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Preface

Thisissue of TAD recognizes the contributions of Harry Prosch
who died last March.  Almost since its publication, there has been
speculation about Prosch’s role in putting together Meaning from the
lectures on which it was based. This discussion has been complicated by
another controversy regarding how to interpret Polanyi’s ideas about the
objectsof transnatural integration. Harry Prosch madehisviewsquiteclear
inreviews, essaysandin hisMichael Polanyi, A Critical Exposition. What
isincluded in thisissue will not resolve the difficult questions. The short
obituary notice | havewritten, with the help of Harry’ sfriendsand family,
seeks simply to provide a more rounded view of Prosch’s life than
Polanyians know. “Harry Prosch: A Memorial Re-Appraisal of the
Meaning Controversy,” which Marty Moleski and | wrote, seeks to offer
one more perspective on Prosch and Polanyi’ scollaboration. Theinterest-
ing essays by Tony Clark (“Polanyi on Religion”) and Esther L Meek
(“Learning to See: The Role of Authoritative Guidesin Knowing”) began
their lives as papers presented at recent annual meetings of the Polanyi
Society. In addition to the essays, there arethree reviews, including oneon
an important new collection of essays on Polanyi’ s thought.

Be sure you also take a look at the plans for the 2006 Polanyi
Society meeting next November in San Diego and the call for papersat that
meeting. The official business of the Society islaid out in the minutes on
the November 19, 2005 meeting and the financial statement. News and
Notes includes some bibliography and other items that may be of interest.
If you tried recently to access the new TAD digital archives and had
difficulty, pleasetry againand notify meabout any further problems. There
was, infact, asmall glitchin the codethat prevented some from downl oad-
ing material but that has now been fixed.

Phil Mullins

Tradition and Discovery isindexed selectively in The Philosopher’s
Index and Religiousand Theological Abstractsand isincluded inthe
EBSCO online database of academic and research journals.




NEWSAND NOTES

The Polanyi Society has a Travel Fund, thanks to
donations from several people. Whilethisis not yet
alarge fund, it is intended to help support students
interested in Polanyi and/or scholars beginning work
on Polanyi. Funds can be requested to attend the
annual meeting of the Polanyi Society. Faculty who
might know of potentially interested studentsor schol-
ars should forward names and addresses to Walter

Mead (wbmead@ilstu.edu).

Sear chable TAD Digital Archives
Are Open Access

Thedigital archivesfor TAD (accessedfrom alink on
the Polanyi Society web page at http://
www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/) were re-
cently unavailable dueto aglitch in the code. If you
have had trouble entering the archives and/or down-
loading an issue of TAD, try again. The Google
search engine for the Polanyi Society site (located at
the bottom of the page) should now be working. Y ou
no longer need a password to download afull issue or
a particular article from the table of contentsin any
issuefrom the present back to Volume 17, Numbers 1
& 2 (1990-1991).

Albert Bagood writesthat inthe 2005-2006 academic
year he is teaching a course entitled “ The Image of
Man in the Philosophy of Michad Polanyi.” His
article, “The Complexity of A Passionate Scientific
Reseacher: TheHoalistic Approachto St. Thomasand
M. Polanyi,” appeared in Angelicum, 81 (2004): 593-
614.

Stephen Henry hasrecently published an article using
Polanyi’s philosophy as a platform for critiquiing a
new medical licensing examination: Henry, Stephen
G., “Playing Doctor.” Journal of the American Medi-
cal Association, 294 no. 17 (November 2, 2005):
2138-2140.

TAD 31: 3featured articleson Longing to Know: The
Philosophy of Knowledge for Ordinary People by
Dale Cannon and David Rutledge with a response
from author Esther L. Meek. An interesting recent
interview of Meek is posted on Common Grounds
Online; thereisalsoalink hereto areview of thebook
by Scott Phillips (http://commongroundsonline.

typepad.com/common_grounds_online/2005/10/
by doug_serven_.html).

Polanyi Society WWW Site

For anyone who did not see the earlier notice, the
Polanyi web site now haslinksto 14 Polanyi articles.
Also added to the site is a brief statement about
“Polanyi and Intelligent Design.” Thisaddition clari-
fiesthe history of the now defunct “Michael Polanyi
Center” at Baylor and provides links to other sites
with more detailed information.

SPCPSConference

The annual SPCPS Conference (formerly the Ap-
praisal/ Polanyi Conference) is scheduled for April 7
and 8 at The University of Nottingham. This confer-
ence operates as a round-table seminar, providing
much time for each paper. For information about fees
and a schedule of presentations, contact Richard
Allen (rt.allen@ntlworld.com).

Electronic Discussion List

The Polanyi Society supports an electronic
discussion group that explores implications of the
thought of Michael Polanyi. Anyoneinterested can
join. To join yourself, go to the following ad-
dress: http://groups.yahoo.com/group/
polanyi_list/join. If you have difficulty, send an
e-mail to Doug Masini (masini@etsu.edu) and
someone will seethat you are added to thellist.
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2006 Polanyi Society Annual M eeting

Call for Papers

This year's annual meeting of the Polanyi
Society will beheldinWashington, DC, November 17
and 18, 2006. Once again each of our sessionswill be
held as an “ Additional Meeting” in conjunction with
the annua meetings of the American Academy of
Religion and the Society for Biblical Literature. The
request to the AAR/SBL for spaceis pending, but as
usual we anticipate having both aFriday night session
from 9:00-11:00 p.m. and a Saturday morning session
from 9:00-11:30 am.

Two sortsof proposalsare especially sought
thisyear. One of our sessionswill feature a paper by
Blythe Clinchy, co-author of the widely influential
book, Women’ s Ways of Knowing. Shewill be devel-
oping an essay that explicates some of her feminist
epistemol ogy asit bearson ideas set forth by Polanyi.
Dale Cannon, who initiated correspondence with
Clinchy about her Polanyian interests, will serve as
onerespondent. We seek oneor two other individuals
asrespondents. It would be helpful if thosewilling to
serve as respondents would indicate something of
their interest in and or/ experience with the literature
in psychology, feminist studies, and/or epistemol ogy
that Clinchy’ swork touchesupon. Ideally therespon-
dents would represent a broad array of interests re-
lated to Clinchy’ s work.

The second sort of proposals are those that
wouldfit under the broad rubric of “ Polanyian Heuris-
tic Theologies and Philosophies of Religion.” There
are two kinds of papers that might be offered. One
might seek to clarify Polanyi’s own philosophy of
religion. The other would seek to build on Polanyi’s
thought and offer aconstructive theological vision or
a creative philosophical interpretation of the place
and significance of religion. Based on the leve of
interest demonstrated in thistopic, thistopic might be
repeatedinfuturecallsfor paperswith theobjectiveof
bringing together the essays generated into a book
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format. At the very least, Tradition and Discovery
would be highly interested in publishing articles on
this subject matter.

Review of proposals will begin April 5, but
earlier submissions are appreciated. Proposals for
serving as a respondent need not be longer than a
paragraph. Proposalsfor thetheol ogy and philosophy
of religion session should ideally be 300 to 500 words
in length, although full-length papers may aso be
submitted for consideration. Send proposals (e-mail
attachments preferred!) to:

Walter Gulick, waulick@msubillings.edu
Telephone: (406) 657-2904. Fax: (406) 657-1671.

Minutes of Polanyi Society Annual
M eeting of November 19, 2005

Walter Gulick called the meeting to order at 11:15
am.

1. Ann Scott announced that she was sending to the
Polanyi Society some of the unused funds that have
supported the writing of the biography. Gulick ex-
pressed thanks for the Society.

2. Election: the terms on the board of the following
individua shaveexpired: Phil Mullins, John Puddefoot,
David Rutledge. The following replacements were
elected unanimously: Dale Cannon, Wally Mead,
Chris Goodman.

3. Gulick reported that two proposals for new AAR
units will be submitted by December 1: (a) Richard
Gelwick is preparing a proposal for a Seminar on
Polanyi’s heuristic philosophy of religion; (b) A
proposal to establish a Group assessing methodol o-
giesfor studying religion (including post-critical ap-
proaches) is being submitted by Dale Cannon and
Walter Gulick.

4. The group discussed the possibility of organizinga
summer seminar on science and religion. Thisisthe
kind of topic that the Templ eton Foundation supports.



[Subsequently it was decided to target summer 2007
when the Polanyi Reader should beready for use] It
was a so noted that the Berkeley Center for the Study
of Science and Theology may offer grants to bring
together philosophers, theologians and scientists.

5. Cannon gave a report on the successful Rocky
Mountain Retreat and circulated the proposed outline
for a Polanyi Reader.

6. Mullins reported archived issues of TAD back to
1991 are available on the Polanyi website, and that he
and Rutledge areworking to get TAD included in sets
of electronic journals which companies known as
aggregators now provide to libraries.

7. Gulick noted that scholarshipsare availableto help
young scholars attend our annual meetings. Wally
Mead will take the lead in recruiting candidates and
chairing an ad hoc committee to determine each
year' s recipient.

8. The IRAS annual meeting on Star Island is featur-
ing a conference on “Emergence’ in late July, 2006
and again in summer, 2007.

9. The Polanyi Society is considering hosting a sum-
mer conference in 2008 to celebrate the fiftieth anni-
versary of the publication of Personal Knowledge.

10. Wally Mead hasarranged for there-publication of
The Tacit Dimension by Eerdmans. Whenthebook is
available, the Polanyi Society will see what it can do
to obtain the book in bulk for itsmembers. Mead was
to ensure if possible that selections from the book
would beavailablefor usein the Polanyi Reader at no
(or little) charge.

11. Possible topicsfor the 2006 meeting in Washing-
ton were discussed: (a) Blythe Clinchy, one of the
authors of Women's Ways of Knowing, and much
interested in Polanyi, will be asked to do alead paper
to which there would be respondents. Nancy Tuana
was mentioned as a possible respondent. (b) There
could be an interesting session on “Disputed Ques-

tions,” for instance, intelligent design. (c) Therecould
beasessiononPolanyi and pedagogy, treating how we
learnand know intheclassroom and teach writing. (d)
There was support for a Polanyian philosophy of
religion session (if the proposed Seminar is not ap-
proved).

12. The question was raised, but not resolved, as to
whether the Society should have just asingle session
if the AAR approvesthe Seminar and/or Group. With
AAR now offering competing sessions on Saturday
morning, there is increasing pressure on our tradi-
tional time slots. [Neither proposal for anew unit was
approved by the AAR.]

Martin Moleski, Secretary

Polanyi Society
Financial Statement

September 1, 2004 — August 31, 2005

Beginning Bal. Checking $919.60
Income-membership dues,gifts $3500.00
Expenses
Annual meeting (Moleski) $200.00
TAD (30, #3) $894.45
TAD (31, #1) $848.76
TAD (31, #2) $791.14
Total expenses $2734.35
Year End Checking $1685.25
Beginning Bal. Savings $2080.27
Income Interest $14.06
Gift (for travel fund) $300.00
Expenses -0-
Y ear End Savings $2394.33

John V. Apczynski, Treasurer



Harry Prosch 1917-20051

Phil Mullins

ABSTRACT Key Words: Harry Prosch, Michael Polanyi
Thisis an obituary notice for Harry Prosch, the American philosopher who collaborated with Michael
Polanyi to publish Meaning in 1975.

Harry Prosch died peacefully on the morning of March 11, 2005, in Saratoga Springs, New Y ork,
where helived in retirement after 25 years as a Skidmore College faculty member. In May 1991, not long after
the Kent State Polanyi Conference, Prosch had a debilitating stroke and was unable to continue his scholarly
work.

Prosch was born on May 4, 1917, in Logansport, Indiana, the son of an independent grocer. He was
disappointedto learn, when heregistered for high school in Logansport, that he was not eligiblefor the college
preparatory class because he had not studied Latin. Hewas placed in the Industrial Arts program from which
he graduated in 1935 and became an apprentice pattern-maker at a machine company where he worked for
several years. Later heworked asaclerk at thelocal post officeuntil heentered thearmy in 1942. Prosch served
inthe Pacific in New Guineaand the Philippines as asupply sergeantin World War 1. Prosch’ swidow Doris
reportsthat he often spoke of thejoy hefelt when asasoldier he heard the news about the new G. I. Bill, which
meant he could realize his dream of attending college.

After the war, Prosch became a student at the University of Chicago where he earned an AB with
honors(in 1948), an AM (in 1950, the year Michael Polanyi first visited the University of Chicago) and finally
aPh. D. in Philosophy in 1955. His master’ sthesiswastitled “Methodological Pre-Requisitesfor a Practical
Social Science” and his doctoral dissertation, “ The Current Impasse in Ethics.” At Chicago, Prosch became
interested in the thought of Michael Polanyi. Prosch taught at Idaho State College, Shimer College and
Southern Methodist University beforejoining the faculty in 1962 at Skidmore College. He served asthe Chair
of the Philosophy Department for atotal of 15 years before he retired from Skidmore in 1987.

Prosch’s former colleagues and students report that he was a committed and talented philosophy
teacher. Two of hiscolleaguesremembered his specia approachto teaching Plato. Inaseminar when treating
Symposium, Prosch invited his senior students (of legal age) to his home for atrue Greek-style symposium,
wherethey were served retsina, which the students did not like. One of hisfellow philosophers mused that this
was Harry’s way of warning students not to overindulge. One of Prosch’s former students who did graduate
work in philosophy, Cynthia Ai, offered the following tribute to Prosch’s pedagogy and his influence:

I will remember him as the fine, brilliant, generous teacher he was. His gentle, yet firm,
method of sharing knowledge, his kindness to us students, his sense of humor, and gentle
chuckle—all this will remain. In direct and in subtle ways, Harry influenced our lives.
Because of his example, | pursued studies in philosophy with a love of learning and
exploration | never experienced elsewhere. In large measure, whatever | have become
is due to having studied with Harry for whose friendship | shall aways be grateful.
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Another former student, Susan Jennings, commented in a similar vein:

After thirty years, | still valuethelessons he taught me. He was awonderful teacher, aman
who approached life’'s mysteries with great moral seriousness and a wry sense of humor.
While concerned about the state of theworld and the modern mind’ smuddl ed thinking about
it, he nevertheless evinced a deep faith that somehow, in the very long run, reason and
goodness would prevail.

In 1968, Harry Prosch took a sabbatical in England; he came to learn more about Polanyi’s philosophical
ideas. Thisyear of work with Polanyi significantly reshaped hislife asascholar. Prosch’s publications and
many of his public engagementsthereafter focused on Polanyi Because oneof thearticlesthat followsinthis
issue of TAD treats in some detail the nature of Prosch’s work with Polanyi, including his collaboration on
Meaning, remarks here are abbreviated. It is worth emphasizing, however, that without Prosch’s diligence
and commitment, Meaning never would have been published. With Prosch’s unflagging interest in
interpreting Polanyi’s ideas, good questions might never have been raised. Without Prosch’s energetic
involvement in programs like the 1973 Polanyi Society meeting at Skidmore at which he took on the role
of disciplinary coordinator for philosophy, Polanyi studies would have been poorer.

Endnotes

! Thanks go to Doris Prosch and her family aswell as Joel Smith from Skidmore College who provided rich
material about Harry Prosch, including reflections of former students, local newspaper obituaries and the
announcement about Harry's death that the President of Skidmore, Philip Glotzback, sent to the Skidmore
community. This obituary has borrowed generously from this material.

2 Phil Mullins and Marty Moleski,S. J. ,“Harry Prosch: A Memorial Re-Appraisal of the Meaning Contro-
versy,” Tradition and Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, 32:2 (2005-2006): 8-24.

WWW Polanyi Resources

ThePolanyi Society hasaWorld WideWeb siteat http://www.missouriwester n.edu/orgs/polanyi/. In
addition to information about Polanyi Society membership and meetings, the site contains the
following: (1) the history of Polanyi Society publications, including a listing of issues by date and
volumewith atableof contentsfor recent issuesof Tradition and Discovery; (2) acompr ehensivelisting
of Tradition and Discovery authors, reviewsand reviewers; (3) digital archives containing many past
issuesof Tradition and Discovery; (4) infor mation on locating early publicationsnot in thear chive; (5)
information on Appraisal and Polanyiana, twosister jour nalswith special inter est in Polanyi'sthought;
(6) the“ Guidetothe Papersof Michael Polanyi”, which providesan orientation to ar chival material
housed intheDepartment of Special Collectionsof theUniversity of ChicagoL ibrary; (7) photographs
of Polanyi; (8) linksto a number of essays by Polanyi.



Harry Prosch: A Memorial Re-Appraisal of the Meaning Controver sy*

Phil Mullinsand Marty Moleski, S. J.

ABSTRACT Key Words. Harry Prosch and Michael Polanyi, Meaning

This essay traces the history of Harry Prosch’s work with Michael Polanyi. It analyzes the Prosch-Polanyi
archival correspondence as well as other correspondence records in an effort to make clear the scope and
nature of Prosch’ sworkintheir collaboration on Meaning, a book published under both namesat alate stage
of Polanyi’s life when his mental capacities were diminished.

This essay intends to honor Harry Prosch and, in this journal, that can be done best by providing a
reconsideration of his collaboration with Polanyi and the subsequent criticism of the book that resulted. We
believe that all Polanyians are indebted to Prosch’s self-effacing, patient, and reasonable efforts to help the
aging Polanyi develop the capstone of his philosophical career.

Prosch’s Early Work with Polanyi

Although Prosch first discovered Polanyi’s thought when he was a graduate student in the early
fifties,? it wasnot until thelate sixtiesthat he began to work in earnest on scholarly projectsrelated to Polanyi.
During thesixties, Prosch’ sscholarly articleswerefocused onissuesin ethics. He produced several essayson
topics concerned with law, justice and civil disobedience.® In 1966, he published The Genesis of Twentieth
Century Philosophy; asitssubtitle (The Evol ution of Thought fromCoper nicusto the Present) implies, thebook
isan historically-oriented effort to put contemporary philosophy in perspective.* Polanyi isnot mentioned in
the book, although The Logic of Liberty isincluded in the appended list of books that represent contemporary
philosophical movements.

