seem to correspond to Polanyi’s “explicit or
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“focal” knowledgeand Newman’ s* argumentative” or “verbal” reasoning. Thus, onePolanyian understanding
of faith and theology is that faith is subsidiary knowledge (tacit, informal, unexpressed) and theology focal
knowledge (explicit, formalized, articulate). Theology attends from a faith it can never adequately or fully
express. Yet, in his concluding chapter, Moleski shifts the terms of the analogy. Here he speaks of the
“dogmatic propositions’ of theology or “the articul ate dimension of revelation” asbeing “ subsidiary”. Rather
than considering doctrine the “focal” or explicit dimension of religious knowledge, then, Moleski cautions
against a“focus’ on these “subsidiary elements’. Does this mean that Moleski now considersfaith to be the
focal dimension and theological doctrine to be the subsidiary? This would seem to rule out completely
theology as a form of critical reflection. It is one thing to say that theology is rooted in a-critical faith
awareness, but it is quite another to say that there is no role at al for critical reflection in theology.

The second problem | have with Moleski’ sinterpretation of Polanyi concerns not so much the issue
of how different these two kinds of knowledge (the tacit/subsidiary and the articulate/focal) are, but rather the
guestion of their mutual exclusiveness. Rather than describing explicit theological knowledge as grounded
intacit faith awareness, asMoleski describesthem, theology and faith are at oddswith one another. “ Thefaith
that can be put intowordsisnot thereal faith. . . . The God that can be put into wordsisnot thereal God.” (182)
“The Jesus who can be put into wordsis not thereal Jesus.” (184). Doesthis mean that the tacit, inarticulate
and deeply personal faith knowledge that a Christian has of Jesus Christ is“real” while the explicit, articulate
and theol ogical knowledge that arises from that faith isnot real? Asfaith seeksunderstanding and expression
does it move away from reality? In the Tacit Dimension, (awork which Moleski does not discuss at length),
Polanyi describes the structure of tacit knowing. There he speaks of the functional aspect of tacit knowing
as a“from-to structure”, and describes how one dwells-in and “ attends from™ atacit or subsidiary awareness
in order to break out and “ attend to” an explicit or focal awareness. (TD p. 10) Asatheological illustration of
this one might say that a Christian dwells-in and attends from an inchoate faith knowledge in order to seek a
more explicit or focal theological understanding. Anselm'’s classic expression “fides quarens intellectum”
seems to express thiswell. However, in describing what he means by personal Catholicism, Moleski rejects
the analogy of “breaking out”. (180) Does this mean one simply continues to accumulate a reserve of tacit
knowledge that is*“ essentially incommunicable” and will never be able to be expressed and shared? Further,
when Polanyi speaks of the ontological aspect of the structure of tacit knowing, (TD p. 13) he does not
consider (asMoleski does?) the explicit or focal pole of knowledge to be empty of reality. Quitethe contrary,
Polanyi could hardly say that the tacit or subsidiary awareness from which we attend is real, and the explicit
or focal awarenessto whichweattend isnot real. Werethat the case, the from-to structure of tacit knowledge
would lead away from reality rather than toward a discovery of reality. To claim that any object of faith
whatever (God, Jesus, the Holy Spirit, grace, the church, salvation, the sacraments, morality, etc.) when put
into wordsiis not the reality apprehended by faith would be to advocate an apophatic or negative theology in
the extreme.

For the sake of discussion | would suggest an alternative interpretation of the theological signifi-
cance of Newman and Polanyi based on the view that the “illative sense” and “tacit knowledge” describe an
intellectual process (not only intheology but in any field) that beginswith afaith commitment and culminates
in articulate propositions or truth claims. So understood, the illative and the tacit would refer not to
inarticulate “faith-awareness’ in contrast to articulate “theological doctring”, but rather to the reasoning
process that moves from the former to the latter. To put this point in the classic terms of “fides quarens
intellectum”, Newman’s“illativesense” and Polanyi’ s“tacit knowledge” account neither for the“fides’ (faith)
nor for the “intellectum” (dogma), but rather describe the “quarens’, the practice of inquiry itself. This
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i nterpretati on assumes, however, that Polanyi was not concerned with describing tacit knowledge asa product
that accumulates over time, but rather as a presupposition or foundation for an activity of discovery that leads
fromtacit awarenessto explicit knowledge. Theology could be described then not so much astacit knowledge
but as tacit knowing, an on-going process of attending from a particular faith tradition to a focal expression
of rationality that has universal (i.e. catholic?) intent. Knowing (in theology asin any other discipline) could
then be seen as an activity that leads not away from reality but toward reality.
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How “Catholic” |Is Personal Catholicism?

JohnV.Apczynski

ABSTRACT Key words. Martin Moleski, Michael Polanyi, John Henry Newman, Personal Knowledge,
personal commitment, knowledge, nature of theology, existence of God

This review essay argues that the emphasis on the personal commitments sustaining all knowledge, while
permitting some fruitful insights into structural parallels between Newman's and Polanyi's epistemol ogi-
cal positions, finally is not fully satisfactory for developing a theological program. Moleski's effort to
develop such theological insights may be advanced if it were supplemented by incorporating a more
detailed structural analysis of the illative sense and of tacit knowing.

Any attempt to portray accurately the basic thrust of Michael Polanyi’ stheory of knowledgerequires
that theinterpreter devel op an angle of vision through which Polanyi’ sview may be systematically elaborated.
This tactic is desirable so that the “overall coherence” of Polanyi’s position may be discerned and then
expanded or developed. It provides aframe of reference within which the evolution of Polanyi’ s thought as
it wasdevel opedinthe course of hiswritingsmight be approached in anintegrated fashion. Thus, for example,
the major studies by Richard Gelwick and Harry Prosch present Polanyi’s theory under the patterns of the
process of discovery and of a therapeutic healing of the intellectual ills besetting Western culture,
respectively. In his major new study, Personal Catholicism,! Martin Moleski interprets the fundamental
thrust of Polanyi’stheory from the vantage point of the role of personal commitments in the upholding of all
our knowledge. The feature of “commitment” functioned very prominently in Personal Knowledge, before
Polanyi had devel oped hislater elaboration of the “structure” of tacit knowing (although all these features, as
Marjorie Grene has persuasively argued,® were already informally present in this earlier work).