By 1967, Prosch was beginning to work on Polanyi. The earliest letter from Prosch to Polanyi in the
Polanyi archivesisdated June 29, 1967. It suggeststhat Prosch had recently talked with Polanyi by phonewhen
he was in Chicago. The main concern of the letter is to confirm that Prosch was “still planning to come to
England during the academic year of 1968-69 in connection with the work | wish to do on your philosophy.”®
Infact Harry, hiswifeand children did cometo Oxfordin late summer 1968 and stayed until the spring of 1969
and these nine monthsreshaped Harry’ sprofessional life. In preparation for hissabbatical, Prosch tried to read
everything Polanyi had ever written. In his letter, he commented on the difficulty of locating Polanyi
publications and asked if Polanyi could supply alist of his publications.®

The sabbatical provided Prosch opportunitiesto dig deeply into Polanyi’ sthought and discussissues
with Polanyi; clearly, he also cameto know and like Michael and MagdaPolanyi. Hisrespect and appreciation
for Polanyi are evident in aletter written to Polanyi (who was visitinginthe U.S.) late in his sabbatical year:
“1 would liketo say that associating with you for these months hasbeen agreat experiencefor me. | feel | have
learned alot from you and also that | have met a decent and admirable human being—of which I’m afraid the
worldisnotvery plentifully supplied.” ” Many yearslater, inthe I ntroductionto hisown book, Michael Polanyi,
A Critical Exposition, Prosch described his sabbatical year as something like a conversion experience:
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This book had its origin in a sabbatical leave | spent with Michael Polanyi in Oxford,
England, during 1968-69. | had come as an interested but rather critical spectator,
intending to assess coolly what this strange interloper into philosophy was doing, and to
analyze histhought into its fundamental groundsand principles. | left afellow participant
inan active effort to devel op an adequate contemporary philosophy, wholly convinced that
Polanyi was on to something tremendously fundamental, sound, and healthy for the
modern mind, but not yet wholly convinced that he had got it all perfectly straight.®

The correspondence between Polanyi and Proschinthefirst yearsafter Prosch’ s sabbatical show how
Harry was drawn into many kinds of Polanyi projects, only some of which reached the desired conclusion.
Polanyi wanted Prosch to be the editor of a proposed two-volume re-issue of The Logic of Liberty that would
alsoincludeextraessays.® Polanyi got Prosch appointed asaspring 1970 semester lecturer on Polanyi’ sthought
at the University of Chicagowhere Polanyi gavefour lectures.’® Polanyi encouraged Prosch to writearebuttal
(which hedid, although it was never published) to Richard Zaffron’ sseverely critical review! of Knowingand
Being in Science.? Not only Harry Prosch’s great respect for Michael Polanyi, but aso his kindness and
common decency, and his lack of ego, are apparent in the Prosch-Polanyi letters in both this early and later
periods.

Aswe have noted above, Prosch came to work with Polanyi in Oxford in order better to understand
Polanyi’ swork and decided in 1968-69 that hewanted to write abook about Polanyi’ sthought. Thelettersfrom
1969 and 1970 indicate Prosch was already drafting material and Polanyi wasreviewing someof it. From first
to last, Prosch felt that the organization of the material had to be guided by Polanyi’s desire to clear the way
for areligious renaissance:

And in thelast chapter, one which | could not have written without the capstone
to your thought you have provided in your Texas and Chicago lectures of last spring, the
healthy soul will completeitself inthe mythsand rituals of areligion that isat last possible,
giventhereformation of secular thought devel opedinthebook. | believethisisinagreement,
ingeneral, with your views and with what you have been doing. | havein mind your remark
to methat the problem must be attacked not through the attemptsfirst to engender are-birth
of religious belief, but rather through the reform of secular thought, on the basis of which
such are-birth of religion would become possible. But | will betrying to show, eventualy,
that the capacity toenjoy areligiouslifeis, inasense, thefinal goal of thereform. Thereform,
however, isrelated at each step to the achievement of greater truth and adequacy—of greater
comprehensibility of understanding—not by its agreement with a preconceived religious
commitment, or else it would fail to carry the reader along to aconversion. ... It canindeed
be said that this religious commitment is never absent from your thoughts and is never in
opposition to science and adequate thought—indeed is always illustrated by sciencein its
actual conduct and in its essential implications.

| hopel can bring thisall out adequately inthebook. At least thisiswhat | seeyou
to be doing, so that | shall have failed, if | do not bring this out.®

Prosch sent Polanyi his draft introduction, noting that his book would be organized around Polanyi’ s

“notion of what hethinksailsthe modern mind and how hethinksit can becured.”** Prosch projected breaking

up the book into sections called “ Diagnosis, Prescription, Treatment and Evaluation.” It is this scheme that
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isemployed in Prosch’'s Michael Polanyi, A Critical Exposition, abook published finally in 1986. As both
Harry and his spousetestify, hiswork on hisbook about Polanyi was delayed, first by the sort of smaller scale
Polanyi projects described above and then by the Meaning project.’® As Prosch’s work on his book slowly
developed, even during the Meaning project, he al so began to produce other scholarly work about Polanyi. In
1971, he gave a Skidmore College Faculty Research Lecture titled “Cooling the Modern Mind: Polanyi’s
Mission” and in 1972 his essay titled “Polanyi’s Ethics” was published in Ethics.® The Skidmore lecture
ended, as so many of Polanyi’sown essaysdid, with avision of how Polanyi’ s philosophy reached toward the
threshold of religion:

Religion would then presumably consist of asort of final integration of incompatibles. But wedo not
need to spell out here the complexities of such an integration. Religion, as such, does not shape the
meanings achieved in morality. Nor do the moral imperatives depend upon the power of a God.
Religion appears, in Polanyi’ s view, to be connected with morality only by making us better able to
live with our necessarily limited morality. Those of us who discover how to dwell in that fullest
integration of the most incompatibl e of incompatibles, the Kingdom of Heaven, may indeed find how
our transcendent hunger and thirst after righteousness can at last be filled.'”

Prosch sent Polanyi acopy of thislecture.® Polanyi wrote Gelwick, “Harry Prosch has composed an admirable
summary of my recently devel oped work onthelife of knowledgelinkedtothearts. ... you could writeto Harry
yoursdlf, just telling him how profoundly pleased | am with this work by him.”1°

TheMeaning Project

At the May, 1972 Dayton conference on Polanyi’s thought, Polanyi asked Prosch to help with
Meaning? rather than pursue his own scholarly agenda. The correspondence reflecting the context makesvery
clear that the initiative was Polanyi’s. In the early spring of 1972, Polanyi apparently complained about
difficulty getting hiswork together and Prosch noted that he wished he could come to Oxford in the summer
to help.2 In April of 1972, Polanyi wondered out loud whether Prosch could come for another stay similar
to his1968-69 sabbatical? and he wroteto the President of Skidmorein late May so “that my work might well
be saved from lossin my receding hand, if | could obtain once more the presence of Harry Prosch in Oxford
during the coming academic year.”? In June of 1972, Polanyi wrote to Prosch “my hopes of ending the book
depend pity [sic pretty?] well onyour coming.” # Harry worked out aleave of absence at Skidmoreand inthe
summer and fall of 1972 began the task of seeking funding to go to England.? In November, 1972, Prosch
learned that he was to receive an NEH Senior Fellowship for the spring of 1973% and he began to work out
his travel and housing plans thereafter, even though it was not clear that he would have enough support for
hismaintenancein Oxford.# Proscharrivedin Oxfordin early February, 1973to begin workingin earnest with
Polanyi on the Chicago and Austin lecture material that was to become Meaning.?

Although Polanyi and Prosch met and worked on a plan for Meaning for about a month, Prosch left
Oxford earlier than he had expected to in the first week of March. It is somewhat unclear why Prosch departed
early, but apparently Polanyi gave Prosch some indication that he did not want further collaboration at the
moment:

| derived agreat deal from our talkstogether and | only wish | had not got the erroneousidea

from your remarks that you wanted our association together there to be of such limited
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duration. Thisisanamost incredible misunderstanding. And, believeme, | should still like
to remedy it by any meansin my power. | want that book you have in mind to see the light
of day! And it does not matter to mewhat role | actually play in helping you to get it out—
whether alarge or small one, an equal or asubordinate one. Whether my name does or does
not appear with yours as author is also, as you know, not of importance.?®

What the correspondence makes absolutely indubitable is that Polanyi’s mental agility and his
capacity to work were progressively diminishing. But letters also show that Polanyi’s own appraisal of his
capacitiesvacillated. At hisbest, he recognized his waning strength and growing inability to write clear and
coherent prose, but he also hoped to publish alast great book and he often entertained (and was carried away
by) vagueideasand unrealistic expectationsabout joining previous publicationswith new material to produce
the final synthesis. At varioustimes, Polanyi tried to enlist anumber of different people to help him with the
project: Lady Drusilla Scott, Marjorie Grene, William T. Scott, Paul Craig Roberts, William H. Poteat, and
Richard Gelwick. In fact when Bill Scott told Prosch in April, 1994 about Polanyi’s many efforts to enlist
collaborators, he wryly commented, “ | ... did not know that he had tried to get so many other peopleto help
him bring out his last book. Poor soul! Finally had to put up with me!”%

Almost immediately after Prosch departed for the U.S. in early March, 1973, Polanyi wroteto Prosch
“ithasbecomemoreclear tomehow inflexiblel amfor any work of my own, perhapstoitsdamage;” hereported
that upon re-reading some things he has written, he had to discard them.® Lessthan aweek later, he wrote
“1 wrote to you a week ago in some pleasure about starting my work. But by thistime, | am realizing that |
must give up thistask. | smply have not got the strength any more. | have sent you acable about thisand hope
that you can accept and get going as fast as possible.”*? Three days later, he wrote “| think the situation is
decisive, for my facultiesaredeclining. But | would like still to help to devisethefurther tasks, and | shall start
on thisimmediately.”* Subsequently, Polanyi outlined a two-part approach to the material in which he was
to work on an introduction while Prosch developed the material called “works of imagination.”3*

By the end of April, 1973, Prosch had substantially completed four chapters of “works of the
imagination” and reportedto Polanyi “ | think youwill liketheway itisturning out. Most of thewordsareyours.
| do not have agreat many pages of my own explication.”® Although he acknowledged doing some editing
and clarifying of the original material, he noted “I think your lectures were well-planned and well executed
and they form the solid basisfor areally important work. They do not need alot of work done onthem.”% In
early May, Polanyi acknowledged that he was not capable of producing the introduction:

| have cometo the conclusion that | cannot effectively support your work on our book from
here. This is due quite simply to the troubles growing with my age. My powers are
insufficient. .. ..

Toputitinadifferent way, the efforts of my task with you are now too complex for
me. They make mego round without success. | havereached thefinal conclusionthat | must
leave the substance of our task to you and limit myself to observations by word or writing.*

Prosch proceeded with hiseffort to complete what wasoriginally hissection. InaJune 7, 1973 | etter,
he provided an interesting note on his progress:

Finally, | have got the * Acceptance of Religion’ (Chapter Seven) put in some sort of shape.
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Thisoneisvery much reorganized initsactual shape. But it followsthe pointsthat youwere
making. | have supplemented it with more examples and with what else you have written
about religion. From the conversations we had | would think you would approve of the
general form of this—maybe, | hope, of its precise text. But we shall see.”®

In mid August, 1973, Prosch completed his section and sent it to Polanyi for review.*® On August 21, Polanyi
sent Prosch atelegram: “ Text of book very promising. Can you accept my project of 9 August. Thisisvery
important.”#  On August 24, Polanyi wrote, “Just aline to tell you about my delight about your section on
religion.”#

Although Prosch focused his energy on the Meaning project, he continued to take on other Polanyi-
related projects. He corresponded with some of the people Polanyi asked him to contact; when Polanyi sent
him aLondon Times Sunday Color Supplement piece on Karl Popper, hewrote aletter to the editor criticizing
Popper and praising Polanyi. He made plansto return to the University of Chicago in October to give alecture
on Polanyi’ sthought. Hisown article, “Polanyi’s Tacit Knowing inthe‘ Classic’ Philosophers’ was accepted
for publication in The Journal of the British Society for Phenomemology.*? Polanyi was so pleased with the
article that he suggested that arevised form of the essay should be added to Meaning: “It is no mere break in
our studies; it isof the essence. And so it marksan entry—in the fourth year—arecognition of our substance.
... Itisanextension of my original framework toincludeagreat step fromtheoriginsin Greece uptothegrounds
of modern phenomenology.”*

By thistime, Polanyi also clearly looked to Prosch to provide leadership in what Polanyi perceived
asgrowing interest in post-critical perspectives: “The spreading of participations evokes the need for shaping
the waysin our camp, and | am coming to you now in the hope that you will take on aleading part.” Later in
the same letter, Polanyi noted his confidencein Prosch: “I am coming to you in this way because you are at
the heart of the work and are a master of it.”* But Harry Prosch’s humility and his reluctance to speak for
Polanyi are also clear in the correspondence:

| feel reticent toset myself upasyour official representative. My position of |eadershipamong
what you havecalled “our company,” if it ever comesto pass, must arise only because others
cometo acknowledge it on the basis of what their opinionis of what | have done. | cannot
assert it, nor do | think you can either—in so many words. | recognize that there does seem
to beaneed for someoneto take thelead, now that you are no longer ableto stand the strain.
But | think things will work themselves out intime. For the moment it looks as though no
oneistending the store. Actually lots of people are tending the store. More every day.®

In the late summer and fall of 1973, Polanyi read (or perhaps partially read) the ten chapters that
Prosch had sent to him. Hisfew comments seem amixture of praise and criticism, although it isvery difficult
to discern what Polanyi was suggesting to improve the draft. ¢ Polanyi in fact seemed at times to doubt his
own power to provide criticism:;

| am coming more and moreto doubtsasto advising youin your work. Much of thematerial
we could consider for publication by ourselves seems open to choices, in which | do not
effectively want to adviseyou. Themain point isthat your decisionisso much nearer to our
present material that | am tending to refrain from giving effective advices.”

12



Prosch’s work in finishing up the introduction (the first three chapters of Meaning) was somewhat
delayed by the death of hisfather, but he assured Polanyi that the introduction would treat some of the matters
Polanyi seemed anxious about.®® In early October, Prosch sent Polanyi the three introductory chapters, along
with acareful description of which earlier Polanyi publications he had adapted to frame these chapters; healso
proposed the title “meaning” for the book.”® In the fall of 1973, Polanyi’s letters become extraordinarily
confusing documents, suggesting afurther declineof Polanyi’ smental capacities. At thisstage, Polanyi seemed
increasingly hesitant to make any decisions; he seemed sometimesto have ideas but they remain vague and he
put themforth very tentatively. SometimesPolanyi seemed to be suggesting that Prosch publish Meaning under
hisown name;® sometimes he seemed to suggest further revisionsto thetext, but it isnot clear what precisely
Polanyi intended Prosch to correct or modify. In late November, Polanyi cabled Prosch “have read your
excellent manuscript and wish to beits fellow author.”®* But just four days later, Polanyi wrote: “Y ou have
introduced in your last chapter a treatment similar to my own, but essentially departing to away of yours. |
mean your image of residual conceptions open to afurther perspective. Thisdiffersessentially from my way
of handling such animportant unfinished element.”? Theeffect on Prosch of Polanyi’ s changes of perspective
andtheincoherenceof Polanyi’ sarti culation must have been maddening, though no trace of frustration appears
in any of Prosch’sletters or interviews.®® What is clear in Prosch’s letters to Polanyi during the fall of 1973
and thereafter isthat Harry recogni zed that he was now dealing with afriend and collaborator whose capacities
were very seriously diminished. Prosch wasinfinitely patient with Polanyi, assuring him he could take extra
time to study the manuscript and assuring him that he would help him with the new collection of his essays
that Polanyi now seemed to be contemplating. He repeated explanations offered in earlier letters about the
organi zation and sourcesof material in Meaning, since Polanyi seemedto haveforgotten or to be confused about
such matters.® In late November, Prosch proposed that he approach the University of Chicago Press about
publishing Meaning.%®

By December of 1973, Polanyi had apparently made up his mind to start fresh with another
collaborator. Heinvited Richard Gelwick to “work out for abook an ultimate material of my own. ... Thework
of Harry Prosch should be included, but not treated at this stage.”% Gelwick objected that this would not be
fair to Prosch. Polanyi replied,

| am turning to you because the work of more than two past months has failed to reach a
satisfactory solution. | have written to Prosch that | am turning to you for help. ... There
isamagjority of histext which | would not sign, and there is another part also which | feel
to lack sufficient penetration. ... The essence of the fact isthat the text of Prosch asit now
standshasnot got my full acceptance, andin other partsdoesrely on essential featureswhich
he can speak for with my cordial agreement.>

Nothing in the extant Prosch-Polanyi correspondence shows which part was which.

Gelwick was in Cambridge at this time on sabbatical studying with Peacocke and dutifully began
meeting with Polanyi, providing detailed notes on their conversations, and beginning the process of pulling
Polanyi’ sarticles, notes, and oral instructionsinto acoherent whole. In February, Polanyi reported to Prosch,
“My project, in which Richard Gelwick is somewhat helping me, is getting on well. | have completed about
half of the manuscript. It contains two pieces, one an introduction on general conditions of mental actions,
and the other the re-working of my essay including five articles produced in Chicago in 1969 and subsequent
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years...”%® But within amonth, Polanyi put the project on hold: “I want to postpone our own joint work for
another week or so before renewing our meetings. This detachment is called upon by the major demands of
my comprehensivework onreligion. Thisrequiresacareful battle of thought by myself which may extend over
aweek or s0.”% The battle wastoo much for Polanyi’ s diminished strength. In May, Magda wrote Gelwick,
“1 find him increasingly difficult to follow and rapidly deteriorating. He has written aletter to Bill Poteat to
express his pleasure and appreciation, but the letter is such that it cannot be sent, not even to Bill. It is
heartbreaking for me to talk about this, but shall have to explain to Bill why M. has become silent.”®

Prosch was not able to make much sense out of Polanyi’ sletters about his collaboration with Gelwick
and what it meant for the work Prosch had already done. At onepoint, early in 1974, when Polanyi specul ated
about a possible trip to Toronto with a stopover in Saratoga Springs, Prosch replied, “1 need to talk with you,
sincel am not sure| understand fully what you have beentelling meinyour last letters.”* Inmid April, Prosch
advised Polanyi he had good news “for our joint project, but | cannot tell you about it as yet. As soon as
something moredefinitecomesthrough | will communicatewithyouaboutit.” ¢ In midsummer, Polanyi seems
to have been reading adraft of Prosch’ sbook on Polanyi (which Prosch had sent to him much earlier) and was
excited by it. Hewanted to usethistext tolaunch somefurther work (either on Meaning, the separate collection
of essays he had begun assembling with Gelwick, or Prosch’s book itself) and he asked if Prosch could come
to Englandfor another six months. On July 19, 1974, Prosch wroteto Polanyi telling him hewould be coming
to Oxford for two weeksat the end of themonth: “1 am excited at the prospect of seeing you again after solong
atime. | am excited also about something of considerable significance for both of usthat | want to lay before
you.”%

Prosch apparently had in hand the contract for Meaning from the University of Chicago Press. But
on July 20, before he received Prosch’ s July 19" letter, Polanyi cabled Prosch, “Have devel oped grave doubts
whether our collaboration feasible.”® A follow-up letter on July 22, however, tells Prosch “the work on our
joint efforts has been redeemed today with the effective assistance of my secretary Miss Argyle.” % On July
23, after receiving Prosch’ s July 19" letter, he sent asecond cable advising Prosch to disregard the first cable!
Polanyi was very often very confused at this stage. Magdawasvery grateful for Prosch’ svisit: “Harry Prosch
has been herefor afortnight, staying at Summertown House. Heand | aretrying to straighten out M.’ saffairs.
... [He] will beleavingtomorrow, alas. Heand Michael have compl eted thebook—based on Michael’ slectures,
to be entitled ‘Meaning.” | am delighted.”®”

During this visit, Prosch presented the contract for Meaning to Polanyi and he signed it.% Michael
Polanyi, Scientist and Philosopher, relying on Bill Scott’ sinterview with Proschin April of 1994, reportsthat
Prosch had difficulty getting Polanyi to addressthe matter of the contract until, on Prosch’ sfinal day in Oxford,
Polanyi signed the contract only after realizing how much the prospect of hisnot doing so disheartened Prosch.
Although Magdawas initially pleased that the work had been completed, she began to have second thoughts.
Shewrote Gelwick, “I find it difficult to tell you that Harry Prosch and Michael have finished ‘Meaning' and
will publish it jointly with the Chicago Press. ... All thisis good, but what about all the work you have done
with Michael ? He, poor man, isunableto tell mewhat you had been working on. At my urgent request, Prosch
has promised to get in touch with you over this.”® Three weeks later, she wrote again:

| fear that you might be upset about “Meaning,” to be published by Polanyi and Proschjointly. Soam

I, though | cannot think that Harry has acted in bad faith. He may not have realized the seriousness

of Michael’ sconditionand would have assumed Michael’ sfull agreement, since no hint of opposition
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to his acting was forthcoming. Y et poor Michagl now voices objections and cannot understand my
saying that it istoo late for that. And | cannot understand why | wasn’t told until after the signing
and mailing of the Contract, what the two of them were doing upstairs. ... | don’t know Prosch well
and | am not accusing him of anything. But had | known of the matter before it became too late, |
would certainly have asked you of your opinion in the matter.™

Prosch knew nothing of these regrets on Michagl and Magda' s part. Magda decided not to raise the question
of Michagel’s doubts with Prosch and regretted that she had mentioned Michael’ s doubts to Gelwick:

Nothing can be done or should be done about “Meaning” and | haven’t said aword to Prosch about
M.’ s belated—and obviously superficial—doubts about their joint publication. Y ou are absolutely
right; M. was going to publish on hisown and | et Prosch get onindependently. But hismemory being
as it is—and deteriorating rapidly, alas—he no longer remembers anything of that. He no longer
remembers even aword about “Meaning” and | am unable to convey to him that ajoint publication
with Prosch will be forthcoming. The doubts he raised at thetime | wrote you are equally forgotten;
nor can he remember Prosch’svisit here. We haveto let the matter rest asit isand Prosch had better
not betold anything. | myself am now convinced that it would have been better not to have mentioned
aword to you about M’s remarks.™

The very last phase of Prosch’s work with Polanyi on Meaning has a sad and somewhat surreal
quality. Proschwasthevictim of Polanyi’ sfailing mind. The Prosch-Polanyi correspondence asawhole shows
beyond adoubt that Harry Prosch salvaged the Meaning project. Asthe biography putsit, “thevery weaknesses
of mind and memory that necessitated collaboration a so rendered Polanyi incapable of true partnershipin the
work.”” Prosch took on more and more responsibility for the book after his foreshortened visit to Oxford in
the spring of 1973. As Polanyi’s powers of thought and articulation decreased, Prosch’s role in shaping
material increased. Nevertheless, Prosch was at every step extraordinarily respectful of and attentive to
Polanyi, even though it was increasingly clear that Polanyi could neither write anything by himself nor edit
Prosch’ stext. Despitethetimeand energy he had invested inthe project, Prosch waswilling to let Polanyi have
the final say:

I know that you must be conscious of the great distance between my poor work and what you
seein your imagination that it should be, and that it is difficult for you to let it go out in this
shape. | amsorry | could not make it better. If you can do so—great!! | will be so pleased.
If not, maybe it would be better the work saw the light of day in some form or other—even
in this poor form—rather than not at all. But thisisamatter for your own judgment. So let
meknow when you havemadeyour decisionsand, asl said, | standready tohelpyouinevery
way | possibly can with whatever time | have at my disposal.”™

In sum, his careful and compassionate work with Michael Polanyi on the Meaning project shows that Harry
Prosch was a person of great integrity, patience, and generosity.

Harry Prosch and the Post-Meaning Discussions

After the completion of Meaning, Harry Prosch continued to write to Michael Polanyi and to take on

scholarly projects related to Polanyi’ s thought. Prosch’s last |etter in the archival correspondence collection
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isdated February 9, 1975™ but there are indications that Prosch continued to monitor Polanyi’ s health during
the last year of Polanyi’slife, even after Polanyi wasinstitutionalized.”™ Meaning was published in 1975 and
in that same year “Truth in Myths,” a chapter of Meaning was also published in Cross Currents.” 1n 1977,
Prosch published another essay in Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology, “Biology and
Behaviorism in Polanyi.”” In 1979, he contributed a biographical piece on Polanyi to the Biographical
Supplement of The International Encyclopedia for the Social Sciences.” He aso wrote, in 1979, afive-page
review for Ethicsof Richard Gelwick’s The Way of Discovery.™ In 1981, Prosch contributed an essay to the
specid issue of Pre-Text on Polanyi.®

Prosch’ sreview of Gelwick’ sbook wasthe beginning of the discussion between Gelwick and Prosch
and the more general discussion about Meaning among Polanyi scholars.8! The Consultation on the Thought
of Michael Polanyi at theannual meeting of the American Academy of Religionin1980included several papers
on Meaning andthesewerepublished asaset of articlesin Zygonin1982. Prosch’ scontributionwas” Polanyi’'s
View of Religionin Personal Knowledge: A Responseto Richard Gelwick.”# Both hisreview and hisarticle
raised questions about how to regard the ontological status of realities known in “transnatural” integrations.
When Drusilla Scott published Everyman Revived: The Common Sense of Michael Polanyi ® Prosch wrote
avery positive review, but raised the same questions that emerged in his earlier review of Gelwick’s book.8*
In his April, 1994 interview with Scott, Prosch said,

Polanyi was concerned about histreatment of creation myths. He didn’t think that most people who
werereligiouswould caremuch about histheory of incompatibles—if they really believed, they would
not want to think of God as a unity of incompatibles but as aperson or abeing. ... Polanyi got alot
of static from members of the Polanyi Society who thought that he was more of an orthodox believer
thanheever was. Tillichtold him,“Y oureally say what | amthinking about religion. | havetoinform
people who are going to be ministers of what they can say in their churches and can’t be completely
frank about everything.”

For Prosch, this remark was his “bulwark against criticism that | have read (including Lady Scott).”

In 1986, Prosch’sown book Michael Polanyi, A Critical Exposition wasfinally published. Whilethe
book generally was a careful and thorough treatment of Polanyi’ sthought, it also provided an opportunity for
Prosch to comment critically on interpretations of Polanyi’ sthought put forth by Rom Harre, Marjorie Grene,
Thomas Torrance, Sheldon Richmond and Ron Hall. The criticisms of Torrance, Richmond and Hall were
similar to criticism in the reviews of the Gelwick and Scott books; that is, they were concerned with the
ontological status of realities known in “transnatural” integrations.”® The publication of Michael Polanyi, A
Critical Edition elicited further discussion on both sides of the Atlantic among Polanyi scholarsinterested in
how Polanyi’ sideasabout art and religion should beread.® Prosch singled out onereview that came abit later
in Maben Poirier's essay, “Harry Prosch’s Modernism.”® His point-by-point rebuttal, “ Those Missing
‘Objects,’” isespecialy interesting because Prosch here of ferssome specul ationsabout Polanyi’ smetaphysical
claimsfor“ objects’ inthenoosphere; such* objects’ arenot merely “ proj ectionsof our subjectivepsychol ogical
needs’ nor are they empirical redlities, “a mere thing among things.”#

What isleft is, it seem to me, the very Polanyian position that the reality of God isan item

of personal knowledge (with universal intent and thus with objectivity) established by our

creative imagination in the religious framework of thought—that is, from the wealth of
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subsidiary cluesprovided by the history, myths, worship, doctrine, rites, etc. of our religion,
inwhich Heexists"to beworshipped and obeyed.” Godisnot establishedintheframeworks
of science, art, ethics, or mathematics. They each have their own “core,” or trajectory of
meaning. And none of the frameworks of thought provide us with merely “second-rate”
knowledge. Nor are any of their own realities second-rate. The reality of God, as founded
uniquely inreligion, could only bedenigrated asasecond-ratereality by thosewhoseattitude
of mind makes them regard empirical realities as the only “real” ones, the truly first-rate
ones. Neither Polanyi nor | (nor Plato), | submit, ever thought such athing. If we thought
therewereany “lower-place” redlities, |I'm surethethree of uswould think that this“honor”
belonged rather to the empirical sort.”®

Intalking with Bill Scott in his 1994 interview, Prosch insisted that he was faithful to Polanyi’ sview
of religion: “The more | thought about his views on religion, the more fond | became of them. ... |
knew quite clearly—it cameto make senseto me—what isin the book isgenuinely what he said, and
| accepted it, too.”

Prosch offered the following criticism of Drusilla’ s Scott’ saccount of Polanyi’ sideasabout religion
in Everyman Revived: “To the extent that Drusilla Scott leaves us with the impression that Polanyi agreed—
or did once agree—with her conviction that these things of the mind, including God, exists independently of
our thought, just as do the readlities investigated by our science, | believe sheiswrong.”® In 1986, Thomas
Torrance responded sharply to thesecriticisms. Torrance asserted that it was* Harry Prosch who iswrong, and
very wrong indeed, about Michael Polanyi’s convictions about God.”®* Further Torrance proclaimed, “ After
Michael read my book Theological Science in which | argued at length for the scientific objectivity of our
knowledge of God, who exists independently of our conceiving of him, he asked me to act as his Literary
Executor after hehad died.”*? Torrance contended that Polanyi, after reading the jointly authored, published
version of Meaning, said “he would not like to have his ideas bowdlerized after his death as had sometimes
happened with Einstein’s ideas after his death.”*® Torrance's rather dramatic account in terms of Polanyi’s
interest in Torrance’ s theol ogical writing appears to be quite self-serving and it elicited from Prosch acoolly
rational response. In response to Torrance's allegations of “bowdlerization,” he pointed out that by the time
Polanyi could have read the published version of Meaning (December, 1975), he was ingtitutionalized and a
few months from death. Reports from John Brennen to Prosch suggested that Polanyi’s condition made it
difficult for anyoneto carry on anintelligent conversation, at this stage, with Polanyi.** Prosch also recounted
hisview of hisdiscussionswith Polanyi about work on Meaning, which the correspondencetreated abovebears
out, but which is not the only account, as correspondence with Gelwick shows. Prosch invited Torrance or
anyone else to check the material in Meaning against the Chicago and Texas lecture materials now in the
University of Chicago archives. We suspect Thomas Torrance never looked at this material and that he did
not look at the Prosch-Polanyi correspondence before making his claims against Prosch.® Moreover, the
decision to choose Torrance as Polanyi’s literary executor was not an endorsement of Torrance’s Polanyian
theology against Prosch’s account. After some difficulties in negotiations about the Polanyi papers with
representatives in Toronto, Torrance was selected due to his geographical proximity, his experience as Karl
Barth’sliterary executor, and the availability of Torrance’ stwo sons, both engaged in academics, to assist him
in sorting Polanyi’s papers.® In this same letter, Magda reports that Michadl “sits all day upstairs, looking
at old photographs—that’ sall. | myself should haveknown better than | etting him confer with Prosch—neither
then, nor since has he realized that ajoint book of theirs will be coming out and that he has signed a contract
to make that possible.” Polanyi was clearly in no position to appoint Torrance—or anyone else—as his

17



theological representative. It was Magda Polanyi who chose Torrance as the literary executor.

What does Prosch’s scholarship and interaction with other scholars show in the period after the
publication of Meaning? Like hiswork with the living Polanyi, his late writing reflects the seriousness of his
commitment to promoting Polanyian ideas. It aso showsthat Harry Prosch was a scholar who recognized his
obligations to continuing conversation with the scholarly community interested in Polanyi, even if what he
had to say often met resistance. Prosch’'s questions and his carefully articulated views about Polanyi’s
ontological claims, now more than twenty years old, continue to be debated in Polanyi scholarship, as recent
discussions of topics such as Polanyi’s realism show.

Inlooking back at the Zygon debate, Prosch felt that “ nobody convinced the other what were Polanyi’ s
views.”%" Prosch clearly shared Polanyi’ s sense of mission to diagnoseand treat the sickness of our culturethat,
inturn, cripples religious expression. 1n 1964, Polanyi wrote Joseph Oldham about his hopes for the healing
power that might be released through hiswork in philosophy: “ Our scientific culture is getting under fire for
falsifying thenatureof things. Thebeliefswhichweshall thusre-capturewill eventually culminateinreligious
faith. Nothing short of that would make us at home in the universe again.”® With Polanyi, Prosch worked
as best he knew how in order to make room for faith and to fill the universe with meaning.
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edit the two volumes you would like to make out of The Logic of Liberty.”

10 Several letters, beginning with Polanyi to Prosch, 171 July, 1969, in Box 16, Folders10and 11 are
concerned with setting up this program at Chicago and with defining what Polanyi’ s role would be and what
Prosch’ s role would be. Prosch bends over backward to accommodate Polanyi who wants Prosch to handle a
classon Polanyi’ sideas. Marjorie Grenehadinan earlier visit to Chicago taught what was apparently asimilar
course.

1 Richard Zaffron, “On Understanding What We Don't Know How We Know,” Science 168
(1970):1440-1442. Prosch’ sreply, “Polanyi Explicitly Mis-Read,” aten-page typescript, isin Box 16, Folder
15.

12 There are several letters, beginning with Polanyi to Prosch, July 27, 1970, Box 16, Folder 11
concerning thisrebuttal. Polanyi apparently earlier thought Marjorie Grene or Bill Scott would do arebuttal,
but when he found they would not, he turned to Prosch. Prosch immediately wrote areply to the review by
Zaffronand sent it to Science (who rejected it) and to Polanyi who suggested amuch more extensive statement
about Polanyi’s philosophy and its relation to other contemporary philosophy of science (Polanyi to Prosch,
12" August, 1970). Interestingly, Polanyi suggests to Prosch that in the new introduction (“ Background and
Prospect,” p. 12) to thel964 reprint of SFS he has given a “rough guide” indicating which contemporary
philosophersof scienceare particularly important. Headmitsthat he has never himself written anything linking
to or distinguishing histhought from these philosophers of science“for the simplereason that | have not taken
the trouble to read my successors Toulmin, N. R. Hanson, Thomas Kuhn and one or two others who would
belong to thisgroup.” Prosch responds positively to Polanyi’ s suggestion for amore extensiverebuttal article,
but points out that his areas are ethics and social and political philosophy, and history of philosophy. He
acknowledges that he needsto extend his own reading in philosophy of science: “| haverealized, as| got into
my writing about you, and as, | saw the problem shaping up at Chicago, that | shall haveto do somemore serious
reading in their works. | am planning, therefore, to get this done as soon as | can. For it will haveto be done
for thebook” (Proschto Polanyi, September 27, 1970, Box 16, Folder 11). Thebook in question, aswediscuss
below, iswhat eventually becomes Prosch’s Michael Polanyi, A Critical Exposition, published sixteen years
later.

13 Prosch to Polanyi, October 12, 1969. Box 16, Folder 10.

14 Prosch to Polanyi, Sept. 21, 1969 (Box 16, Folder10) notes that Prosch is enclosing arough draft
of an introduction to Prosch’s book on Polanyi. The draft isin the archival material (Box 16, Folder 10); the
guotationisfrom page 10. Polanyi to Prosch, October 7, 1967 (Box 16, Folder 10) respondsto thedraft saying
“you do giveapicture, which | welcome, later when you emphasi se the extension of my interests, indeed their
predominance, outside the accepted pursuits of academic philosophy.” Polanyi mildly criticizes Prosch’s
architectonic in two respects; he does not much like being linked with Heidegger and Tillich who are also
mentioned as, like Polanyi, concerned with affairs of history and culture. He wants Prosch to assure that the
sickness-to-health metaphor is not read merely as criticism and dissent from Freudian idess.

5 Prosch commentsin hisIntroduction (p. 1) to Michael Polanyi, A Critical Exposition that he started
his book while on sabbatical, but its development was delayed first by hiswork with Polanyi at the University
of Chicago in 1970 and then by his work on Meaning. In a phone recent phone conversation (11/2/05) with
Phil Mullins, Doris Prosch, noted that Harry essentially put aside his own work on Polanyi in order to work
on Meaning.
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16 “ Cooling the Modern Mind: Polanyi’sMission” was published in Skidmore College Bulletin, vol.
56, no. 4 (August 1971): 5-39. “Polanyi’s Ethics,” Ethics, no. 82 (January 1972): 91-113.

17 kidmore College Bulletin 56:4 (1971) 33.

18 Prosch to Polanyi, Septerber 27, 1971, Box 16, Folder 11. In Prosch to Polanyi, October 17, 1971
(Box 16, Folder 11), Prosch says, “Thank you both for your kind words about my printed lecture. | am
tremendously pleased that you both liked it. . . .. So with your enthusiastic reception of thiseffort ringing in
my ears my inspiration has been renewed to re-double my efforts to get on with our work.”

® Polanyi to Gelwick, October 25, 1971.

2 Prosch notesinthe Prefaceto Meaning (ix) that Polanyi asked himinthespring of 1972if hewould
help him preparethelecturesfrom 1969,1970 and 1971 from the University of Chicago and University of Texas
for publication.

2 Prosch to Polanyi March 22, 1972, Box 16, Folder 12.

2 pPolanyi to Prosch, April, 24, 1972, Box 16, Folder 12.

2 Polanyi to Joseph Palamountain, Jr. May 25, 1972, Box 16, Folder 12.

2 Polanyi to Prosch, June 5, 1972, Box 16, Folder 12.

% Prosch aswell as Skidmore applied to anumber of foundations and other sources. The applications
aswell as Polanyi’ s letters of reference areincluded in Box 16, Folder 12. Prosch’ slettersto Polanyi indicate
he was quite self conscious about asking for support for aproject in which he might appear an equal co-author
with Polanyi; he says about one proposal, “But | do want you to know that in noway do | consider myself co-
equal with you init and please ignore any of my remarks in the description that might lead you to think | am
assigning tooimportant aroleto myself. My positionwill besimply to helpyouinany way | can. | do consider
it your book” (Prosch to Polanyi, June 14, 1972, Box 16, Folder 12). While making his applications, Prosch
continued to do some work on his own book on Polanyi (Prosch to Polanyi, August 30, 1972, Box 16, Folder
12).

% Prosch to Polanyi, November 6, 1972, Box 16, Folder 12.

27 Prosch to Polanyi, November 25, 1972, Box 16, Folder 12.

% Prosch projects he will arrive, get settled and meet with Polanyi on February 5, 1972 (Prosch to
Polanyi, January 13, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13).

2 Prosch to Polanyi, March 8, 1972, Box 16, Folder 13. Prosch’s good will toward Polanyi has no
bounds. Inthisletter, hereturns$1000 which Polanyi hasgivento himfor expenses. Heofferstogive“editorial
assistance” to Polanyi in cleaning up anything he putstogether. Heofferstoreturnto Oxford if Polanyi reaches
the point in the future that he wantsto work together with Prosch. He offersto cometo Toronto when Polanyi
isvisiting in order to read through whatever Polanyi has written.

% Prosch to Scott (interview), April 25, 1994.

31 Polanyi to Prosch, March 8, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

%2 Polanyi to Prosch, March 12, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

% Polanyi to Prosch, March 15, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

% Polanyi to Prosch, March 19, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13. Hefailed to provide Prosch withinformation
about what “works of imagination” was to include, as subsequent letters show, although Prosch managed to
discern what Polanyi had in mind. By thistime, Prosch seemsto know almost all Polanyi’ swriting, early and
late, and can second-guess many of Polanyi’s poorly articulated desires.