Very likely Moleski adopts this hermeneutical stance because hislarger aim isto explore Polanyi’'s
theory of personal knowledgein light of John Henry Newman’ sunderstanding of theillative sense. Hebegins
with two complementary chapters, which place the epistemol ogi cal reflections of Newman and Polanyi within
their respective biographical and historical contexts. In Newman's case, the issue concerns his effort to
explain his conversion to Roman Catholicism. In contrast to the demand for strong evidence to serve as a
foundation for all judgments of certitude, Newman pointed to the informal working of the “illative sense” of
a person making judgments in concrete matters, including the certitude expected in cases of fundamental
commitments. In the case of Polanyi, the problem involved Polanyi’s conviction that science, and by
extension al forms of knowing, were grounded in personal commitments, many of which the knower could
not even articulate. Theemphasishereison theimportance of the fundamental commitments sustaining every
judgment, which Polanyi elaborated in Personal Knowledge. Sincein both casesthe focusis on the personal
accreditation of fundamental claims, these chapters do not quite function as full-fledged introductions to
Newman's or Polanyi’s epistemologies. Rather their work is used to provide a conceptual framework
supporting Moleski’s understanding of the necessity of personal commitment as the basis of all knowing,
including, of course, religious faith.

Hence, the major purpose of this comparative exposition is to defend the necessity of faith for
upholding our fundamental convictions in our “post-critical” age and then to develop implications for the
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theological task, illustrated with concluding examples drawn from the Roman Catholic theological commu-
nity. When Moleski addresses the specific issue of the personal grounds of our knowing, his comparative
strategy provides some helpful insights. For example, the way in which Newman subtly explores how the
illative sense alows a person to judge the outcome of a cumulation of probabilities with certitude whereas
if taken singly in isolation they would not is nicely illumined by Polanyi’s notion of the tacit integration of
subsidiaries (125-6). In cases such as this one, where the patterns of knowing uncovered by Newman and
Polanyi are juxtaposed, Moleski helpfully advances the reader’'s understanding of the role of personal
judgment in sustaining fundamental commitments.

Nevertheless by situating Polanyi’ s understanding of knowing within thisinterpretative framework,
Moleski opens histheological application to consequences that are ambiguous and, in my estimation at least,
unsatisfactory. Hisemphasison the unformalized and unformalizable commitmentsthat regularly ground the
concrete act of knowing, without formally contextualizing the structure of tacit knowing within the forms of
bodily, linguistic, historical, and cultural indwelling, tendsto leave the impression that knowing isfundamen-
tally arbitrary or capricious. Notewell that thisisdecidedly not Moleski’ sintention, since he clearly observes
how Polanyi placesthe act of tacit knowing within the context of intending areality beyond the knower (116).
Theproblemisthat these structural elementsof Polanyi’ stheory of tacit knowledge are simply acknowledged
without being sufficiently incorporated into Moleski’ s overall position. For Polanyi, the “ self-set standards’
by which a person responsibly affirms an aspect of reality are embedded in arich textured web of patterns of
indwelling so that these standards are never smply private or isolated. Again, while Moleski acknowledges
this, hisemphasis on the personal judgment creating the grounds of knowing obscuresthis crucial dimension.

These unsatisfactory consegquences emergein thefinal chapter where Moleski devel ops his personal
version of a post-critical theology derived from his appropriations of Newman and Polanyi. A preliminary
ambiguity emerges when Moleski discusses Polanyi’s “theology” — even though he acknowledges, as most
students of Polanyi would, that Polanyi does not really propose atheology in hiswritings (141-3). | suspect
that Moleski hereis conflating Polanyi’s personal belief in God (or lack thereof) with his ruminations about
Christianity. Should one suppose that Polanyi had no (or at best a highly attenuated) belief in God, it would
be fair to conclude that his statements about religion are not grounded in any kind of “real assent” insofar as
his personal commitments do not open him to the transcendent reality to which the religious statements might
presumably refer. (Such a supposition could be supported by noting Polanyi’s typical reference to matters
Christian or religiousin thethird person, not inthefirst.) | think that thisisthe sort of point Moleski ismaking
when he declares that Newman and Polanyi constructed dissimilar theologies (143). But evenif Polanyi did
not personally accept Christian commitments, why should his “theology” —in the sense of an articulation of
a religious tradition — be linked so rigorously to on€'s personal commitments? Surely, an interested
“outsider” (that is, one who does not share in the personal commitments that normally sustain the members
of areligious community) might understand and even contribute to a community’s theological reflections?
Has Moleski’s focus on the personal commitments sustaining knowledge obscured this point?

Thisambiguity arises again when Moleski interprets Polanyi to deny any real assent to God because
he declares in Personal Knowl edge that the existence of God is not properly taken asa“fact.” Certainly this
may mean that Polanyi believed that thereisno thing “real and external” to the act of worship (148), although
| would disagree. (This is, admittedly, a notoriously contentious issue among students of Polanyi.)
Nevertheless, should not Polanyi’s personal commitments be a secondary consideration for an appropriate
explication of hisintent on this matter? Might he not be offering, as part of hischallengeto logical positivism
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in science, his own appropriation of the traditional Christian theological insight into the analogical character
of language about God? If we place his observations as areflection, not of his personal commitments, but on
theway theliving tradition of Christianworship might function for believers, then* God” would bethat toward
which al the worshippers' strivings tended, and this could never be appropriately identified asafact. Ina
different setting, Moleski actually acknowledges that the concept of “God” may function for Polanyi as the
reference to the ultimate context within which everything isto be understood (162). Whence this ambiguity?