% Prosch to Polanyi, April 29, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

% Prosch to Polanyi, April 29,1973, Box 16, Folder13. Prosch notesthat heiskeeping alist of matters
that should be treated in Polanyi’s introduction if Polanyi’s section is indeed to introduce what Prosch has
woventogether. Prosch seemsto know that Polanyi will never produce hispromisedintroduction or, if hedoes,
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it will need to be recast as the two sections of the full text are fitted together.

7 Polanyi to Prosch, May 3, 1973, Box 16, Fol der 13. Prosch acknowledged Polanyi’ sfinal admission:
“As| understand theselast three letters, you areleaving the drafting of the manscript to me and you will assist,
asyou say, with your observationsby word and writing” (Proschto Polanyi, May 14,1973, 16, 13.). Inthesame
letter, he offersto come to Oxford after he sends Polanyi the final draft and Polanyi hasdigestediit: “. . . | will
come again and we will spend what time | then have |eft talking over the work with aview toward making it
closer to what you really want to say.”

% Prosch to Polanyi, June 7, 1973, Box 16, Folderl3.

% Prosch to Polanyi, August 13, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

40 Polanyi to Prosch (cabletext), August 21, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13. Although the project referred
toin Polanyi to Prosch, August 9, 1973 (Box 16, Folder 13) isnot altogether clear, it seemsto concern anidea
Polanyi hasto moveforward in organizing the movement promoting Polanyi’ sthought. Polanyi apparently was
asking for confirmation from Prosch that Prosch would play a central role.

4 Polanyi to Prosch, August 24, 1973. Copy of letter provided by Prosch to Bill Scott.

42 All of these mattersaretreated in July and August, 1973 letters (Box 16, Folder 13). Polanyi clearly
islookingto Proschto provideleadershipinwhat Polanyi perceivesasgrowinginterestinPolanyi’ sphil osophy:
“The spreading of participations evokes the need for shaping the ways in our camp, and | am coming to you
now inthe hopethat youwill take on aleading part.” Later in thisletter Polanyi notes his confidencein Prosch:
“l amcomingtoyouinthisway becauseyou areat theheart of thework and areamaster of it” (Polanyi to Prosch,
August 9, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13). The London Times Supplement article on Popper was from June 3, 1973.
See especialy Prosch to Polanyi, July 18, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13 in which there are notes about several
Polanyi-related Prosch endeavors, plusaprogressreport onwork on Meaning: “Work hereisproceeding well.
| think everythingisgoingtowork out. | havehadtodoagood bit of new writingonthe“ Order” part.” Prosch’s
“Polanyi’s Tacit Knowing in the ‘Classic’ Philosophers’ is in The Journal of the British Society for
Phenomemol ogy, 4 (October 1973): 201-216.

43 Polanyi to Prosch, October 22, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

4 Polanyi to Prosch, August 9, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

% Prosch to Polanyi, August 19, 1973, Folder 16, Folder 13.

4 For example, the following is from Polanyi to Prosch, September 6, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13; “I
findyour first seven piecesvery good, but havedoubtsabout theother three. Thesepartsshould betremendously
striking for hitherto breathless ways of man. And this should set the boundless tragedy of our terrible
achievements.” In alater letter, Polanyi says more clearly that he wants the book to have a more “vigorous
ending” (Polanyi to Prosch, September 13, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13). See also Polanyi to Prosch, September
20, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

47 Polanyi to Prosch, September 10, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

“8 Prosch to Polanyi, September 16, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13. Some of Polanyi’ slettersinthisperiod
suggest that he does not always remember that he has not read part of the text.

4 Prosch to Polanyi, October 2, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

% Polanyi to Prosch, October 22, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13. In Prosch to Polanyi , November 6, 1973,
Box 16, Folder 13, Prosch at least infersfrom Polanyi’ searlier letter that Polanyi is suggesting that he publish
Meaning under his own name. Prosch points out that if Polanyi wants him to do this, he must provide a note
granting him permission to do so. Prosch notes that if the book is under his name only, he will nevertheless
givefull credittoPolanyi for all thepartsthat camefrom Polanyi’ sworks(Proschto Polanyi, November 6, 1973,
Box 16, Folder 13).

51 Polanyi to Prosch (cabletext) , November 22, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13. In theletter that followed
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explaining the cable, Polanyi tried to explain his vacillation about the manuscript: “Itisonly now that | have
read most of your main part (starting from chapter 4) that | got to know your main ideas. | realized that the
technical procedure of my work, to which | gave much attention, was secondary to you. And | realized to my
profound joy that you had taken up and swept over the daring vision of recovering the true powers of thought
away from technical reductions.” (Polanyi to Prosch, November 22, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13).

52Polanyi to Prosch, November 26, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

%3 In Polanyi to Prosch, September 10 (Box 16, Folder 13), Polanyi mentioned “ material for another
publication, which could follow the one which you have now in hand.” Later in the fall (Polanyi to Prosch,
November 13,1973, Box 16, Folder13), Polanyi outlined what seemsto beacoll ection of essays(four previously
published plus some of the lecture materials from Chicago and Austin) he wanted to publish apparently with
Prosch’shelp: “I hopethat | can get some of your help for thistask; but | will be happy if itisonly aresponse.”
By thistime, Polanyi seemed to envision publishing Meaning under Prosch’ sname and this collection of essays
under hisname at the sametime. It seemslikely that this collection of essaysisthe same material that Polanyi
was also seeking help from Richard Gelwick to organizein late 1973. See the discussion below.

% Prosch to Polanyi, November 26, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13. See also Prosch to Polanyi, December
1, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13. Interestingly, Polanyi’ sletters mention two other scholars, Paul Craig Robertsand
Richard Gelwick, who seemto betrying to help Polanyi (Polanyi to Prosch, December 11, 1973, Box 16, Folder
13, and Polanyi to Prosch, December 21, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13).

%5 Prosch to Polanyi, November 27, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.

%6 Polanyi to Gelwick, December 11, 1973.

5" Polanyi To Gelwick, December 13, 1973. Concerningthework with Gelwick, see Polanyi to Prosch,
December 11,1973 (Box 16, Folder 13), which says“ | hopel can get help from Richard Gelwick, who hascome
essentially for such work.”

%8 Polanyi to Prosch, February 21, 1974, Box 16, Folder 13.

% Polanyi to Gelwick, March 18, 1974.

M agda Polanyi to Gelwick, May 18, 1974.

81 Prosch to Polanyi, February 11, 1974, Box 16, Folder 14.

52 Prosch to Polanyi, April 18, 1974, Box 16, Folder 14.

8 Polanyi to Prosch, July 15, 1974, Box 16, Folder 14.

% Polanyi to Prosch, July 19, 1974, Box 16, Folder 14.

% Polanyi to Prosch (cable), July 20, 1974, Box 16, Folder 14. Somenotesinthesamefol der identified
as notesfor aletter to be dictated on the Monday following July 20 indicate that Polanyi wants his nameto be
listed “ as supporter of your text without any connection to your views.”

% Polanyi to Prosch, July 22, 1974, Box 16, Folder 14.

5 Magda Polanyi to Scott; the letter was begun on July 22 and concluded on August 11, 1974.

% The evidence for thisin the archival correspondence is Prosch to Polanyi, August 29, 1974, Box
16, Folder 14 and Prosch to Polanyi, September 15, 1974. Box 16, Folder 14. These are |etters Prosch wrote
after returning homein response to aletter from the Polanyis. The letter setsforth some detailsrelated to the
publication such asthat Prosch will handled theindexing and providealist of Polanyi publicationsfromwhich
materials were drawn.

% Magda Polanyi to Gelwick, August 17, 1974.

0 Magda Polanyi to Gelwick, September 9, 1974.

1 Magda Polanyi to Gelwick, October 2, 1974.

2 Michael Polanyi, Scientist and Philosopher, 286.

8 Prosch to Polanyi, October 25, 1973, Box 16, Folder 13.
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™ Prosch to Polanyi, February 9, 1975, Box 16, Folder 14.

™ See the comments on Polanyi’ s last daysin Prosch’s response to Thomas Torrance’ s accusations
in a short article titled “Postscript to Meaning: Prosch Responds to Torrance's Letter,” Tradition and
Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, vol. xv, no. 1 (Winter, 87-88): 24-25.

6 with Michael Polanyi, “Truth in Myths,” Cross Currents, 25, Summer, 1975.

™ Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology, 8, (October, 1977): 178-191,

8 Biographical Supplement of TheInter national Encyclopediafor the Social Sciences, 18 (New Y ork
and London, 1979): 640-642.

" Review of Richard Gelwick’s The Way of Discovery, Ethics, 82 (January, 1979): 211-216.

8 “Polanyi and Rhetoric,” Pre-Text, 2 (Spring-Fall, 1981): 189-196.

8 Although thisisthe beginning of these discussions, the articulation of Prosch’ s perspectivein the
debatecomesearlier. His1972 article®Polanyi’ sEthics’ puts Prosch’ sview thisway: “Michael Polanyi holds
that morality is analogous to art and religion in terms of its reality status, its structure, and the sort of
involvement of our selvesthat it entails. The unique level of reality in which the objects of morality, art, and
religion existiswhat he callsthe cultural stratum. Thisstratumincludesfor him, infact, all theworksof man’s
thought” (92).

8 “Polanyi’s View of Religion in Personal Knowledge,” Zygon, 17 (March, 1982): 41-48.

8 Drusilla Scott, Everyman Revived, The Common Sense of Michael Polanyi (Lewes, Sussex: The
Book Guild Limited, 1985).

8 Harry Prosch, Review of Everyman Revived, Tradition and Discovery: The Polanyi Society
Periodical, val. xiii, no. 2 (Spring, 1985-86): 20-22.

8 Although critical of Prosch’s approach, for a review that attempts concisely and accurately to
summarize the approach, as well as his criticisms of Harre, Grene, Torrance and the Zygon writers, see Phil
Mullins, Review of Harry Prosch, Michael Polanyi: A Critical Exposition, Zygon, vol 23, no. 2 (June, 1988):
215-220.

8 Three very interesting responses to Prosch are included in Tradition and Discovery: The Polanyi
Society Periodical, val. xv, no. 1 (Winter, 1987-88). Thisissuewasnot published until 1988. John Apczynski’'s
“ AreReligionand ScienceDistinct or DichotomousReal ms? Reflection on Prosch’ sInterpretation of Polanyi”
(pp.4-14, originally a December, 1987 American Academy of Religion Roundtable Paper) is afine effort to
understand Prosch’ s approach to Polanyi and show how it is different than his own perspective. Essentialy,
Apczynski argues Prosch makes some assumptions common in earlier American naturalistic philosophy and
in much contemporary philosophy. Apczynski concludes that Prosch’s exposition is consistent but he thinks
theassumptionsunderlying the exposition arenot what hebelievesappropriate. Heconcludes “it would appear
that any analysis of theimplications of Polanyi’s thought must take into account reflectively the fundamental
assumptions of the interpreter and how they enter into the reading of the texts. Prosch has shown us, in brief,
that Polanyi’sis not a settled system and that to be faithful to Polanyi requires going beyond him” (11). Also
interesting are DrusillaScott’ s“ Quality But Bristling With DifficultiesOn Polanyi’ sView of Reality” (pp. 14-
17) and Joan Crewdson’ s“ Nature and the Noosphere: Two Realitiesor One?’ (pp. 18-24). Both the Scott and
Crewdson essays were first published in Convivium, no. 24 (March, 1987).

8 Maben Poirier, “Harry Prosch’s Maodernism,” Tradition and Discovery: The Polanyi Society
Periodical, vol. xvi, no.2 (Spring, 1988-1989): 32-39.

8 Harry Prosch, “Those Missing ‘Objects,’” Tradition and Discovery: The Polanyi Society
Periodical, vol. xvii, nos. 1 & 2 (1991-1992): 21.

8 Prosch, “ Those Missing ‘ Objects,”” 21.

9 Harry Prosch, Review of Everyman Revived, Traditionand Discovery, val. xiii, no. 2 (Spring, 1985-
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% ThomasTorrance, “ L ettersto the Editor: Torrance AnswersProsch on Polanyi’ s Convictionsabout
God,” Tradition and Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, vol. xiv, no. 1 (Fall, 1986-87): 30.

9 Thomas Torrance, 30.

% Thomas Torrance, 30.

% Harry Prosch, “Prosch Replies to Torrance's Letter: Postscript to Meaning,” Tradition and
Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, vol. xv, no. 1, (Winter, 1987-1988): 24-25.
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Polanyi on Religion

Tony Clark

Abstract Keywords: religion, theology, Christianity, God, reality, science and religion, practice, Michael
Polanyi, Richard Gelwick, Harry Prosch.

ThisarticleexploresPolanyi’ sviewsonreligion. Reviewing the debate on hisunder standing of religion, which
originated in Richard Gelwick and Harry Prosch’s conflicting readings of Polanyi on the theme, the article
proposes that there are ambiguities within his writings on the theme which cannot be resolved. There is a
weakness in Polanyi’s work on religion which reflects his limited experience of religious practices and
theological traditions. Nevertheless, hisinsight that religious knowledgeisrooted in the practices of religious
wor ship is one from which theology has much to learn.

Polanyi’ s writings on religion present scholars seeking to expound and interpret his work with a
conundrum.t While what he writes on this theme is woven into the fabric of his work and brought into
juxtaposition with his most acute epistemological insights, most commentators believe that his grasp of the
subject matter of religion lacks the surefootedness and penetration which marks his treatment of scientific
themes. He has some fascinating things to say, but these are mixed up with ideas which are —to a greater or
lesser degree —misconceived, confused and often betray an insufficient familiarity with religious practice and
theological articulation. Martin Moleski isundoubtedly correct when hewrites, “ Because of Polanyi’ slack of
formal training in theology and because of his independence from any particular Christian tradition, it may
be somewhat unfair to expect precision and clarity from himin his reflection on religious issues.”?

A good number of theologians have adopted Polanyi’s broader epistemological insights into their
work, and one might anticipate many further developments of this kind. But, given their considerable
limitations, do Polanyi’ swritings on religion have a contribution to make to theology? | believe that they do,
although it is clear to me that a positive take-up of this strand of his thought must be highly selective and
sensitive to the problematical nature of this aspect of hiswork. In thisarticle | shall consider how this might
be done.

I will start by offering a brief reconsideration of the kinds of disagreement which have emerged
between Polanyi scholarsin their interpretations of hiswritings on religion. These are aresult not only of the
lack of clarity, but also amarked inconsi stency of devel opment to befound in hiswriting. Anyoneapproaching
this aspect of Polanyi’ swork expecting to find a consistent and coherent core will be disappointed. Thisisthe
negative aspect of what | want to say. Positively, | will suggest that, notwithstanding some substantial
weaknesses, Polanyi has a creative contribution to make to the work of theology and religious understanding.
In particular, he helps us to see that religious knowledge is established through participation within religious
communities, and the many varied practices which constitute their life, and that the explicit articulation of
religious belief is rooted in participation within such communities.

Polanyi on Religion: the Debate

The degree of ambiguity in Polanyi’s writing on religion is indicated by the disagreement between
commentators about whether Polanyi believed in the existence of God, apart from the integrating processes of
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the human imagination. Thiswasthe point at issue in the debate between Richard Gelwick and Harry Prosch
in the late 1970s and early 80s.2

In hisreview of Richard Gelwick’s The Way of Discovery* Prosch claims that Gelwick fails to take
account of certain distinctions which Polanyi makes between science and what he cameto call ‘works of the
imagination’ (such as symbols, metaphors, poems, dramas, art, myth, ritual, and religion).> Prosch believes
that these distinctionsbecome‘ very subtle’ but that Gelwick’ sfailuretorecognisethem|leadshisinterpretation
of Polanyi astray. Prosch admitsthat thedistinctionsaremost fully articulated in Meaning, where herepresents
thedistinctionsby way of contrasting pairs: ‘ self-centred’ asopposedto‘ self-giving’ and‘ natural integrations’
as opposed to ‘transnatural integrations’ . But he claims that they are already present in Personal Knowledge.
In the latter Polanyi speaks of verification in connection with perception and science, and validation with
respect to other ‘acceptances’.® Prosch writes of Polanyi:

Although he held that all meanings are created by minds in their activity of integrating
subsidiary clues into focal wholes through a dwelling in these subsidiary clues looking
toward the focal wholes, the meanings achieved in science are understood by us to be
intimations of realities that exist independently of ourselves. Thisis part of our universal
intent with respect to our perception and thought of them and why we can claim that our
thought of them istrue. We also expect these realities to manifest themselvesin unpredict-
ablewaysin the future, so that, of course, we do not ever know that we know any of these
reaities at any moment fully and wholly just as they are.”

Discovery is a paradigm for scientific knowing because the object of our knowledge is a rational
coherencein nature understood by usto have been in existence before our discovery of it. This, Prosch claims,
isnot the case with works of theimagination: “ Polanyi wasvery clear... that, in contrast to the abovesituation,
theworks of our imagination are created by us. They do not exist independently of us. Their meanings become
realities; but the existence of these meanings always depends not only upon the fact that they were initially
creations of man but also, and more importantly, in that their validity depends upon their continuing to be
created out of incompatibles... by acts of imagination on the part of these [sic] who continue to be moved by
them.”® Consequently such integrations are and remain ‘transnatural’ constructionswhich may bevalid® but,
to quote Prosch again, “they can never assumethe same status ontologically asthe natural realities or meanings
aimed at in perception and science. Thusany verification of them issimply out of the question.”*® Prosch will
allow that transnatural constructions may be regarded as discoveries, “but not of an independently existing
reality or of afurther dimension of suchareality not availableto* science.’”** Prosch claimsthat Gelwick tends
to submerge differences and to imply that art and religion expand our horizon of realities asthough they were
dealing with the same kind of things that are discovered in science — while being beyond that which science
can discover. Prosch insists that for Polanyi we are dealing with two very different kinds of reality.

Gelwick responds to Prosch by denying any such sharp distinction. Not only this, but he sees the
introduction of suchadistinction asaseriousthreat tothesubstanceof Polanyi’ sbroader project. Gelwick warns
that “ The consequence of Prosch’sview is extremely serious. It would mean that, while Polanyi restored the
role of faith in al knowing, he had done it only to believe in God as a figment of our imagination. Such a
purpose... wasnever held by Polanyi. Indeed, hedidintendtorenew our ability tobelieveinthetruthandreality
of God known in our Jewish and Christian heritage.”*?
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Gelwick believesthat aswe speak of the scientist’s ever-deepening knowledge of nature, “so alsois
the theologian called to ever-deepening knowledge of God through the logos of the Christian revelation.”*®
Gelwick acknowledges the distinction which Polanyi makes between validation and verification in Personal
Knowledge. He also acknowledges that our personal participation is generally greater in a validation than it
isinverification, asthe ‘emotional coefficient of assertion’ isintensified aswe pass from the sciencesinto the
neighbouring domains of thought. But both verification and validation are everywhere an acknowledgement
of acommitment: they claim the presence of something real and external to the speaker.** Thedistinction here,
in Gelwick’sview, is one of degree — the degree of personal participation in the act of knowing. It is not the
case that we can have verification of things that exist independently and validation of those things which do
not. Gelwick comments: “To put my criticism of Prosch sharply, it seemsthat he has taken a positivist stance
onwhat isreal. Prosch’s statement seems to imply that science has a superior status because its meanings or
ideas can betested by perceived facts, and only ideas so tested indi cate external reality. Such aposition not only
contradicts Polanyi’ s views of reality but the purpose of his epistemological program.”