There are further examples of these sorts of ambiguities regarding the meaning of revelation and
doctrine and their relationship to the teaching authority of the church (155-60), the nature of authority and
the papacy (168-70), and the significance of “breaking out” (180-1) and its relationship to the development
of doctrine (167). These are all manifestations, in my reading of Moleski’s position, of his emphasis on the
personal commitments grounding the activity of knowing without paying sufficient systematic attention to the
attendant structural elements of indwelling. There are many resources within Moleski’s work for moving
toward such aclarification. He speaks of a“visionary theology” that may be sustained by “arenovation of a
patristic method of theology” (175). What this enticing suggestion points toward is not clear to me. | would
propose that it should acknowledge something along these lines: only by means of dwelling in a religious
tradition does the personal commitment of faith unfold, and the structural elements of this indwelling ought
to be explicitly incorporated into the formulation of a theology; to focus on the personal commitment
grounding faith does not present as full an analysis.

This review and recommendation undoubtedly reflect my own persona religious background.
Paradoxically, eventhough Moleski and | sharethesamebackground, | havefound hisemphasisonthepersonal
commitments grounding knowing to be somewhat discordant with this background. Thetitle | have affixed
over these ruminations whimsically suggests this. Moleski’'s choice of a dialogue partner for Polanyi’'s
thought and the specific substance of his theological reflections are thoroughly “Catholic” in character; his
emphasison the personal commitment of the knower, however, | foundtobequite“evangelical” in orientation.

Endnotes

8 Personal Catholicism: The Theological Epistemologies of John Henry Newman and Michael Polanyi by Martin X.
Moleski, S.J. (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of AmericaPress, 2000) xxii +222 pp.

2 Seeher “Introduction” to Knowing and Being: Essayshby Michael Polanyi, ed. Marjorie Grene (Chicago: TheUniversity
of Chicago Press, 1969), p. xiv.

WWW Polanyi Resources
The Polanyi Society has a World Wide Web site at http://www.mwsc.edu/~polanyi/. In addition
to information about Polanyi Society membership and meetings, the site contains the following:
(2) the history of Polanyi Society publications, including a listing of issues by date and volume with
a table of contents for recent issues of Tradition and Discovery; (2) a comprehensive listing of
Tradition and Discovery authors, reviews and reviewers; (3) information on locating early
publications; (4) information on Appraisal and Polanyiana, two sister journals with special
interest in Polanyi's thought; (5) the “Guide to the Papers of Michael Polanyi” which provides
an orientation to archival material housed in the Department of Special Collections of the
University of Chicago Library; (6) photographs of Michael Polanyi; (7) five essays by Michael
Polanyi.
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Evangelical Catholicism and the Tacit Dimension of Theology
Marty Moleski, S. J.

ABSTRACT Key Words: Apczynski, Kroger, Newman, Polanyi, theology, dogma, Catholicism, tacit
knowing, tradition, interpretative framework, General Authority, Specific Authority.

Moleski responds to reviews of Personal Catholicism by Joseph Kroger and John Apcyznski. He
argues that theology is tacit or rooted in tacit knowledge and therefore cannot be fully articulated.
He portrays the Roman Catholic tradition as an interpretative framework that differs from scientific
frameworks by being bound to a particular revelation made in history which is then preserved by a
Soecific Authority.

L et me begin by thanking Kroger and Apczynski for their thoughtful and attentivereading of Personal
Catholicism. Their remarks have helped me to recognize afresh both how valuable it is to use post-critical
epistemology to explore religious commitments.

Kroger iscorrect that | glossed over the development in Polanyi’ sthought from astatic image of tacit
knowledge to a more dynamic understanding of tacit knowing as a process. It seems to me that the two
perspectives are complementary and not contradictory. | regret it if in my enthusiasm for the tacit dimension
| have given theimpression that thereisno valuein articulation. Far fromit. Itisonly by articulation that one
can say—and communicate to others—that all knowing istacit or rooted in tacit knowledge. Theology can
neither be fully tacit nor fully articulate. It is, like al human intellectual endeavors, embedded in the tacit
dimension.

Tacit acts of comprehension and of commitment precede, accompany, and flow from those acts
whichwe can clarify, formalize, focus on, and articulate. Inthemilieu of the Enlightenment, Roman Catholic
theology tended to adopt Cartesian models of knowing, acting as if faith could be reduced to a handful of
propositions that then could be manipulated by formal logic to generate and sustain all of the dogmas of the
faith, and then listed in a catechism for believersto memorize. The post-critical philosophy of Newman and
Polanyi is awonderful tonic for the sterile syllogisms of neo-thomism. Their epistemology reminds us that
there is much more to thought and things than can be captured by rigorous logic and precise speech. | do not
think—and never intended to say—that theology is“ ultimately futile,” only that it is, like all human speaking,
limited in its power to render the fullness of what God has given us in the person of Jesus.

Kroger asks, “Isit faith awareness that is subsidiary and tacit or isit theological dogma?’ It seems
to methat both havetacit and articulate dimensions. Our attention can range widely, now bringing this aspect
of faith or theology into focus, now that aspect. The skill of reflecting critically on the faith, like all skills,
hasbothtacit and articulatedimensions. Inweighing thevalue of thesetwo, | think that Polanyi isright to give
priority to the tacit dimension: al theology is either tacit or is rooted in the tacit dimension.

For me, it seems reasonableto say that apart is not thewhole. Thinking and speaking of faith, God,
Jesus, or myself causes meto focus, for amoment, on one aspect or another of much larger realities. It seems
important to me to remember that the part of faith or reason that | can put into words is not the whole of faith
or reason. We always see more than we can say, and it is from the seeing, the tacit act of comprehension, that
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all speaking drawsitsmeaning. Words do not make contact with reality; peopledo. Contact withtherealities
of faith isfirst and foremost atacit act, and only secondarily something that can be formalized and organized
through theskillsof theological analysis. Evenasl| speak of oneaspect of believing, | amtacitly aware of many
others which modify the meaning of what | am saying. | cannot expressthisvision all at once, nor can | ever
reduceit to aset of propositionsin asystem of formal logic. Saying and seeing are alwaystwo different kinds
of operations, and neither can take the place of the other.

Apczynski says that | tend “to leave the impression that knowing is fundamentally arbitrary or
capricious.” | reply with Polanyi that “It is the act of commitment in its full structure that saves personal
knowledge from being merely subjective’ (PK, 65). When we adopt an interpretative framework, we make
adisposition of ourselvesthat changesnot only our view of reality, but changesus, too. Itistrue, asApczynski
suggests, that “an interested ‘outsider’ (that is, one who does not share in the personal commitments that
normally sustain the members of a religious community) might understand and even contribute to a
community’s theological reflections,” but that is afar cry from saying that al theology can or must be done
non-committaly.

In writing about personal Catholicism, | had a dual focus. On the one hand, | wanted to appropriate
what Polanyi and Newman together teach about personal knowledge. On the other hand, | also wanted to
appropriate the lesson taught by evangelical Christianity about the need for a personal relationship with Jesus
as the foundation of the Christian life. Roman Catholicism suffers when too much attention is given to its
institutions as if they could exist or have meaning apart from personal relationships. It seems to me that
theology comes from and should lead back to something other than itself.

It makes good sense to me to think of the Roman Catholic Church as a tradition, an interpretative
framework with both tacit and articulate components. As Polanyi rightly notes, the Roman Catholic tradition
includes a Specific Authority very different from the General Authority of science. In choosing to dwell in
the Roman Catholic framework, | do not expect to be able to break out of it as scientists expect to break out
of their existing interpretative frameworks. The discoveries of the faith, in my view, should always lead the
believer more deeply into the same redlity of the love of God made manifest in Jesus. The developments of
dogma as described by Newman are permanent boundary markers for the investigation of what Catholics
believe about thisfoundational, historic event. Scientists, by contrast, do not have a decisive revelation made
oncein history through the presence of a person. They can repeat observations and duplicate experiments at
will. Their investigation doesnot havethekind of focusand specificity that ispresentin areligion which holds
that “the Word became flesh and dwelt among us.” This, | think, iswhere Newman and Polanyi part company.
The goa of the Roman Catholic tradition is to hand on to others what was handed on to us in the deposit of
faith. Thegoal of Christianity in Polanyi’ sview, asfar as| cantell, seemsto resembl ethat of science: to pursue
contact with divinereality in an open-ended, non-dogmatic fashion. If Newmanisright that God hasrevea ed
thingsto usin Jesus that cannot be known in any other way, then it makes sense to me that revelation should
be guarded through commitment to a Specific Authority and to the findings (dogmas) of that Authority. If
Polanyi isright, then Christians should operate on the model of General Authority and can freely say whatever
they seein their own religious experience without having to draw from or contribute to a particular religious
tradition.
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REVIEWS

Eric Mount, Jr. Covenant, Community and the Com-
mon Good. Cleveland: Pilgrim Press, 1999. Pp. xi +
188. ISBN: 0-8298-1355-1. $19.95, paper.

Inspired by hiswork withthecovenantal ethics
interest group of the Society of Christian Ethics, Mount
continues to develop themes found in his earlier Pro-
fessional Ethicsin Context: Ingtitutions, Images and
Empathy. In thisbook, Mount sets out “to explore the
continuing importance of covenant, community and
common good as relational and conceptua framers of
moral discourse’ (p. 6). Insodoing, heidentifiesplaces
where the covenantal tradition of the ancient Hebrew
people converges with the common good tradition of
the ancient Greeks. In fact, he concludes that the two
traditions nicely complement one another. He ob-
serves, “In tandem, covenant and common good work
well to offset the pitfallsof excessiveindividualismand
a communitarianism that submerges difference. Cov-
enant takes the common good personally; the common
good can stretch a covenant universally” (p. 49).

Mount develops his argument for the contin-
ued vitality of thesetraditionsinthreestages. Inthefirst
(chapters one and two), he examines criticisms of both
covenant and common good, acknowledges the right-
ness of their critics, but points out nuances within the
traditions that provide neglected ways of avoiding the
criticisms. For example, one criticism made of cov-
enant languageisthat it can excludethestranger. Mount
observes, “one person’s promised land is another’'s
ancestral homeland” (p. 16). Nonetheless, he suggests
that hospitdlity to the stranger, arguably the essence of
covenant, providesapushtowardinclusivity incovenant
that balances arhetoric of difference. Likewise, com-
mongood languageisvulnerabletoavariety of charges,
including thecomplaint that it |eadsto abuses of power.
Mount admits, “When the powerful definethecommon
good, the powerless are subjected to it” (p. 32), yet

argues that the common good nonetheless provides
resources for seeing others as “dialogue partners’
rather than enemies. In the end, he proposes that the
common good should betreated “ more asacommunity
process than a prearranged principle or a finished
product” (p. 34, emphasis mine).

In the second stage of the argument, Mount
applies covenant and common good perspectivesto a
variety of settings in order to display their continued
promise. He looks at marriage and sex (chapter 3),
work and welfare (chapter four) and globa relations
(chapter five). Onthematter of sexual ethics, heargues
that covenant language provides an aternative to what
he calls the fundamentaisms of either natural law or
biblical rules. Beginning with the vulnerability of the
stranger, Mount suggests how someone working out of
acovenantal/common good perspective would respond
to questions of rape, sexua fiddity and homosexuality,
among other related topics. On the matter of work, he
demonstrates how sensitivity to covenant themes and
concern for the common good can inform a definition
of good work, help persons and society balance com-
mitments to work and family, as well as support com-
mitment to the less well-off members of our commu-
nity. As to the possihilities of global community,
Mount explores the possibilities inherent in agrowing
awareness that the earth is our commons and the grow-
ing recognition of universal human rights.