Gelwick is concerned that Prosch is once again leading us towards a separation of fact and valuein
hisinsi stence upon dichotomising the kinds of integration which are achieved in science and the arts. He also
points out that if Prosch wishes to imply that verification represents superior ontological status, thisis in
contradiction to Polanyi’s view of the hierarchy of ontological levels. Transnatural integrations occur at a
higher level of ontology and, all the more emphatically, bear on external realties. Gelwick writes:

When Polanyi spokeof reality, hespokeof itinavery inclusiveway, not confinedtotangibles
or to the levels of empirical verification. He defined reality as that which has the power to
manifest itself inindeterminate and unexpected waysin thefuture. The capacity of an entity
toreveal itself in unexpected waysin thefutureisan indication that it is an aspect of reality
“ possessing asignificancethat isnot exhausted by our conception of any singleaspect.” This
conception holds as much, perhaps more, for religion and theology as for perceptual
observations and science.’

The debate between Gelwick and Prosch is extended in Prosch’s response to Gelwick in the same
number of Zygon.r” Here Prosch seeks to show that religion for Polanyi is areality according to Polanyi’s
definition of reality, whichisto say: “that from which we expect indeterminate propertiesto arisein thefuture,
properties of which we have not yet dreamed.”*® He goes on to say, “ These properties have, asit were, alife
and development of their own which we can neither control nor anticipate; they are not products of our
subjective whims or fancies.”*® Prosch is saying, in essence, that in Polanyi’s scheme we can talk about
‘religious realities’ without implying any external referent (existing independently of human imagination) or
reducingreligionto subjectivity. Prosch clarifiesthe point when hewrites, “ theonly shred of reality, inthesense
of existenceindependently of us, that God hasin Polanyi’ slater thought i sthe gradient of deeper meaningwhich
seems to evoke the achievement of greater meaning in al life and thought.”? In an intriguing biographical
note Prosch discloses:

| recall trying, myself, upon severa occasions (once when he was preparing some of the
lectures on which Meaning was later based) to convince Polanyi that no religion could be
founded without itsincluding somewherein itslore the notion of its own real supernatural
origin and that the supernatural was therefore a necessary feature of any religion which
becamea* going concern.” | wasnever ableto succeedin getting himto admit this. Hereally
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had adifficulttimeunderstanding abelief inthefactual reality of thereligiously supernatural
as anything much more than magic or superstition.

If thisisindeed what Polanyi’ s view was towards the end of hislifeit must be noted that it seemsto
contradict his discussion of the ‘ supernatural’ in Personal Knowledge (see PK 284).22 But Prosch claims that
Polanyi “was enthralled by the imaginative, transnatural union of incompatiblesinvolved in Christianity and
did not seem to find the supernatural elements in this vision to be any more necessary to hold as statements
of fact or of reality than he found the “story” in poems and plays necessary to hold as statements of fact or
reality.”

Many other Polanyi scholarshave debated hisview onreligion, as| have noted, and opinionisdivided
about what he really thought. Colin Weightman, like Prosch, is of the view that Polanyi had no belief in aGod
who exists independently of human imagination. Nevertheless, he offers some advice that should be heeded:
“1 am conscious myself of the need for caution since all commentators on Polanyi are agreed (I think) that
Polanyi isthe opposite of open and clear about his own religious commitments. Even those who confidently
venture an assessment should at the very least admit that his“view” on “God" needsto be carefully teased out
or perhaps carefully extrapolated from clues in the text since it is definitely not “up front”.”

The disagreement expressed in the debate about Polanyi’ sviews on religion is only compounded by
his reluctance to express his own personal religious beliefs. Close collaborators came to quite different
conclusions about Polanyi’s personal Christian convictions and thisis illustrated by the comments of T. F.
Torrance, who became Polanyi’s literary executor, and Harry Prosch with whom Polanyi co-authored
Meaning. Ontheonehand Torrancewritesof Polanyi’s* deegp Christian commitment influenced particularly
by St Paul’ steaching about redemption and Augustine' s stress upon faith as the door to understanding.” % On
the other hand Prosch comments: “At one point Polanyi did seem to think of himself as a fully practising
Christian. When | knew him he obviously was not one.”#

Thedebate about Polanyi’ sviewsonreligionreflectsasubstantial uncertainty about whether the God
of whom Polanyi speakshasan existencewhichisindependent of humanimagination. Thesecondary literature
only serves to show that Polanyi’s position on this question is far from clear.

The Roots of Disagreement

Theroots of the disagreement surely go back to ambiguitiesin Polanyi’s own work. While religion
is not one of the central themes in his writing he does have a good deal to say on the subject.2 Meaning, in
that itisco-authored with Prosch, introduces an additional difficulty. Prosch claims, inthe prefaceto the book,
that “these are...[Polanyi’ s] ideas, expressed for the greatest part in his own language.” (M X) But Proschis
not editor but co-author of the book, and the significance of his hand cannot be ignored.?® For this reason it
may be appropriate to put the greater emphasis upon the material to be found in Personal Knowledge.® A
complete commentary on Polanyi’ swritings on religion is not possible within the limited scope of thisarticle.
The comments which follow presuppose some familiarity with Polanyi’s treatment of the theme.®

Thefirst thing to be said isthat Polanyi’ sdiscussion of religion in Personal Knowledge is marked by
the oddity of its approach. It resembles neither the descriptive work of the religious anthropologist, nor the
confessional, doctrinal or systematising approaches of the theologian or liturgist. It represents something of
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a ' scatter-shot’ approach, picking up various themes which, while providing many intriguing insights, fail to
offer asatisfying and consistent picture of either religiouspracticeor ajustification of religiousknowing. There
appear to be two substantial reasons for this. The first, which | noted at the outset, is that Polanyi was
insufficiently integrated, in a persona way, into the life and practice of any particular religious community.
The second isthat when he confronts religious themes, he invariably does so by marshalling epistemological
strategies which he has established primarily in the realm of science.®? Clearly these insights do have
implications beyond science. But if the strength of Polanyi’ stheory of knowledge derivesfrom hisrootedness
in scientific practice, it follows that the effectiveness of any adaptation of these insights in other spheres of
practice and reflection will be dependent, to some considerable degree, upon its rootedness in those other
spheres of life.®

Itismy view that Polanyi shiftsfrom a predominantly a posteriori approach with respect to science,
toapredominantly apriori approachtoreligion and theology. Thereis, in Polanyi’ swork, adesireto generalise
which has the potential to weaken his most acute insights. Polanyi is concerned to establish the significance
of his epistemological themes across a broad range of concerns. This can be seen in the ‘articul ate systems’
of Personal Knowledge and the ‘integration of incompatibles' of Meaning. To offer two examples. inthefirst
passage of Personal Knowledge in which Polanyi deals with religious themes*, he considers mystical
contemplation asaparticular case of the general phenomenon of ‘ breaking out’ of an articulate system. He has
generated thisinsightin hisreflectionsupon the phenomenon of scientific discovery; now heislookingto apply
it in other spheres. In the second passage® he considers the nature of doubt and indwelling in relation to
Christian worship, having reflected on the theme of belief and doubt in terms of its significance in scientific
progress.

Polanyi is, among other things, a systematiser, and he comesto religion with a generalising scheme
in hand —a scheme which is, more often than not, derived from hiswork in science.®*® He does not start with
‘religion’, ‘religious belief’, or ‘ Christianity’ as aphenomenon, nor does he appear to derive his generalising
schemes (or interpretive frameworks) from anindwelling of thereligiouslife. Polanyi typically startswith the
nature of scientific knowledge and it is here that his most incisive ideas are formed.

Polanyi givesthe appearance of being wary of dealing with the phenomenaof religiousfaith, practice
andtraditionin adirect way. When herefersto religion heisgenerally either following up, or expanding upon,
athemewhich hasalready been establishedin another context, or demonstrating substantial ly unacknowledged
continuities in the way in which we come to know things in science and religion.®” In both endeavours the
phenomena of religious belief and practice are typically overlooked in al but the sketchiest of detail.

In Personal Knowledge, Polanyi describes the search for God in terms of his theory of heuristic
passion. But thedesireto ‘discover’ God must be distinguished from others becauseit isadesire which cannot
befulfilled. Itis*thediscovery that can never be made’ . | do not deny that this may have someresonanceswith
the kinds of things that might be said from within the religious traditions but, as it stands, it is woefully
inadequate. For example, from within the Christian tradition, the theme of ongoing pilgrimage must be
balanced by others, such as God' s acceptance, the forgiveness of sins and the comfort of the Holy Spirit.

If we areto take Polanyi’scommentson religion to refer primarily to the Christian faith, afurther set
of issues come into focus. Where, in Polanyi’s exposition, do we hear of incarnation? Where do we find an
acknowledgement of the God of revel ation, or pneumatol ogy ?WheredoesPol anyi expl oretheauthority of Holy
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Scripture, the creeds and the confessions of the church? He may touch on such matters in passing, but most
of the time they play little or no formative part in his analysis of religion. As | noted in the footnote above,
Polanyi appears to subsume Christianity under a generic ‘religion’.

Inview of theway inwhich Polanyi approachesreligionitisnot surprising that thereisaconsiderable
degree of ambiguity about what he held to be true. The form of a debate — such as the one which took place
between Harry Prosch and Richard Gelwick — is posited upon an assumption that it is possible to get to the
bottom of what Polanyi really thought about the existence of God. However, thelittle biographical information
that is bequeathed to us suggests that even those who were close to him —certainly in the latter part of hislife
— drew very different conclusions about his personal religious convictions. He was, for whatever reasons,
secretive about such beliefs.

In hiswritings a particular kind of ambiguity arisesin that the mgjor ‘tools' which he deploysin his
discussions of religion (‘articulate systems’, ‘indwelling’, the ‘integration of incompatibles’, etc.) appear to
‘work’ on the basis of either arealist or a non-realist understanding of God. While some specific comments
may tell in favour of arealist view, others may suggest anon-realist God. But the great bulk of what he writes
appears to be substantially consistent with either view. | contend, therefore, that there is very little evidence
available which might settle the debate — certainly if it is cast in the form of a choice between these two
alternatives. Maybe this is how Polanyi intended to leave the matter.

Polanyi’s Own View of the Contribution of his Thought to Religion

Despite the ambiguity and unevennesswhich mark hiswritingsonreligion, it isapparent that Polanyi
sees his own philosophical contribution standing in significant relation to religious practice and theological
thought.

Polanyi’s epistemology illuminates the commonalities of the ways in which things are known in
science and religion. Thetriadic structure of knowing, comprising of subsidiary knowledge, focal knowledge
and the person, is evident in both spheres of human knowing —asitisin all others. In both cases, knowledge
is linked to a participatory indwelling in which both fiduciary and tacit components are intrinsic to its
achievement. Thus Polanyi sees one key aspect of his contribution to religious understanding as the
identification of particular continuities between religious and scientific knowing.

Also of significance for his understanding of religion is his hierarchical ontology in which religion
occupies the highest position. This ontology affirms an essentially meaningful universe, and that meaning is
profoundly bound up with the meanings which are established in religion. For Polanyi perhaps the key to
religionisitsaffirmation, initsnarrativemyths, of the meaningful ness of theworld and of the place of humanity
within it. Such a task is beyond the scope of scientific knowledge: if it is to be established it must be the
achievement of religion.

Itisalso important to note that Polanyi seesreligion, in histime, as disempowered; but he entertains
the thought that if the distortions of modernity are corrected it may once more emerge as aforce. Thisview
is expressed in the last paragraph of The Tacit Dimension. Polanyi, reflecting upon humanity’s need for a
purpose bearing on eternity, writes, “Perhaps this problem cannot be resolved on secular grounds alone. But
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its religious solution should become more feasible once religious faith is released from pressure by an absurd
vision of the universe, and so there will open up instead a meaningful world which could resound to religion.”
(TD 92) Polanyi seeshisownwork asamodest ‘ paving of theway’, for religion. Thethemerecursin Meaning.
Polanyi concludes his consideration of religion here by commenting, “this present work isnot directed toward
effecting conversionsto any religion. Atthemost, it isdirected toward unstopping our ears so that we may hear
the liturgical summons should one ever come our way.” (M 180)

An affirmation of religion is, in Polanyi’ s view, an affirmation of religion’s claim that the universe
is meaningful. In the light of this he believesthat (in an indeterminate and indirect way) he isworking in the
service of theemancipation of religion. Assuchitis, perhaps, unsurprising that Polanyi ishappy to speak about
religionwithout distingui shing between different religions, and speak, specifically, of the Christian faithwhile
paying scant attention to its traditions of practice and doctrine. R. L. Hall is concerned that the ‘reality’ of
religion so conceived is overly aesthetic and insufficiently attuned toits ‘ historical’ origins. Hewrites, “If we
arethinking of religioninthehistorical sense, that is, of thewestern experience, especialy the Judaeo-Christian
tradition, then Polanyi’ s account of religion simply will not do.”*® Polanyi, in his commentson religion, falls
short of recognising the historical events which Judaism and Christianity, as two pertinent and central
examples, regard as pivotal to their own self understanding.®® Hall continues, “In historical religious
encounters, personal relationships of dialogue and revelation replace the poetic anonymity of the aesthetic
encounter. Polanyi has not adequately recognized this historical dimension of religious experience. He has, as
aconsequence, poeticizedreligion”.“ Polanyi’ s discussion of thetheme of meaning—initsrelationtoreligion
—iscertainly an interesting one but provides another example of how he can offer insightful comments on the
theme of religion while failing to grasp issues which are central to its life and self-understanding.

A Re-evaluation of Polanyi’s Contribution to Religion

My evaluation of Polanyi’ swriting on religion and theology has, so far, been substantially negative.
The heart of my criticism flows from what | think is an essentially Polanyian insight: to make a substantial
contribution in a particular sphere of human lifeit is necessary to participate within acommunity of practice
which corresponds to that sphere. As we have noted, Polanyi was neither a theologian nor an established
churchman — even if he did converse with theologians (notably Paul Tillich) and attend Christian worship
during periodsof hislife. Polanyi’ sindwelling of the scientific community wasaprofound one; apart fromthis
he could not have written ashe did of the theory of knowledge. But hisindwelling of any religious community
was by no means of the same order, and it is inevitable that his comments on religion, though not without
interest, lack the consistency and penetration that we find in the writings which draw upon the rich veins of
his scientific knowledge.

There is a general methodological point to be made here. Any discipline must allow its methods to
beformed andto devel opinresponsetotheaobject of itsconcern.** Theology, too, must develop methodologies
whereinitisfaithful toitsobject.®? Karl Barth suggeststhat “ The only way which theology has of provingits
scientific character isto devote itself to the task of knowledge as determined by its actual theme and thus to
show whatit meansby truescience.”** Assuch theol ogy does not forsakeitsthemeby subjugating or correlating
it to the concerns of the natural sciences but ascribes the epithet of ‘science’ to theology precisely because it
isfaithful toits‘ object’ andissoinarigorousand a posteriori way. Thisisitstask and, inmy view, itisbeyond
doubt that Polanyi’s work provides invaluable tools for theologians who are engaged in such atask.
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Polanyi’ shest insightsare established in rel ation to the concerns of the scientific community, but part
of what they doistoilluminate philosophical distortions deeply rooted in the contours of western thought. But
such distortions, which blighted thework of the philosophers of science, do not ceaseto haveforceat thedoors
of the church or the desk of the theologian. Polanyi may not have been well placed to establish the significance
of his epistemological insights in theology and religion but, as | have already noted, there is considerable
potential in such an undertaking.

In bringing this article to a conclusion | do not want to make some general remarks about how
theologians might appropriately commandeer Polanyi’s insights into the maladies of modernism and his
prescribed remedies, but to make a strong affirmation of one of the themes in his writing on religion: his
discussion of Christian worship. | do not want to exploreit in detail, asit suffers, in many respects, from the
kinds problems that | have already noted. But it also contains an insight in which he makes a profound
connexion between the theory of knowledge, as he developed it, the religious life, and theology, as a second
order reflection upon it.

In Personal Knowledge Polanyi draws a clear and important distinction between the ‘logical rules
of science and the ‘ scientific outlook’. The former offerswhat Polanyi callsa*highly attenuated summary’ of
thelatter.# Conceivedinthisway itisclear that “ scienceis not established by the acceptance of aformula, but
ispart of our mental life, shared out for cultivation among many thousands of specialized scientiststhroughout
the world, and shared receptively, at second-hand, by many millions. And we shall realize that any sincere
account of the reasons for which wetoo sharein this mental life must necessarily be given as part of thislife.”
(PK 171)

To become ascientist one must be nurtured within this outlook or tradition: one must entrust oneself
to it. To participate in the life of science one must continue to trust in this outlook in which one has been
nurtured. Scientific discovery will, inevitably, challenge this outlook, but it will do so in respect of a specific
aspect of it, and never will it challenge the tradition in a general way. One learns to be a scientist and one
practices as a scientist on the basis of abelief in the scientific outlook, as this has been established within the
scientific community. Polanyi commends a return to the insights of St Augustine who “taught that all
knowledge was a gift of grace, for which we must strive under the guidance of antecedent belief: nisi
credideritis, noninteligitis.” (PK 266)* Our knowledgeis possible because of commitmentsand beliefswhich
can be neither fully articulated, nor fully defended.

While it is clear that there are some distinctions to be made, the significance of this insight has
important consequences for religion and theology. If the articulate expressions of scientific knowledge are
rooted in participation within the scientific community, the theol ogi cal and dogmati c expressionsof thechurch
must be understood asrooted in the forms of lifein which the church participates. Thisisan insight which has
been significantly underplayedin modern Protestant theology, influenced asit has been by many of the strands
of Enlightenment thought with which Polanyi contended. As such it has been weak in acknowledging thelink
betweenthelife-practi ce of faithcommunitiesand theological ‘ systems’. But itisaninsight which Polanyi does
establishin hisspecificcommentsonreligion. Part of histreatment of religionin Personal Knowledge—despite
the many shortcomingswhich attend it —isadescription of thereligiouslife conceived as‘ knowledge through
participation’. He puts considerable emphasis upon the components of worship showing that it isnot our focal
knowledge of thesewhichisof primary importance, but our indwelling of them. It isthrough suchanindwelling
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that thereligious vision emerges. “ Thewords of prayer and confession, the actions of theritual, thelesson, the
sermon, the church itself, are the clues of the worshipper’s striving towards God.” (PK 281)

There is also something of a puzzle here. In speaking of religious indwelling Polanyi points to the
particular practiceswhich comprisethebeliever’ sparticipationinthereligiouscommunity. However awkward
his descriptions may be, he attempts to tie ‘religious indwelling’ to particular religious practices (which he
describes in some detail). Despite his own greater familiarity with the life of science, Polanyi is, in certain
respects, less explicit in his description of thelife of scienceintermsof particular practices. For example, in
hiswork wefindvery littleabout what itisliketowork inascientificlaboratory, despitetheweal th of experience
he had working in such an environment, and the importance of that work in hisscientific career. | do not wish
tospeculateabout thishere,*® but | do want to suggest that Polanyi’ sintuitionto pay attention to the components
of religious practice as providing the subsidiary cluesfor religious understanding is a profound and important
one.#

Theology — and Protestant theology in particular — has much to learn from this. Too much theology
—eveninour supposedly ‘ post-modern’ context —retains astrong rationalistic strand in that what i s expressed
within it isinadequately ‘rooted’ in the forms of life out of which it must necessarily emerge. The ideas and
‘systems’ which it expresses fly too free of the realities which they claim to articul ate — rooted as they are —
and must be—in human life. The task of theology is not, as Barth noted, to “give ordersin the church” .*® The
task of theology isfirstly to acknowl edgewhat isknownin the church, throughitslifeand practice, and to serve
the church in seeking to articulate thisin the language and concepts of the contemporary world. Thusitstask
isnot totell the churchwhat it must believe, but to * purify the dialect of thetribe’.*® In devel oping its vocation
along these lines there is still much to be learned from Polanyi’s understanding of indwelling and the
importanceof tacit knowledge—rootedin communitiesof practice—and, indeed, someof hisexplicit comments
on religion.
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! Polanyi tendsto subsume* Christianity’ under ageneric ‘religion’ (despite hisassertionin Meaning
that there can benoreligion“in general” (M 179). Most of hiscommentson religion relateto Christianity but,
somewhat problematically, he does not clearly differentiate the two designations. In this article my concerns
will focus on Christian theology and the church without, in any way, denying the significance of thisline of
inquiry for other religious traditions.