Mount concludes the book by identifying the
virtues necessary to livein covenant for the sake of the
common good. One is faith, understood as fiddlity in
relationships with the other. Anocther is hope, under-
stood as active, patient participation in realizing the
common good. Thethird virtueislove, understood as
the compassionate ability to suffer with others and to
work for justice. Thefind virtueisthekind of gratitude
for what has been received that leads to public-
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spiritedness.

As usua, Mount’'s writing is irenic and re-
freshingly easy to follow. Thebook would thereforebe
useful for upper level undergraduates aswell aschurch
groups. He offers creative and close readings of
covenant and common good traditions, thusproviding a
way of rehabilitating and bringing new life to them.
Mount comes off asan optimigtic realist in that he does
notwistfully longfor apast age. Hefully recognizesthe
challengesof individualismto our culture. Atthesame
time, he does an excellent job of highlighting places
where covenant and common good language seemsto
work effectively, thuskeeping hiswork groundedinthe
practices of real people and communities. Mount's
work istimely and sensible. It offersaway to acknowl-
edge the strengths while avoiding the weaknesses of
thinkers he identifies as classical liberals and sectarian
communitarians (see pp. 2-3). Part socia analysisand
part constructive proposal, rooted in ancient traditions
of thought and contemporary socia practices, Mount
offers an invitation to dialogue in community that is
well worth taking up.

Paul Lewis

Greensboro College
Greensboro, NC
lewisp@gborocollege.edut

Carlo Vinti, Michael Polanyi: Conoscenza scientifica
e immaginazione creative. Roma: Edizioni Studium,
1999. Pp. 210. ISBN 88-382-3817-0.

Carlo Vinti is professor of philosophy at the
University of Perugia, Italy, and the present volume
aims not only at introducing Polanyi to the Itdian
intellectual scene but is also acritical review situating
him in the context of persondist philosophy.

Professor Vinti is well qualified for his task
because he was educated in the personalist school of
Serafini and Rigobello. Hehasundertaken anextensive
research project on Polanyi’s texts and is currently
working to computerise archival material from the
University of Chicago, which should open up new
avenues of research.
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The present volumeislucidly writtenin three
parts. first, an introduction to Polanyi’s thought that
occupies more than a hundred pages; second, thetrans-
lation of two texts into Italian, namely on creative
imagination and on scientific understanding; and third,
lines of research for further development. Theauthor's
starting point isto place Polanyi within the contempo-
rary discussion on the philosophy of science, contrast-
ing hisideas particularly with Foucault’s “death of the
subject.” HeseesPolanyi ashaving brokenthroughthe
dudisms between psychology and logic, explanation
and understanding, historicism and analysis, and facts
andvalues. Hebringsout thefailures, indeedthemisery
as he calls it, of acritical philosophy that divides and
separates the person possessing knowledge from what
he or she knows. He pays close attention to the
community aspects of persona understanding in order
toshow how acommonly held ontol ogy canbeachieved
in society.

Histhird section, of only twenty fivepages, is
a brief but provocative suggestion of work till to be
done, of lines of research opened up by Polanyi’'s
philosophy. Issuesindicated as requiring attention are
the relationship of Polanyi to the following: modern
thought in the form of the challenge from the Frankfurt
school and post-Popperian epistemology; classical
philosophy, especially Plato and Augustine; post-
neopositivism; the personalist tradition and how it fits
with science; neodarwinism and its objections to the
idea of levels of reality; the mind-body problem; reli-
gious experience and theologica reflection; and art,
psychology and pedagogy. Ascan easily beseen, thisis
awide ranging, many faceted approach to Polanyi that
always returns to the importance of the person as its
foca point.

The present small but penetrating volume
placesPolanyi firmly withinthe personalist tradition. It
will be useful for al who areinterested in seeing where
Polanyi fits in Continental thought. It has two great
merits. First, the exposition in the first part is clear,
logical, and philosophically competent in a way well
suited to familiarising new readers with the subject.
Second, the lines of research suggest horizons till to



beexplored. Among Vinti’soriginal insightsishisidea
that persons can best be described in Polanyi asexplor-
ers of the universe, “L’uomo come esploratore’ (p.
114-118).

Michad Polanyi is number 28 in the collec-
tion Interpretazioni edited by Armando Rigobello. It
issatisfying to seethat Polanyi hasbeen ableto takehis
place among those the Italians consider the important
philosophers of the twentieth century.

Terence Kennedy, C.Ss.R.
Accademia Alfonsia

Via Merulana 31/C.P. 2458 00100
Rome, Italy

John F. Haught, God After Darwin: A Theology of
Evolution. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2000. Pp.
xiii + 221. $18. ISBN 0-8133-3878-6.

Thisinnovativeand daring book isawelcome
contribution to the dialogue between Chrigtian theol-
ogy and the evolutionary sciences. Haught exploresthe
ontological issues that underlie these disciplines and
attemptsto articulate adoctrine of God as Creator of an
evolving universe. He begins by urging us to move
beyond both the “intelligent design” arguments (based
on classical metaphysics) and the materidist philoso-
phy of many scientists (such as Dennett and Dawkins),
because neither of these options offers a suitable
ultimate explanation of theworld. Inthe second chap-
ter, hedescribesDarwin’s* dangerous’ ideas, and notes
in chapter three that theology has often responded by
ignoring or vehemently denying scientific theories
about human ancestors and natural selection.

Haught argues in chapter four that Darwin
actually provided theology a gift — the opportunity to
rethink the God-world relation in a way that is more
adequate to biblical faith, to leave behind the dualism
that has plagued theology for centuries. He suggests
that the classical “hierarchica” vision of the world,
expressed by the “Great Chain of Being” model, does
not fit with a molecular and historical view of an
evolving universe. Nevertheless, Haught argues in

chapter five that theology may refigure its hierarchical
vision by viewing God asthe sourceof informationat an
abstract level, making logical space for alink between
God and an evolving world. He seesthe metaphysica
intuitions of Teilhard de Chardin and A. N. Whitehead
as our best hope for amore adequate ultimate explana-
tion.

Chapter six outlinesan alternative metaphysi-
cd framework, a“ Godfor Evolution.” Herewefindthe
most interesting and promising proposal of Haught's
book, a“Metaphysics of the Future.” He buildson the
work of theologians like Pannenberg, but notes that
many discoveries in the science of complexity have
also opened up new spacefor such conclusions. Thisis
central to the book, so let me offer some quotations.
“Evoalution... seemsto require adivine source of being
that resides not in a timeless present located some-
where ‘up above,’ but in the future, essentialy ‘up
ahead,” asathegod of aworld still inthemaking” (84).
“...the nove informational possihilities that evolution
has available to it arise from the always dawning fu-
ture... Evolution is rendered possible only because of
the tempord clearing made available when the future
faithfully introduces relevant new possibilities’ (87).
“...dl things receive their being from out of an inex-
haustibly resourceful ‘future' that we may call ‘God'”
(90). Haught arguesthat this metaphysics can provide
an ultimate theologica explanation for the redlities of
contingency, law and time.

Haught puts his metaphysics of the future to
work by addressing one of the most difficult of theo-
logicdl issuesin chapter seven, “ Evolution, Tragedy and
CosmicPurpose.” Thewell-known problem of evil has
rendered the idea of a divine designer (or planner)
problematic, all the more so now that evolution paints
a picture of millions of years of suffering. Haught
encourages an insertion of reflection on the cross and
the kenotic God of love directly into theological-
scientific discussion, where the dialogue has often
remained at the abstract level of the “divine.” For
Haught, thebiblical view of God suggeststhat thefuture
isthe modality of being from which that which is most
real arrives, namely, the promise of God. The Creation
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of the self-emptying God of loveisa“letting be’ of an
evolvingworld.

Chapter eight continues exploring the ex-
planatory power of the metaphysics of the future.
Rejecting the dualism of matter and spirit (wherein
ethics requires escaping to the “spiritual”) and the
traditional formulation of “original” sin, Haught bor-
rows from aspects of process thought in order to
propose that God's vulnerable love is the ultimate
theological grounding for an evolving cosmosinwhich
free human creatures emerge and are called to orient
themselvesto the coming kingdom of God. Inasimilar
way, chaptersnineand ten apply thismetaphysicstothe
issuesof ecology anddivineactionrespectively. Haught
concludes by urging the reader to think of nature no
longer as* design” but as* promise.” Aswithall innova
tiveand daring proposals, readersmay well find aspects
of Haught' s book challenging and disconcerting, and it
is precisely for this reason that | recommend it highly.

F. LeRon Shults

Bethel Theologicd Seminary
3949 Bethel Drive

St. Paul, MN 55112
LeRonBTS@aol.com

WarrenS.Brown, Nancy Murphy andH. NewtonMd ony,
eds. Whatever Happened to the Soul? Scientific and
Theological Portraits of Human Nature. Theology
and the Sciences. Minneapolis. Fortress Press, 1998.
Pp. xv +252. ISBN: 0-8006-3141-2 . $19.00, paper.

This book was inspired by lectures on the
topic of psychology and theology given by Malcolm
Jeeves at Fuller Theological Seminary in 1995, which
then led to a series of follow-up conferences funded by
the John Templeton Foundation. A convictionemerged
from those discussions that it is possible to present a
view of human nature that is* reconcilable and congru-
ent” with a range of scientific, theological and philo-
sophical perspectives. Thisvolume of essays attempts
to develop further and defend that commitment (xiii).
The contributors, four of whom are on faculty at Fuller,
comprise an interdisciplinary panel made up of atheo-
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logian(Ray Anderson), aphil osopher (Nancey Murphy),
anevolutionary biologist (Francisco J. Ayala), ageneti-
cist (V. Elving Anderson), a New Testament scholar
(Joel B. Green), three psychologists (Warren S. Brown,
Malcolm Jeevesand H. Newton Maoney), and amedi-
ca ethicist (Stephen G. Post).

All nine authors share a commitment to a
position that Murphy cdlls “non-reductive physical-
ism,” aview that resonates with Polanyi’ s understand-
ings of emergence. As Murphy defines the term, she
notes that non-reductive physicalism agrees with the
many scientists and philosophers who think that we do
not need to appeal to nonmaterial entities such as soul
ormindinorder toexplaindistinctively humantraits. At
the same time, the term is intended to resist the ten-
dency to say that a person is“nothing but a body” (2).
Non-reductive physicalism thus contrasts with three
other views (24-25): a radical dualism that identifies
personwith soul or mind, something separablefromthe
body; a holistic dualism that argues that personhood
refers to the gestalt while being congtituted by many
separableparts; andareductivemateriaismthat equates
personhood with physiol ogy andthusexpectsthephysi-
cal sciences eventually to be able to explain emations,
morality and religious experience.