2Martin X. Moleski, Personal Catholicism: The Theological Epistemol ogiesof John Henry Newman
and Michad Polanyi (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2000). p. 142.

3 Other Polanyi scholarshave debated suchissues. See Terence K ennedy, TheMorality of Knowledge:
Transcendence and the Intellectual Life in the Thought of Michael Polanyi (Rome: Pontifica Universitas
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pp. 180-199.

4 Richard Gelwick, The Way of Discovery: An Introduction to the Thought of Michael Polanyi (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1977).

5 See Harry Prosch, “Review of the Way of Discovery: An Introduction to the Thought of Michael
Polanyi. By Richard Gelwick,” Ethics 89 (1978/9).

5 Polanyi lists ‘mathematics, religion and the various arts'. See PK p. 202.

" Prosch. p. 213 Prosch’s emphasis.

8 1bid. p. 214 Prosch’s emphasis.

9 Prosch is drawing here on the distinction which Polanyi makesin PK p. 202.

10 Prosch. p. 214 Prosch’s emphasis.
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1bid. p.214 Prosch’ semphasis. Onewondersin what sense something could be* discovered’ onthese
terms.

2 Richard Gelwick, “ Science and Reality, Religion and God: A Reply to Harry Prosch [Ethics 89: Pp
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B bid. p. 27.
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¥ Ibid. p. 41.
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2 | bid. pp. 45f. Prosch’s emphasis.

2 Unless we take this to be a discussion of ‘logical possibilities’ in a frame of reference which he
actually rejects — which would seem to be an extremely convoluted interpretation.

2 Prosch, “Polanyi’sView of Religionin Personal Knowledge: A Responseto Richard Gelwick.” p.
46.

2 Colin Weightman, “Polanyi and Mathematics, Torrance and Philosophy of Science: A Response
to Apczynski's Review,” Tradition and Discovery 24, no. 1 (1997-98). p. 35 Weightman's emphasis.

% Both reflecting upon Polanyi when he was living in Oxford in his 70s.
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Collection: Regenstein Library, University of Chicago.” Box 40, Folder 1] | am unaware of similar material
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six paragraphs at the end of the piece which deal directly with religious matters. In Meaning, however, wefind
alarge amount of material about the Holy Communion, praise, prayer, ritual and worship. It seemsreasonable
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written at the height of Polanyi’ s powers, while Meaning was conceived at atime when Polanyi was struggling
with problems of memory loss and difficulties with concentration.

31 For awork of commentary onthisthemeasitisexpressedin Personal Knowledge see Phil Mullins,
“Religious Meaning in Polanyi’s Personal Knowledge,” Polanyiana: The Periodical of the Michael Polanyi
Liberal Philosophical Association 2:4 (1992).

%2 Polanyi’'s concentration upon science is indicated at the outset in the preface to Personal
Knowledge: “Thisis primarily an enquiry into the nature and justification of scientific knowledge. But my
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reconsideration of scientific knowledge leads on to awide range of questions outside science.” (PK vii)

% The significance of Polanyi’s profound participation in science in establishing a new theory of
knowledge was noted by his collaborator, Marjorie Grene: “[H]e came to the problem, raised it and grappled
with it from within thelife of science. It was knowledge in the concrete context of existence, the existence of
science and scientists, that he was concerned to vindicate. What resulted was often obscure, sometimes
mistaken, and couched in a rhetoric that most professiona philosophers find hard to tolerate; but it was a
philosophy rooted in reality, neither the clever gymnastics of analysis, nor the prophylactic debate of a
philosophy of science based on a grave misconception of, and almost entirely out of contact with its alleged
subject matter.” Marjorie Grene, “ Tacit Knowing: Grounds for a Revolution in Philosophy,” Journal of the
British Society for Phenomenology 8, no. 3 (1977). pp. 166f.

3 See PK pp. 195-202.

% See PK pp. 279-286.

% In his latter writing, especially in Meaning, certain forms of schematisation are drawn from his
comparatively brief (though by no meansinsignificant) engagement with the study of metaphor, art and myth.

7 This comes out with particular force in Polanyi, “ Science and Religion: Separate Dimensions or
Common Ground?.”

% Ronald L. Hall, “Michael Polanyi on Art and Religion,” Zygon 17 (1982). p. 17.

% Nor is the pneumatological aspect of such knowledge taken into account by Polanyi.

“ Hall. p. 17.

“ Thisis perspicuously absent in Polanyi’s approach to religion.

42 1n Gelwick’ sterminology: “the logos of the Christian revelation.” Gelwick, “ Science and Reality,
Religion and God: A Reply to Harry Prosch [Ethics 89: pp. 211-216, January 1979; Rejoinder.].” p. 27.

4 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics: The Doctrine of the Word of God |.1, trans. G. W. Bromiley, 2nd
ed., Church Dogmatics (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1975). p. 10. My emphasis.

4] would question whether ‘ summary’ isan appropriatewordinthiscontext. What Polanyi iswanting
to say isthat what can be articulated by the scientist —in terms of theories, formulae, descriptions, and thelike
—isdependent upon amuch broader knowledge (substantially tacit) whichisestablished throughthe scientist’s
participation within the scientific community. What is articulated is not a‘summary’ of all that is known.

% In this instance Polanyi commandeers the language of the church in the service of scientific
knowledge.

4 Although | do think that the observation merits further reflection.

47 Notwithstanding all the difficulties which attend the language he usesin order to make this point.

“8 Barth. p. 86.

49| have concerned myself with the Christian church, but, as | have already implied, it is clear that

something similar might be said in relation to other faith communities.
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Learning to See: The Role of Authoritative Guidesin Knowing

Esther L. Meek

Abstract Key Words: knowing, authority, authoritative guides in knowing, the normative component of all
knowing, persons and pesohnood, the personal, reciprocity, submission, epistemic responsibility.

My own ongoing reflection on the Polanyian under standing of knowing leads me to recommend that we help
people acknowledge and reaccredit authority as a key feature of all human knowing. This recommendation
| support in this essay by showing the following. First, | argue that reliance on authority is unavoidable. The
Polanyian model, al ong with the complementary insights of a few others, and refl ection on human experience,
together show that human knowledgeiswhat it isonly by virtue of its nor mative component. Such normativity,
| argue, requires persons as mentors and as recipients. Second, | describe some of the ins and outs of
responsible reliance on authority in a way that | hope will make it a more palatable and delightful prospect,
and will encourage its skillful employment. | believe that this message offers much needed epistemological
therapy for philosophy and ordinary people today.

Thanks to the efforts of Descartes and other modern phil osophers, the idea that authority might play
a legitimate role in knowledge acquisition was excised from our Western mindset and replaced with its
negation: that to the extent that a knowledge claim is derived by reliance on authority, it is thereby defective
and illegitimate. Standard treatments of the sources of knowledge, when | was a student, ranked reason and
sensation as paramount. Relying on the word of an authority made the list of secondary sources, asthat which
wetolerate when thereisn’t anything better, or when we' re too young to think for ourselves. Assoon asit can
be replaced, it should be. Michael Polanyi notes this telling remark of Bertrand Russell’ s: “ The triumphs of
science are dueto the substitution of observation and inferencefor authority. Every attempt to revive authority
in intellectual matters is a retrograde step. ...One of the great benefits that science confers upon those who
understand its spirit is that it enables them to live without the delusive support of subjective authority.”?

Postmodernism'’s studied suspicion of all metanarratives both calls the bluff of modernism with
respect to authority, and leaves the suspicious with no healthy response. The postmodern draws attention to
what the modern failed to notice: the normative component of al knowing. All claimsto knowledgereflect the
fundamental religious (in the sense of unargued and uncontested) commitments of the knower or knowing
community. Had this been openly acknowledged and responsibly navigated by the modern, suspicion may not
have been the obvious response. Asit is, the postmodern exercises as a matter of principle the very opposite
of trust, andinthissense perpetuatestherejection of authority that characterized themodern. Andif thispaper’s
thesisis correct, that means that the postmodern, just like the modern, attempts to function epistemically in
denial of the unavoidable role that normative commitments and authoritative guides play willy nilly in our
knowing. I think the result is epistemic ill health. We live in a culture crying for epistemological therapy.

Among the many things about which Polanyi sounded awake-up call in epistemology wasthisvery
issue. Scientific discovery occurs only in the context of an authoritative and communal tradition, and is
accomplished only by peoplewho have submitted themsel vesto apprenti ceshi p with skilled masterswho model
an artistry larger than what they can articulate. In this respect, any effort of mine on this subject islike G.K.
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Chesterton’s wonderful metaphor of landing his wandering boat on a strange island, only to find that it is
England.2 However, if | may humbly add, he neverthel ess proceeded to write his own book.

My ongoing reflecton on the Polanyian understanding of knowing leads me to recommend that we
help people acknowledge and reinstate authority asakey feature of al human knowing. Thisrecommendation
| support in this essay by showing the following. First, | argue that reliance on authority is unavoidable. The
Polanyian model, al ong with the complementary insights of afew others, and reflection on human experience,
together show that human knowledgeiswhat it isonly by virtue of itsnormative component. Such normativity,
| argue, requires persons as mentors and as recipients. Second, | endeavor to describe some of theinsand outs
of reliance on authority in away that | hope will make it a more palatable and delightful prospect, and will
encourage its skillful employment.

In engaging Polanyi’s subject, however, | do not mean to imply that what | have developed here
represents Polanyi’s particular emphases concerning authority. He talked much and persuasively about
authoritative traditions and communities. In this essay | develop different though complementary emphases
and applications.

The Normative Component In All Knowing and the Necessity of Authoritative Guides

By authoritative guides, | mean persons present or formerly present, whose words, normative asthey
are, bringing to verbal expression alife full of inarticulable skills and commitments as they do, guide my act
of coming to know. Thus, my guide may be a mentor sharing space and time with me. My guide may be the
caregiver who taught me to objectify and to engage the world as she taught me to speak. My guide may be a
person whose words are captured in abook. My guide may be any number of maxims that come to us on the
waves of oral tradition. My guide may be any articulated verbal standard that, may we not forget, originated
with some person or community of persons, intended as an effective, yea, normative way to unlock the world.

| dentifying the Normative Component

Early in my thought development, | learned from theol ogian John Frameto identify not two but three
dimensions of human knowledge—the existential, the situational, and the normative.3 | didn't get it at first.
Knowledge obviously involves the knower and the known, the existential and the situational. But the
normative—what is that? It's taken along time for the actuality of the normative to push through my dense
modern philosophical haze. Not even a dissertation in Polanyi and multiple readings of Grene's The Knower
and the Known waked methoroughly to thisuntil after yearsof incubation. Now | realizeit wasthereall along.
It was there, not only in Polanyi; it was also there in Plato. Thus, what | state here | hope you realized much
sooner than | did. Yetitisamessagel believe wewill haveto repeat often and patiently to person after person
who could use some epistemological therapy.

When | teach people how Polanyi describes knowing, | often resort to the Magic Eye 3-D puzzles, in
which the observer follows the directions and struggles to reconceive acomputer-generated patterns asthree-
dimensional objects, such as dolphins. After years of further explaining “subsidiaries’ by offering arandom
list of possiblecandidates, | tried applying the Framean triad to thelist inthe context of the M agic Eyeexample.
Theworld, as| cameto call the situational, included the surface features of the puzzle. The body, as| called
the existential, included lived bodily efforts, such asthose of the optical nerve. Having found the two, | went
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looking for thethird, the normative. But where? Thedirections! Inafirst encounter withaMagic Eye, aperson
sees the computer presentation, but has no clue concerning that nature of the game, let alone the object of it.
The minimal fact that it isagame may also be in doubt, though its setting on the game page in the newspaper
may beaclue. Itisthedirectionsthat |et the person know that agameisafoot, to bend theidiom, what the goal
isand how to reach it. Were the puzzle designer present, or any other experienced person, that authoritative
guide would demonstrate the behavior required, and then coach the initiate’ s own attempts, telling her what's
happening and whether she is doing it right. But even at long-distance, the designer norms the initiate’'s
experience formatively, interpreting for the initiate the goal, the process, and the initiate herself.

In addition, it is the case that actively shaping a pattern, which is the essence of the Polanyian
description of knowing as integration, involves assigning varying values to the particulars with which the
knower isfirst presented. Herel mean by valuessomemeasure of significance. | actually haveinmindthepaint-
by-numbersthat | occasionally did as achild. Suppose the paint-by-number blank had outlined segments that
by themselves did not suggest a pattern. It would take actually putting green on the 9s, red on the 6s, blue on
the 2s, to see that pattern. Painting the 9s green is like assigning value. Vaue assigning is, | am convinced,
the driving mechanism of pattern making. No value assignment—no pattern, no integration. Assign values—
and pattern, figure, stepsout from the background. Even thesimpl est perceptioninvolvesnoticing, and noticing
isinherently an assigning of values.

Linking the Normative to the Personal

Polanyi madethe casethat thisispersonal: itinvolvesaperson’ scritical, responsible, appraisal, atacit
coefficient of al knowing thus inherently unformalizable. Marjorie Grene, if no one else, made the case that
thisisnormative. “...[I]n n0t| cing we have already anormative procedure, abringing of aspects of experience
under a system of vaI ues.”4 That sjust one little piece of her brilliant argument that “there is no |nteII|g| ble
discourse independently of evaluation. Appraisal underliesall speech, and therefore al knowledge.” S Contra
the hard-to-kill fact/value dichotomy, there simply is no fact without value. 6 Al concepts are standards, she
says; “cat” signifieswhat-it-is-to-be-a-cat; and our humanity |sthecomplexof criteria, of evaluativestructures,
within which we have come to dwell and are content to dwell.”

Humans mentor humans, moms guide infants in first noticings and namings, till the human child
comesto indwell aworld layered with values so richly and closely that we hardly noticethem at all. A cat? Of
courseit’ sacat! Seeingisbelieving—wesay blandly, having forgotten that we had beentaught to valuein order
to seewhat wasthere. —Which isthe epistemological rationale for the fact that parents don’t get the gratitude
and respect they deserve. Says Grene: “ A fundamental error of the fact/value dichotomy, it seemsto me, was
to seethesethree aspectsof the human situation astwo only, and so to missthe unique phenomenon which both
unitesthe other two and holds them apart: the phenomenon of responsible acceptance of standards. ...Aslong
as we seek wholly the stateable this constitutive element eludes us”8 And as long as we seek wholly the
stateable, we miss the role of authoritative, personal, guides in knowing.

Grene aso cites ape and human child studies to root this normative ingredient in the natural
artificiality, thefold in being, that makes us the humans we are. She follows the ape/human analystsin noting
that human mother and child form asoci ety inwhich theinfant entrusts himself to the onewho opensexperience
by norming it, acquiring it literally along with his mother’ smilk. No human experienceis*given,” but comes
to us normed by a person who both models and speaks.
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The Critical Role of Authoritative Gudes in Knowing

Weneedtolearnto see. We need to be guided to seeboth ourselvesand what isthere. When | check thesetheses
against my experience | come to see that authoritative guides are needed to interpret both the world and my
very own self to me. It would not be correct to say that authority trumps rationalism and empiricism asasource
of knowledge, asweshall seeinthelatter part of theessay. Butitisthecasethat bothrationalismand empiricism
only succeed as they presume some skilled authoritative guiding.

Examples abound. Piano teachers and pitching coaches help their studentsidentify atouch. Students
inradiology are led by their teachersto read otherwise inscrutable patches of dark and light. John Frame sent
melooking for thenormative, even asPolanyi sent usall looking for thetacit coefficient. The peoplewho reject
Polanyi’ swork as subjectivism and mystery-mongering are the very oneswho fail to see thetacit coefficient,
seeing which involved a normed noticing that may have been more successfully expedited had they trusted
themselves to a person as an authoritative guide. The cook teaches her student what scalded milk looks like,
or dough through which yeast has successfully permeated. Authoritative guides teach us to notice what
otherwise we would not even see. They teach us, through word and through example, the unformalizabl e skill
of appraisal, the apt application of concepts to things.

Wise educators know this: learning takes place best in the hospitality of arelationship of personsin
which trust and mutuality reign. In that safe space, the teacher speaks and moves intentionally with aview to
replicating his words and tacit skills in the speaking and moving of the student. | cannot in this space begin
to represent to you therich insights of Parker Palmer along these lines® Truthiis personal; all truth isknown
in personal relationships. A teacher, not some theory, is the living link in the epistemological chain. In fact,
truthistroth, apledgeto engagein amutually accountable and transforming rel ationship, arelationship forged
of trust and faith in the face of unknowable risks. In his discussion, Palmer moves us way beyond the tighter
claim that knowing requires the normative, to the multifaceted and allusive one that human knowing requires
and thus is inculcated only through a plethora of unformalizable elements, best summed up as persons
replicating persons.

Wise leaders know this also. Leadership, | feel sure, is very close to anything we might say about
persons as authoritative guidesin knowing. Consider then, Jere Moorman’ s application of Polanyian insights
to business management. Moorman characterized the first mistake of objectivism as “an aienated, non-
participating form of knowing.” He describes Polanyi’ s personal knowledge, by contrast, as“anew paradigm
of knowledge by participation whereknowl edge by rel ationship of theknower and theknownisprimary; where
wholes are found to have properties that parts do not have; and where persons are dlive: i.e. not reducible to
their factual components—where persons and their passionate contributionsto their knowledge areindispens-
able.” Moorman saysmaost pointedly: “ no examination of thefacts, however meticulously carried out, can make
aperson aware of the other’s passionate message.” 10 Adapting thisto what we are saying about normativity
inknowledge, and personsin normativity and thereforein knowledge: inthe best, most successful connectings
of knower and known, both knower and known and guide must be accessed in away that integrates beyond
thewords and the “facts.” The knower, in particular, to grasp and be changed by the words of the guide, must
be picking up more than words; she must be picking up personal, passionate meesage.ll This calls for the
patient, self-giving, alongsidedness of guide and guided.
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Philosopher and psychotherapist Eugene Gendlin has claimed that persons coming to know
themselvesrequire other personswho listen actively tothetelling of their story. Without thetelling of the story,
thereisno ,':Iory.12 Story, | believe, is a normative shaping of our experience. It is an integrative pattern, a
temporal one. An activelistener, | believe, in this capacity serves as an authoritative guide. The knower, even
to know himself, must be heard and coached in self-interpretation. The knower needs an authoritative guide
to know himself. Thisis my personal experience repeatedly, as | listen to one after another of my students’
stories. A student, having heard what | have to say, invitesmeinto hisor her life, to hear and to comment. It
isalso my experienceasaknower: | rely on othersto see myself and the significance of my actsand thoughts—
or even just to see my acts and thoughts.