Murphy opens the book with an historical
survey in which she offers synopses of how human
nature has been viewed in western philosophy, early
Christian sources, the early modern sciences, the phi-
losophy of mind, recent science and recent biblical and
theological scholarship. Located after this survey are
two chapters each devoted to biologica and psycho-
logica considerations. A key theme that unites these
essaysisthat distinctive human capacities (asmeasured
primarily againgt primates) emerge from biological
underpinnings. For example, Ayala, while eschewing
attempts to establish moral norms by reading them off
of evolutionary developments, nevertheless arguesthat
the possihilities of and need for ethics arises out of the
larger brains and ensuing “enhanced intelligence” that
arenaturaly selectedinhumanbeings. Thus, biologyis
necessary, but not sufficient for understanding the
ethical dimensionof humanexperience. Inlikemanner,



Anderson argues that our genetic code provides a nec-
essary but not sufficient basisfor many facetsof human
physiology and behavior. Analogoudly, Jeeves argues
that mind emerges from brain physiology and Brown
arguesthat what we call “soul” (defined asthe capacity
for personal relatedness) emerges from our biologi-
caly-rooted cognitive capacities.

In the following essay, Murphy reflects on
some of the philosophical questions raised by these
positions (e.g., the nature and type of reductionism and
the epistemologica status of non-reductive physical-
ism) and offers an understanding of religious experi-
encebased on non-reductive physicalism. Thenexttwo
essays turn to explicitly religious accounts of human
nature. Although this statement oversimplifies their
analysis, both Green and Anderson show that the bibli-
cal writings tend toward a view of human nature as a
psychosomatic unity rather than adualism of body and
soul. Prior to Brown's concluding recap of the book,
Post offers an ethical assessment of both dualism and
non-reductive physicalism, suggesting that the former
is, at best, morally ambiguousandthat thelatter doesnot
compromise anything essential to Chrigtian ethics.

The book works effectively as a program-
matic piece that makes a strong case for non-reductive
physicalism and its compatibility with at least some of
the sciences, philosophy and Christian faith. The au-
thors write clearly and provide concise summaries of
important historical and scientific developments. The
book aso contains an extensive bibliography to guide
further study. Unlike some discussions of human
nature, authorsin thisvolume (Ayalaand Post) address
the often forgotten matter of the politics of anthropol-
ogy, warning against the tendency to justify certain
political and mora arrangements by rooting them in
“human nature.” Their discussion could profitably be
extended to develop a more extended critique of the
likely ideo-political consequences of nonreductive
physicalism. One other way in which the positions
taken in the book might profitably be extended is by
using dolphins, rather than primates, as the touchstone
for understanding human distinctiveness, since recent

research suggests that dolphins have much greater
capacities from communication than primates.

Nevertheless, the scope of interdisciplinary
convergenceisinspiring and theargumentsconvincing.
Regardless of how widely accepted the arguments
become, Whatever Happened to the Soul? deserves to
st the terms for future discussion, at least for those
who see the importance of placing the sciences and
theology in dialog with one another on the topic of
human nature.

Paul Lewis
Greensboro College
Greensboro, NC
lewis@highpoint.net

Alister E. McGrath, T. F. Torrance: An Intellectual
Biography. Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1999. Pp. xiv+300.
$49.95 ISBN: 0-567-08683-6.

In arather straightforward, no-nonsense vol-
ume, Alister McGrath has made a substantial contribu-
tion to the study of Thomas F. Torrance. McGrath's
intellectua biography of Torrance does not rely upon
winsome prose or provocative, personad exposés to
accomplish its main objective: to set forth Torrance's
understanding of the complementarity of the natural
sciences and theology and of the mgor themes of
Chrigtian theology which contribute to that relation.
The book is meticulously researched and well-argued,
drawinguponunpublishedwritingsand correspondence.

Initially, McGrath became interested in Tor-
rance as McGrath sought a way to relate his early
scientific work in molecular biology with his theologi-
cal interests. He reports that he was generally disap-
pointed in the facile and naive manner in which theol o-
gianstended to deal with science. However, Torrance' s
mastery of dogmatics and the philosophy of science
was especidly impressive. Torrance was able to see
both theology and sciencein light of the other, and so
forge anintegrated understanding of science and theol-
ogy as having to do with the same redlity in different
ways. McGrath comments, “Torrance writings were,
quitesimply, of landmark significance....It seemed that
Torrancewasoneof thefew —indeed, perhapseventhe
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only — writer to appreciate the fundamental impor-
tance of methodological issues in relation to this
dialogue [between science and religion]” (p. xii).

McGrath has put his finger on precisely the
main reason why Torranceis at once so important and
so confoundingly difficult to understand. It isaso one
of theprimary reasonswhy Torrance’ sreceptionamong
theol ogians has been respectabl e but muted. M ethodol -
ogy is not sexy. It is rather abstract and technically
complicated, and Torrance's dense style of writing
doeslittle to assuage the challenge or make methodol-
ogy more appedling. Furthermore, Torrance does not
approach methodological questions from the currently
fashionable postmodern hermeneutic but rather from
what may appear to be arather stodgy appeal to ortho-
doxy. But thefactisthat methodology isfundamental to
disciplinary and intellectual coherence, and Torrance's
contribution to our understanding of epistemology,
both theological and scientific, has paved theway for a
rich and mutualy enhancing interaction between the
two. Furthermore, Torrance's attempt to plumb the
depthsof orthodoxy revealsit to beinherently dynamic,
polyphonic, and trenchant. Torrance' s rediscovery and
appropriation of orthodox realism widlds a critica
force upon al human assumptions and knowledge that
outstrips even the most fervent of postmodern skeptics.

As| have noted, McGrath’sintellectua biog-
raphy of Torrance is al too straightforward. If one is
hoping to find athorough-going confrontation between
Torrance and his critics, or if one is eager to see the
practical consequences of the engagement of science
and theology (e.g., the development of scientific or
theological ethics), one should look esewhere. The
book is solely focused on demonstrating “the coher-
ence and significance of Torrance's conception of
‘scientific theology'” (p. xiv). This McGrath accom-
plishes competently with exacting precision.