If our first modernist picture of knowledgewasof two di sembodied points, theknower, and theknown,
then affirmation of the normative dimension turned the two into three points, a triad. The fact that
communication of this normativity requires persons and involves replication through mentoring leads me to
embed my mental triad picture in a lived body, and to put another body alongside it, perhaps with its own
somewhat larger triad. | have often said to my students: you will not remember the wordsthat | say; what you
will remember isthe person, the window on the world, that is me, and what you will find replicated is not me,
but a better, richer, you. If knowledge is personal and participative, historically situated, tapping into
dimensions of reality beyond what is expressible verbally but is instead skillfully and personally accessed,
unlocked by means of norms, there couldn’t be abetter way to pass on knowledge than by means of embodied
persons alongside embodied persons.

In short: the normative dimension of knowing just is that which makes it knowing. Normativity
reequires or presupposes personhood, persons in pledge relationship. So knowing requires persons
functioning as authoritative guides. 13

Descartesneededtorealizethat, had hetruly jettisoned al that washisasaresult of authority, hemight
aswell have been the piece of wax. He could not have spoken, | et alone have persuaded an entire philosophical
era. He could not have eaten (farmers require authoritative guides too) nor performed any other of hisroutine
cultural activities. He could not have thought his way through to thinking himself a thinking thing.

Y outh pastors with whom | work agree that students’ deepest question is, whom can | trust? My
daughter, acollegestudent, confirmsthisin her report of alate-night IM conversationwith asuicidal classmate:
“| refuse to trust anyone,” he wrote. Thisis both acry of pain, and also a statement of the hopel ess future of
epistemic skepticism. If every decision, including my choice of whom to trust, isopen for deconstruction, how
isit possible to avoid such inauthenticity?

Moderns and postmoderns need to hear that it is not possible to disengage from all authoritative
guides, nor, despite the pain and error to which they sometimes expose us, would we want to. Since we cannot
and do not wish to disengage from norms and authoritiesin knowing, it would behoove usto explore how best
to employ them. We cannot ever step outside what we might call the matrix of authority. We must learninstead
how to navigateit. | believeall of usaready practicethisnavigationintheordinary affairsof daily life. Holding
out against this risky navigation in knowing is not an option.

All of usmay al so need the gentle admonition that our epistemic questions may be asmokescreen that
hides our irresponsibility and laziness even from ourselves. Thisisno argument, or course, but atentative and
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selective diagnosis. Deconstruction cuts both ways. But heartfelt questions can be helped also by thinking
further about how in fact we do navigate the matrix of authority. .

All of thisleadsmeto consider how to make awinsomecasefor authoritative guides, and guide people
inutilizing them responsibly. Tothisend we have already reasoned, inthefirst half of thisessay, that just about
all that we are and know is ours at the agency of authoritative guides in our past and of our responsible
submission to them. Inthisessay’s second half, | elucidate various aspects of our use of authoritative guides
in knowing. This kind of exploration, | believe, also serves to recommend its viability and promote a
reinstatement of authority as a source of knowledge. Can we more adequately describe the dimensions of
knowing by authority, so asto appreciate and employ them more responsibly? What, for example, makes for
atrustworthy authority? How doesthe authority relateto the knower and the known? How do | choose between
alternative authorities? Does not the need for such personal choice render me the epistemically ultimate
authority? How do we copewith thereality of the hermeneutic spiral, thefact that my interaction with both the
authority and with the known isreally with both as| interpret them in my understanding? These are some of
the questions | have kept in mind as | endeavor to describe, in what follows, how we navigate the matrix of
authority in our coming to know.

How We (Properly and Improperly) Navigate the Matrix of Authority

Once again | mean to see how the Framean triad can help us think through this matter. In any act of
knowing, we have knower, known, and anormative dimension with at least a historic connection to apersonal
guide. As| wasworking out my thoughts, | drew my triangle, with two arrows pointing in opposite directions
between each point. After labeling the points, | strove to describe each arrow. The reason | drew the arrows
wasthat | wanted to suggest adynamic system as opposed to astatic structure. Each participant movestoward
the other, and responds to the other’ s initiative. This represents participative and interpersonal knowing.

Thinking in terms of thispicture, | think the following comments shed light on how we utilize guides
in coming to know. For me, thisisawork in progress rather than a completely articulated system. Convivial
contributions are welcome.

Participatants Are Personal

First, both the knower and the guide are human persons. This we see must be on the basis of the
argument about normativity inthefirst half of thisessay. If knowing isanorming that drawsupinto its pattern
avast range of inarticulable commitments and skills, the best and perhaps only way fundamentally to begin
to know is to apprentice onesdlf to another human knower. In addition, knower and guide, at least, are
embodied, aswell aspersonal. Theknownmay alsobeaperson. It may, if not aperson, still bearguably person-
like. It is what | call a charactered real. It revedls itself in indeterminate, inexhaustible but nevertheless
systematic, recognizable and nameable ways. Its character can be unlocked by me, especialy as | gain skill
through expert guidance. And, | believe, it revealsitself in response to my respectful self-binding, expressed
in patience, attentiveness, humility, and commitment toitsreality. | join Palmer in believing it helpful to think
of truth as troth, that knowers relating knowingly to the known do so most effectively as that relationship is
pledgelike. 14

Persons, it is sobering and awe-inspiring to note, are most fundamentally not substances with
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attributes, contra the Greeks, but living beings who transcend the particularities of self in communion with
others.1 our very identity as persons links usin relationship to other persons. I mention this topic only to
promiseto explorein another setting. But if thisisso, it could hardly be otherwise that human knowing occurs
in the context of personal relationship.

How We Gauge Potential Guides

Second, a credible guide is one who demonstrates responsiveness to and mutuality with both the
knower and the known. If theauthority iswell-related to the known, then sheisan expert, say, onrose bushes,
because she is skillfully acquainted with the character of that known. She has listened to, not dictated, the
known. She haslet the character of the known shape her judgment, rather than solely making it submit to hers.

Similarly, atrustworthy authority, ideally, isonein relationship with theknower, asmentor toinitiate,
qualified to apprentice him, but attentive to and increasingly aware of the apprentice, the nature of his need,
the strength of hiscommitment. A competent mentor knowsto cultivate the hospitable spacein whichlearning
can occur. Even as arose bush expert cultivates a bush (the known), an authoritative guide to the rose bush
student cultivates a caring environment for the student (the knower).

The relationship is mutually shaping. No teacher remains unshaped by her students; each growsin
response to the other. This meansthat our triad is a developing one. It never remains static. Each dimension
changes during and as aresult of theinteraction. But such dynamism is not the sign of weakness, but the sign
of the strength of something that is aive.

A knower can sense and grow in her ability to sense an authority candidate’' s connectedness both to
known and to knower. In other words, we build our authority-sensing skill. We sense in-touchness, and care,
and expertise. | hope you see that | am only describing the way we al navigate ordinary life.

Whenl livedinLouisiana, | quickly gained regard for my “ parish agent,” an old Cgjunmanwhowould
comewhen | called with ayard problem and use the occasion to teach me about everything elsein my yard as
well. Heknew about everything from chinch bugsto pruning. | quickly sensed hisexpertise, hislove of things
growing, and his propensity to teach.

Similarly, in academia, aswe aretrained, we get better at telling good sources from bad ones. We can
be guided in choosing guides. | amtold that anoted professor at Rice University advised the class of incoming
freshmen that the goal of their education wasto develop abuilt-in, anti-magnetic, waterproof, shock resistant,
crap detector. Even as knowing isaskill that increases with practice, so recognizing wise guidesisaskill that
increases with practice.

Thepoint isthat we do choose guides, and thisishow we choose them. What draws usto themistheir
griponreality, their vision (i.e., their grip on reality yet to beknown), and their carefor us. Y esterday astrange
man chose me as an authoritative guide. Driving out of my subdivision on the way to work, | encountered an
oncoming car whose driver waved me to stop. He wanted directions to aroad in the subdivision. He gauged
rightly that | knew the subdivision and would condescend to tell him.
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Distinguishing Authority from Authoritarianism

We canin light of this distinguish authority from authoritarianism. We rightly resent and discredit
pretenders who demonstrate little connectedness to the known in question or to the knower in question. Of
course there will come times when we misjudge this in our inexperience. We must ask: is he arrogant or am
| ignorant? But generally areliable authority also gives us grounds for trust, an expertise with regard to the
known and a care with regard to the knower that shows respect and attentiveness and skill, an in-tune-ness
rather than a high-handedness, or a self-aggrandizement. Authoritarianism thwarts the cultivation of the
personal relationship in which learning flourishes.

Authoritarianism, when it is practiced by a guide or by the guided, treats the knower as passive, as
if the knower is not actively involved in the process. “ Do this because | said it!” It is arguable that over the
centuries we have come to view authority as authoritarianism and hence a repression of knowledge precisely
because wewere overlooking the activerole of the personal in knowing, the very ingredient which Polanyi has
persuasively argued is indispensable. Authoritarianism discredits the responsible agency of the knower. It
leads to the false dichotomy | seek in this paper to criticize, the belief that we choose between authority/
mindlessness and no authority/knowledge. It also breeds epistemic irresponsibility. Some knowers prefer
authoritarian guides, so that they can avoid owning their choices, so that they can pass the buck, take the path
of least resistance.

The Epistemic Contribution of Active Submission

One of the most intriguing things about authoritative guides is that the knower must submit to
guidance not only with respect to the known but al so with respect to himself asknower. The guide, somewhat
likeaglobal positioning system, tellsyou not only where you are going, but whereyou are and how to get there
and whether you aregoing about it right. It' squite possiblethat the knower beginswith having it wrong, wrong
even about herself. It takes humility and grace to let somebody elsetell you what you are doing wrong. Wise
indeed are those who recognize the wisdom of this course of action.

In fact, | think it a telling critique of the typical Western misunderstanding of knowledge (and
personhood) that weall know what itisto say, “ Heknowsmebetter than | know myself.” But thisstate of affairs
isindicated by the Polanyian model. The knower isthe“from,” by definition more (or differently) attentive to
the “to,” the focus, than to himself and the clues on which he relies. In an act of coming to know, the “to” is
in a profound sense prior. We can get it right without knowing all that went into our doing it. Coaches and
friends are mirrorsin which, rightly, we see ourselves reflected, thereby glimpsing things to which we were
blind. A guide can and must tell me when | am mistaken, or help me see what | am or think, if | am to move
forward in my knowing. Submission, opennessto another asanorm to which | striveto conform myself, from
whose hand | receive correction, is necessary for me to grow in knowing.

Epistemic Sewardship

Thisleadsusto consider theroleof theknower. Doesall thismean that submissionisalaudablething?

Isn’t submission just turning belly up, a mere passivity bordering on nonbeing? Is this not what acknowledg-

ment of an authority entails? Does not, rather, my own active involvement in the epistemic process mean that
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| and | alone am the epistemic ultimate, the determinative cause in my own knowing? And isn't this to be
preferred? | would liketo suggest that the knower’ sactiveinvolvement in the processisindeed asine qua non,
but that doesnot rule out the possibility or necessity of authoritativeguides. For what the knower iscontributing
should not be construed as an autonomouslast court of appeal. Instead it isaresponsible engagement, sensing,
and stewardship. Submission, we may see, isas much the act of aresponsible agent asisauthoritative guiding.
It can even, temporally speaking, initiate the process. It isareciprocal act, a counterpart, Ginger Rogers to
Fred Astaire, dancing backwards being equally as active and responsible as dancing forwards, if not more so.
Teachershaveonly torecall the studentswho have said to them, “1 need to takeyour course,” or “1 need to hear
what youaresayingtome,” plusthe studentswhoseresponsibleinitiative both affirmedtheir trust and catalyzed
their learning. Teachers know they just can't do it without such responsible agency on the part of the student.

In the biblical story of the early Christian church, the apostle Paul arrived at Berea and announced
the good news of Jesus’ messiahship and resurrection to the Jews there. The Scripture says“the Bereanswere
of more noble character than the Thessalonians [who had rioted], for they received the message with great
eagerness and examined the Scriptures every day to seeif what Paul said wastrue.” (Acts 17:11, NIV) This
response to a hitherto unknown message and guide is full of responsible agency, respectfulness without
mindless acceptance. It would be inappropriate to say that the Bereans set themselves up as epistemically
ultimate authorities (that may be, by contrast, what the Thessalonians had done). The better word to describe
it seems to me to be stewardship: the personally responsible utilization, care and development of another’s
resourcesentrusted to one’ scare. The Bereans stewarded their epistemic resources, utilizing thekey authorities
available to them, comparing one to the other, examining their own heart response, with their prevailing
commitment seeming to beto truth. If they had vaunted their own epistemic agency, they would have blocked
their contact with the real.

Of course, the sobering reality isthat the processinvolvesrisk. AsLesslie Newbigin says more than
once, “ Therearenoinsurance policies.” 17 We make mistakes. We can choose poor guides. We can choose our
guideswisely and still be disappointed. We can end up, not with knowledge, but with delusion or grave error.
Wealwayshaveto choosesel ectively, choosing totrust oneguidein onerespect, and another in another respect,
for no single person is, can be or should be seen to be complete. But this state of affairs does not make guide-
trusting or knowledge undoabl e or unnecessary. Indeed, the fact that we can sometimestell that we have been
misled showsthat the thing isdoable. Trusting no oneat all isnot an option; the alternativeistrusting someone
else, adecisionthat alsoinvolvesrisk and possiblefailure. Instead, it servesto highlight even more powerfully
the agency of the knower who, in her submission, exercises critical personal and risky responsibility. It also
isareminder that guide choosing isaskill that we can beworse or better at, and with respect to whichwewould
do well to cultivate wisdom.18 Andiitis awarning to those who aspire to be guides, teachers, and parents, to
cultivate their own character and expertise with sober care.

Internalizing Authoritative Guidance

Astheprocessunfol dswith respect to aspecificact of comingtoknow, any oneof thethreecomponents
may instigate it—knower, known, or guide. It may be the knower’ s own sense of need—I awaysthink of Han
Solo’'s*| got abad feeling about this. ..” 1t may bethe eventful stirrings of time and space—wefind ourselves
plunged into circumstances that impel our learning. It may be the words of an authority spoken into what is
at the time a void of response—as when a student stumbles into the first day of calculus class. Along the
trajectory of our coming to know, we continually move back and forth between the three, checking the one
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against the other, modifying the one in light of the other.

Therewill be apoint at the beginning of our coming to know that the words of these guides hit usas
external and arbitrary, because we have yet to havetheir experience or even to know what to look for or to feel.
Thisoccursespecially whentheinstigating factor isnot my senseof personal need but my hearing thenormative
word of a possible authoritative guide. Once we have trusted the guide and gained the particular skill of
unlocking theworldthat isin question, thewords of the guidenolonger feel external and arbitrary, for we have
cometo embody them, to know them aslived, to bring them to expression in our own lives. Were we asked to
describe it to someone el se, we probably would use the same words. One young man said to me, for example,
“My daddy always used to say, you can stand on your head for ayear....” Hetold me that to express hisown
approach of being willing to try anything for atime, evenif itisdifficult. He had embodied hisfather’ swords,
but he produced them to explain his own lived experience.

How We Navigate in Light of Multiple Authorities

In coming to know, the knower navigates among an array of authorities, like asailor orienting by the
stars. | could not even begin to specify al the authorities by which we orient, but with respect to a certain
epistemic endeavor, usually there are afew key ones. It seems that sometimes we rank these hierarchically,
using “lower” ones where the “higher” one does not speak. It also seems to me that we use them
complementarily, perhaps even utilizing a “lower” one to deepen our insight with respect to the word of a
“higher” one. Thislatter describes how | relate Polanyi and many other subjects! Some day | want a bumper
sticker that expressesmy stock phrase: “ Polanyi helps.” Many subjectsare deepened and amplified by bringing
Polanyianinsightsto bear. | am about to addressagroup of artiststhinking about creativity. | am goingto teach
them Polanyi—not because Polanyi’ sauthority trumpstheir own or their teachers' —but becauseit collaborates
actually to elucidate more fully the word of other authoritative guides. In this essay you can aready name the
guides by whose lights | have navigated. | think you can also see that | have utilized them collaboratively.

In thistacit ranking of authorities, | think that a knower in many epistemic circumstances evidences
a heart commitment, the choice of one norm and/or one guide as norming and guiding all the rest. We have
all been heard to express something like this when we say, “I trust so-and-so implicitly.” By that we mean,
whatever so-and-so doeswetaketo beright, true, and faithful. Evenif evidence were against thiscommitment,
wewould resolve to remain committed, for thisnorm, thisperson, isour standard of choice by whichwejudge
all others. This affirmation is neither baldly arbitrary nor a passive shirking of personal epistemic responsi-
bility. To acknowledge afundamental commitment neither makes us epistemic arbiters nor doesit deal usout
of theequation. It shapesour rationality, and we responsibly and riskily embraceit for that purpose, rather than
our rationality shaping it. This heart commitment is covenantal, pledgelike, aresolved affirmation of the kind
we most commonly experience as person pledged to person in acovenant of love, amarriage. It isappropriate
to describeit asbroadly religious, an act of worship. | do think that many people navigate with asensethat the
heart commitment they have isless than setisfa&:tory.19

While there is appropriately an air of permanence about this pledge, the fact is that people do shift
their loyalties, and all of us, epistemically, must have afirst time of coming to embrace them or recognizing
that we embrace them. Were a chosen guide to prove untrustworthy, breaking through our most determined
disposition to believe him or her faithful, true, right and good, we would rightly need to seek another. Such
amoveisradical, apersonal transformation that can affect usto thecore, aconversion. | do not think that people
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ever navigate without such a heart commitment.
Polanyian Response to Hermeneutic Concerns

Wemust at all timesfactor in our interpretive contribution. Evenin acknowledging thelegitimate and
necessary roleof authoritativeguides, at no point may weaffirmthat any knowledge or guideisaccessibleapart
from our interpretation of it. The knower norms, even as the guide norms, and it is her glory to learn to norm
well. Our interpretive skill (or lack of it) isjust one of the thingsthat we may need aguideto attend to and help
usto cultivate. Again, we need to seethat our interpretive grid should not be taken to be epistemically ultimate.
Itispossibleand necessary to submit it to thetest of both gui de and world (something understandableonly when
as Polanyians we acknowledge our tacit powers) in order to move forward. Thisis responsible stewardship.
“Our knowledge rests on the responsible and skilled judgment of persons,” says M oorman.20

Left toitself, thishermeneutic qualification would render the act of knowing arbitrary. Itis, however,
counterbalanced by the artful functioning of the tacit dimension in knowing. Even as “truth lies in its
indeterminate bearing on reality,” and our tacit powers are aptly suited to the skilled appraisal of that bearing,
SO our tacit powers, our embodied, situated awareness, adds the third dimension, akind of background check,
to strengthen our more explicit hermeneutic efforts. The knower senses even as she trusts. The radar should
never beturned off—and by radar | don’t mean akind of ruthless criticism that opposesall trust, but our ever-
functioning, skilled, stewardly, sensing. Gendlin |abors to develop the notion of felt sense, or body sense. 21
That sensingiswhat we continually exercise, for example, aswe continually measure the aptness of our words.
My mother has Alzheimers. Ever thewordmeister, sheisstill sensing when she hasn’t quite got theright word,
and searching for it; usually after awhile she getsit. An exhaustively explicit ideal for knowledge blinds us,
as Polanyi hastaught us, to these powerful and indispensabletacit capacities. The point hereisthat they buoy
up trusting authoritative guides even as they float al articulate knowledge.