McGrath' sexpositionisdivided into two sec-
tions. The firgt third of the text isabiographical narra-
tive that traces Torrance slife from childhood through
twenty-nine years at New College, Edinburgh, as Pro-
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fessor of Church History and Professor of Church
Dogmatics. The story concentrates upon the external
details of the significant relationships and faculty ap-
pointments and includes many photographs from
Torrance' slife. There are extended passageswithinthis
first sectionin which McGrath lays out the chronol ogi-
ca markers of many of Torrance’'s most significant
insights. These markers can become rather tedious
reading, especially given the systematic development
of theideas in the second section. But they are impor-
tant given one of McGrath’ sunderlying purposesin the
book. McGrath aims to acknowledge the close rela
tionship of Torranceto Karl Barth, but a soto show how
Torrancewasnot only oneof themost ableand accurate
interpreters of Barth, but one who diverged from and
developedbeyondBarthaswell. Over andover, McGrath
contends that Torrance was an appreciative but critical
student of Barth who later became a master, if not
Barth’sequal, in hisown right. The evidence he uncov-
ers for his case is substantial. Not only is McGrath
intimately familiar with Torrance's published and un-
published writing, heal so drawsupon hisconversations
with Torrance's friends and family as well as with
Torrance himself. Additionally, McGrath provides an
erudite commentary on the major British and German
theologians and about some political intrigue within
British theological schoals.

In the latter two-thirds of the exposition,
McGrath lays out the contours of Torrance’ s scientific
theology. Although Barth figures prominently in
Torrance' s theological development, McGrath draws
our attention to the vast range of the Christian tradition
fromwhich Torrancedraws. Deftly, M cGrath tracesthe
intellectual moorings of Torrance's thought past Au-
gustine to the very heart of orthodox Nicene theology
as expressed in Athanasius and the Cappadocian Fa
thers. Itisherein patristic theology that Torrance finds
theunitive antidoteto thedualism of Augustine, theall-
important concept of the homoousion. As one would
anticipate, the Reformation and especialy John Calvin
congtitute a fundamental contribution to acritical real-
ist theological hermeneutic.



Inthelast chapter of thebook, McGrathtraces
Torrance's conception of natural theology. McGrath
suggeststhat thisisthe most significant point of differ-
ence from Barth (197). Early on, Torrance was influ-
enced by Scottish and British realism and by writers
such as Daniel Lamont and Hugh Ross Mackintosh,
both of whom were very appreciative of the natural
sciences. After spending a year with Barth in Switzer-
land, Torrance was appointed to a faculty position at
Auburn Theological Seminary in New Y ork. There he
engaged an ongoing “ferociousintellectual battle’ over
the relation between science and Christian theology. In
his Auburn lectures, one will find ample evidence of
Torrance' semerging conviction of theunitary nature of
redlity, and of the complementary relation between
theology and science as ways of approaching the cre-
ated order. According to McGrath, these were points
over which Torrancerepeatedly engaged Barth, encour-
aging him to attend to the convergences between sci-
ence and theology.

Also in the last chapter, McGrath acknowl-
edgesthe close affinity between Torrance and Michagl
Polanyi. McGrath explicitly takes to task Colin
Weightman, who argued in Theology in a Polanyian
Universe: The Theology of Thomas Torrance that
Torrance grounded his theology in Polanyi’s perspec-
tive. Dating Torrance's use of Polanyi’s ideas to the
early 1960's, long after Torrance developed hisfunda
mental approach to theology, McGrath contends that
Torrance did not wholly adopt Polanyi’ s philosophical
perspective but rather found it to be illuminative of his
ideas, especially with respect to Polanyi’ scommitment
torealism and hisappreciation of thefiduciary nature of
faith. In my view, McGrath is closer to stating the truth
of the matter than Weightman, but still | believe he
understates Torrance' s indebtedness to Polanyi’s epis-
temology. It seems to me, Polanyi gave Torrance a
language and conceptua framework with which Tor-
rance could articulate the epistemological contours of
a scientific theology. He was able to address more
directly the methodological transformation that mod-
ern theology must undergo if it is to be scientifically
viable. For example, on the matter of tacit knowledge
and the hierarchical structuring of the universg, itisnot

enoughtosay that Polanyi merely “ stimulated Torrance' s
theological reflections’ (232). In many of hiswritings,
Torrance acknowledges his indebtedness to Polanyi
and adopts Polanyian language to explain the concepts
and their implications for theology. “Persona knowl-
edge’ gave Torrance a means by which to affirm the
unitary nature of reality and aso account for the irre-
ducible, bipolar interpenetration of material and spiri-
tua dimensions. Torrancefoundin Polanyi away totalk
with scientists in their own language and to develop
theology with greater scientific precision.

McGrath’ sintellectud biography of Torrance
is an important and extremely useful introduction.
Despite its scholarly depth and precision, and without
detracting from its worth, | think it misses a vita
ingredient. Undoubtedly, no book can fulfill every
expectation, but nevertheless, | believe an important
opportunity might havebeenmissed. A biography should
do more than trace the externals of a person’s history
and thought. It should delve into the persondity, the
personhood, of the person. Specifically, given the ac-
cessto Torrancethat M cGrath enjoyed, onewouldwant
him to explore the early experiences and underlying,
subterranean motivationsthat formed the tacit basis out
of which beliefs emerge and commitments are forged.
| wanted McGrath to serve as the voice through which
we might hear Torrance reflect upon his formative
experiences, answering the questions about why real-
ism and scientific investigation became so al-impor-
tant for him. Such a persona exploration would be
invaluable to help us understand better the basic sm-
plicity and profundity of Torrance’ smindand approach.
It would most certainly help a postmodern generation
identify within their own experiences the tacit basis
upon which they, too, might overcome dualistic think-
ing and affirm the ultimate unity of life before God.
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