The important thing to see isthat in navigating the matrix of authority in the pursuit of knowing we
have no absolute anchor, if by that we mean an unqualified, uninterpreted, undeveloping starting point from
which we may derive aflow chart of foolproof operations. The other important thing to see is that far from
negating it, thisdynamic system isthe medium and beachhead in and from which welearn to engage theworld.
Instead of standing on the sand, we learn to surf the waves. Water lets you sink when you are standing till,
but it holds you up when you' re moving. We learn to ride it.

My hope is that exploring this marvelous and skillful interweaving that we recognize characterizes
our knowing will serve to allay the fears and objections of those who have been deluded into thinking that
authority isbad, or that it isavoidable. Okay, so maybewe don’t use theword, “authority.” Maybewejust live
our liveswith caring, confidence, and joy, closely alongside those with whom we might, after atime, have an
opening.

Authoritative guides are a critical piece of this unfolding that is knowing, even as normativity isa
critical dimension of knowledge. Donald Guthrie, an educator, and my former boss, has described young
postmodernsas*information rich and mentor poor.” They arealso, | find, far more open to having older people
intheir lives than my generation was. The obvious practical injunction for usin the vintage years of our lives
isto offer ourselves, our persons, to be alongside young people, whichiswhy I’ m chaperoning the high school
band to the Orange Bowl in a month.22
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1The Impact of Science on Society (London: Allen and Unwin, 1952) pp. 110-11, quoted in “The
Potential Theory of Adsorption,” in Marjorie Grene, ed., Knowing and Being: Essays by Michael Polanyi
(Chicago, 1969), p. 94.

Chesterton was picturing his own perception that he had made some profound personal ideational
discoveries, only to find out that what he had come up with had been for centuries known as Christianity.
Orthodo>%/: The Romance of Faith (Doubleday, Image Books: 1959), p. 9.

John Frame, The Doctrine of the Knowledge of God (Phillipsburg, NJ: P& R, 1987). Frame
developed this triad as a result of exploring the implications of God's lordship and the role of Scripture for
human knowing. God's sovereignty comes to expression in his control (the situational), his authority (the
normative) and his presence (the existential). | have found the triadic approach valuable in unpacking all
human knowing. It hel ped me unfold Polanyi’ sinsights much asthat funny wooden rack of my grandmother’s
helped her untangle and rewind her skeins of yarn. And even as this triad elucidates al human knowing,
revealing the role of normativity in ordinary knowing and thus of authoritative personal guides, it also serves
to demystify and accredit historic Christianity’ sintentional reliance on authoritative verbal witness embedded
in personal, covenantal relationships as a standard epistemological enterprise. Another especialy helpful
source regarding the relative roles of the authority of Scripture and the church has been Herman Ridderbos’
Redemptive History and The New Testament criptures (Phillipsburg, NJ: P& R, 1963).

4 The Knower and the Known (London: University of California Press, Ltd. 1966), p. 175.

S The Knower and the Known, p. 173.

6 Frame concurs with Grene that knowi ng isrooted in value, arguing that epistemology is a subset
of ethics.

7 The Knower and the Known, pp. 164, 168, 159.

8 The Knower and the Known, p. 181.

9 To Know As We Are Known (Harper SanFrancisco, 1983). Seefor the following quotes pp. 48, 29,
31

10 jere Moorman, “The New Art of Leadership and Polanyi’s Theory of Tacit Knowing,” paper
delivered at the Loyola Polanyi Conference, June, 2000.

s, by the way, | believe to be the key to effective writing. One cannot expect one’s classroom
lectures to transcribe without addition into text. A writer must both say what she has to say and communicate
her passion for it. All the body-based inarticulable things, including passions, commitments, and skill
modeling, that communicate as person is alongside person, must in written message be communicated, if not
in words, then by means of words (and sometimes exclamation points, Marty!).

12 Eugene Gendlin, Talk delivered at the Polanyi Conference, June 2001.

Bwe may also conjecture the following intriguing claims also indicated by this discussion, but
beyond its scope. First, normativity and its required persons-in-pledge-relationship context suggests, in a
theological vein, a Sixth Way, an argument from human knowing to the requisite anterior existence of a
Person as first cause. Second, the normative dimension of knowing requires the verbal. This makes me
wonder if in the Genesis account of creation, worlds could have come into existence by means of anything
other than the spoken “let there be...’s” of God.

14 Esther Lightcap Meek, Longing to Know: The Philosophy of Knowledge for Ordinary People
(Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos, 2003), Ch. 22. | hope to explore this more in my next project; | will argue that
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we adopt an interpersonal, pledge-based relationship as the paradigm for al knowing. | call this “covenant
epistemology.”

15 J. D. Zizioulas, “Human Capacity and Human Incapacity: A Theological Exploration of
Personhood,” Scottish Journal of Theology (28), pp. 401-48. Seefurther John MacMurray, Personsin Relation
(London: Faber and Faber, 1961) and Colin Gunton, The One, The Three and the Many: God, Creation, and
the Culture of Modernity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993).

16 This insight | oweto Mike Williams. Williams also notes that evangelical Christians often seem
to have embraced authoritarianism in their approach to God and Scripture. “God said, | believeit, that settles
it” is a commonly heard maxim, which is at best naively true, for it hides from the speaker his or her own
personal responsible agency in knowing and trusting God. By contrast, Williams argues that the God who
commandsmetotrust him givesinnumerabl e occasionsfor meto experiencehistrustworthiness, evenasawise
parent both requires a child’'s obedience and offers ample proof of loving commitment and faithfulness.

The evangelical’s commitment to authoritarianism is well-intentioned, | believe, though misguided:
it stems from an effort to express God' s lordship over al. But American evangelicalism hasimbibed the very
Westernmodel of knowledge criticized by Polanyi, and hasyet, asawhole, to recognize Polanyi’ stertiumquid
or see that it accords more faithfully and evocatively with Scripture than has the modernist one. Frame has
sought to devel op an epistemological approach that harmonizes with Scripture and elucidates the parameters
indicated by God’ slordship, espousing authority and not authoritarianism (The Doctrine of the Knowl edge of
God). But in the absence of abroader epistemological seachange of the sort possiblein aPolanyian approach,
this effort has been met with harsh criticism and lack of understanding.

17 seehis Proper Confidence: Faith, Doubt and Certainty in Christian Discipleship (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1995), p. 14, for example.

18 The biblical book of Proverbsis replete with maxims concerning choosing guides.

19 My claimisthat thisheart commitmentisnot uniquetothebeliever, nor avoidableor non-epistemic
for anyone el se. This has been argued also by Nicholas Wolterstorff, in Reason Within the Bounds of Religion
(Grand Rapids. Eerdmans, 1976), Roy Clouser, Knowing With the Heart: Religious Experience and Belief in
God (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1999); and John Frame, Doctrine of the Knowledge of God, esp. pp.
125-27. Christians' trusting God' s self-disclosure in Scripture fits the parameters of al acts of knowing.

20 “The New Art of L eadership and Polanyi’s Theory of Tacit Knowing.”

2lEocus ng (Bantam, 1979).

Specia thanks are due to Mike Williams and Dale Cannon, whose comments on an earlier draft
served strategically to guide the development of my thought in this essay. In this 2005 revision of the essay,
| have adjusted several dated references. But | have left this Orange Bowl closer (December 2002) stand.
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REVIEWS

Gregory R. Peterson. Minding God: Theology andthe
Cognitive Sciences. Theology and the Sciences.
Minneapolis. Fortress Press, 2003. Pp. xiii + 252.
ISBN: 0-8006-3498-5. $19.00, paper.

In this work, Gregory R. Peterson, Associate
Professor in the Department of Philosophy and Reli-
gion at South Dakota State University, explores the
implications of the various cognitive sciences for
Christian theology. By cognitive sciences, Peterson
refers to an array of disciplines (especialy those of
psychology, linguistics, neuroscience, ethology, and
artificial intelligence) that investigate topics such as
language, perception, reasoning, and brain structure
(7-8, 28). He argues that the cognitive sciences can
both challenge traditional theological claims and
provide ways of obtaining a richer understanding of
ourselves, our world, and God (5). Assuch, cognitive
sciences serve as both data and lens for theological
reflection (21). Asdata, they provide evidencewhich
might assist theologians in choosing between differ-
ent theological options. For example, Petersonargues
that evolutionary science provideswarrant for prefer-
ring Irenaeus’ saccount of thefall to that of Augustine
(Chapter 7). As lens, the cognitive sciences might
inspire theologians to see topics such as human free-
dom in fresh ways (Chapter 4).

Peterson develops his case in four steps. He
devotes the first part of the book (the first two chap-
ters) to introducing readers to his method, as well to
the history and general findings of the cognitive
sciences, highlighting insights into the workings of
the brain. The second part of the book explores the
impact of the cognitive sciences on the person by
addressing severa traditional areas of philosophical
and theological dispute. In Chapter 3, Peterson
discussesthe problems of consciousnessand therela
tionship between mind and body, concluding that the
findings of the cognitive sciences largely converge

with biblical accounts of the unity of the person. In
Chapter 4, Peterson discusses persona freedom and
the unity of the self, concluding that the cognitive
sciencessuggest that whatever freedomhumansexpe-
rience isrooted in the structures of the brain and our
biological heritage. In Chapter 5, Peterson examines
religiousexperience, concluding that whilethe cogni-
tive sciences can help us understand something of the
biological facets of religious experience, they cannot
tell us the import or truth of those experiences. The
third part of the book wrestles with the impact of
cognitive sciences on our understanding of nature.
Peterson addressesthe debate over human uniqueness
(chapter 6) and original sin (chapter 7). Ontheformer
topic, Peterson argues that the cognitive sciences
suggest that humans exist in a complex, interdepen-
dent web of life, in which uniqueness must be under-
stand in carefully nuanced ways. On the topic of
original sin, Peterson argues, that the cognitive sci-
ences suggest that human nature is incomplete, not
fallen from a prior perfection. The final part of the
book discussestheimpact of cognitivesciencesonour
understandings of God (chapter 8) and the future of
life (Chapter 9). Asto God, Peterson arguesthat the
cognitive sciences serve as a useful reminder that
references to God as person stretch human language
significantly. As to eschatology, Peterson suggests
that science cantell little about how the universe will
end and instead calls people to live by the hope that
traditional eschatology has nurtured by metaphor and
poetry.

The strengths of this book lie in its clarity, breadth,
and modesty. Peterson writes for an audience unfamiliar
with the sciences and does an exemplary job of commu-
nicating the basics about the cognitive sciences, aswell as
the disagreements within. The book includes a helpful
glossary of terms and is, overal, reader-friendly, except
for thecitation system employed. Peterson’sconclu-
sions about what can be |earned from the cognitive
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sciences are appropriately modest, given his sense of those
internal debates. While he doubtless oversimplifies mat-
ters, Peterson provides a helpful primer on the state of the
art in these particular sciences. He does expect a bit more
familiarity with theology from his readers—this is not a
criticism, merely an observation. His conclusions about
insightsto be gleaned from the intersection of theology and
the cognitive sciences are likewise suggestive and open up
areas for further investigation.

Although the work attempts to start a conversation
between the sciences and theology, it seemsthat, asisoften
the case, the dialog goes one way. The cognitive sciences
thus challenge theology, but only rarely does theology
challenge the sciences. Peterson certainly does not
uncritically appropriate the cognitive sciences, but rarely
does he criticize them on theological grounds. Can the
conversationgobothways? Putin Polanyianterms, Peterson
dwellsin the cognitive sciencesin order to break out from
traditional theological dead ends. Might it be possible to
dwell intheology so asto break out from conundrumsinthe
cognitive sciences?

Paul Lewis
lewis_pa@mercer.edu

BarbaraForrest & Paul R. Gross. Creationism’'s Tro-
jan Horse: The Wedge of Intelligent Design. Oxford
University Press 2004. pp. 383. 1SBN: 0195157427.
$39.50, hardback.

This book, written by a philosopher and a zool o-
gist, is a particularly interesting contribution to the
growing body of literaturethat analyzesand criticizes
the “intelligent design” movement. The main themes
of the book are elaborated in minute detail in nine
chapters. Thetitleand subtitle of thebook identify the
approach taken here: theintelligent design movement
is creationism disguised in order to gain a new foot-
hold. But the authors want to make sure that the
dangersof thedisguisearereckoned with: “intelligent
design” isamovement that has a carefully organized
political strategy (the wedge) that has frequently not
been recognized or, if recognized, is underestimated.

Forrest and Gross go to great lengths to show that
“intelligent design,” despite the protestations of fig-
52

ures like William Dempski, is realy no more than
creationism recycled. They argue that if one looks
closely at publicationsand papersthat thisisobvious,
since it is easy to trace alliances and to see how the
“intelligent design” caseis presented when delivered
to biblical literalist audiences.

“Intelligent design” is not science, although it
presents itself as science and has successfully con-
vinced many who know little about science and the
operation of the scientific community that it is sci-
ence. Much of thebook carefully walksthough the so-
called “scientific” work of the major ID players or
fellow travelers (Axe, Behe, Chien, Dempski, Wells,
et. a.), showing that there is often much fanfare and
public proclamation, but no scientific substance here.
The movement longs for scientific legitimacy, but
there is no serious research program and the major
authors seem uninterested in matters fundamental in
thescientific community such aspeer review. Thereis
no paradigm shift in the making in biology and allied
sciences.

Forrest and Gross make a strong case that “intel-
ligent design” is basically a complex, well-planned
and somewhat secretive political movement, aTrojan
horse designed to get inside the academic and cultural
mainstream in order to effect cultural transformation.
It isaconservative religiousreform movement aimed
at science and the culture that takes its worldview
from science. Itisaserious mistaketo underestimate
the commitment and influence of thismovement. The
authors outline the formation and unfolding of the so-
caled “Wedge Strategy” primarily associated with
Philip Johnson, a Berkeley law professor who, along
with several of the other figures in the movement, is
affiliated with Seattle’s Discovery Institute. The
Wedge Strategy isastrategic plan and it aimsto shape
popular opinion through public relations maneuvers.
Slowly, the movement hastried to cultivate academic
respectability and has also moved into state and
national politics. For example, at the state level, the
movement has entered into debates about science
textbooks in Kansas, Pennsylvania and Ohio At the
national level, it supported the effort to add the so-



called Santorum Amendment to the “No Child Left
Behind” legidation but this anti-evolutionary lan-
guage was later deleted and is not part of Public Law
107-110.

In the mid-twentieth century, Polanyi’s thought
made clear the fragile relation between the scientific
community and larger society and culture. Hewarned
that the notions of freedom in the French Revolution
ultimately undermined the foundations of communi-
ties of inquiry like science because such notions—
popular in the cultural mainstream—invite disrespect
for structuresof authority in such specialized commu-
nities. Insofar as “intelligent design” is a movement
that exploits popular sentiments about fairness and
tolerance, using al the sophistic tools of public rela
tions campaigning, it represents the same sort of
threat to science that the socia planning movement
did in Polanyi’s time.

As perhaps most readers of thisjournal know, the
attempt at Baylor University to set up “The Michael
Polanyi Center,” an academic center linked to the
“intelligent design” movement, was abandoned in
2000. On the Polanyi Society web site, there now isa
brief statement about the moveto establish thiscenter
and the circumstances that led to the removal of
Polanyi’s name from the center. This addition to the
web site is an effort to apprise all who come to the
Polanyi Society web site that Polanyi’ s name should
not be associated with the “intelligent design” move-
ment. The authors of Creationism Trojan Horse, in
fact, maintain a web site (http://www. creationisms
trojanhorse.com/#Special_Features) that includesin-
formation about and reviews of their book aswell as
other interesting materials tracking the “intelligent
design” movement. Included is Richard Gelwick’s
“Polanyi Scholarship and the Former Baylor Polanyi
Center” as well as links to articles by Gelwick,
Apczynski and Gulick that were in Zygon 40: 1
(March2005) whichdiscussed Polanyi’ sevolutionary
ideas and “intelligent design.”

Phil Mullins
mullins@missouriwestern.edu

Struan JacobsandR. T. Allen (eds.). Emotion, Reason
and Tradition: Essays on the Social, Political and
Economic Thought of Michael Polanyi. Burlington,
VT: Ashgate Publishing Co. 2005. ix + 172. ISBN O0-
7546-4067-1. $69.95, hardback.

This thin volume offers twelve essays plus the
editors brief biographical and interpretative essay
outlining the significance of Polanyi’s thought. Al-
most al of the essay writers are familiar names to
those who follow Polanyi scholarship.

The introductory essay is a remarkably concise
review of Polanyi’s life and thought. In five pages,
Jacobs and Allen sketch Polanyi’s time in Hungary,
Germany and England. They summarize Polanyi’s
non-scientificwriting by dividingitintotwo different
periods. Writing from 1935 until 1950 they dub “the
defence of freedom,” outlining the kinds of palitical,
economic and sociological themes that emerge as
Polanyi gradually left his life as a physical chemist.
Theperiod from 1951-72 wasatimeinwhich“ deeper
and more specifically philosophical interests’ (4)
becamecentral. Jacobsand Allenfocusthediscussion
here around the criticism of objectivism and working
out ideas about tacit integration. Although it seems
likely that most readersof thisbook already will know
much about Polanyi and Polanyi’s ideas, this intro-
duction providesahelpful general organizing scheme
and is the sort of précis that teachers might give
beginning students.

Asitstitle suggests, Endre Nagy’s“ The Hungar-
ian Context of Michael Polanyi’s Thought” aims
specifically to discuss “whether there are any ele-
ments of Polanyi’'s theoretical edifice that can be
brought into particular causal relation to some ele-
ments of his Hungarian background” (8). As a
sociologist, Nagy isa sointerested in how Polanyi (as
well asother Hungarians) “ mastered and transcended”
(8) hissocio-cultural milieu. Nagy contendsthat such
transcendenceistheresult of conversionthat involves
intellectual illumination and transformation of life.
Hesuggeststhat Polanyi’ sown description of “ dwell-
ing in” in order to “break out” is a useful way to
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capture such changes in alife. After noting that the
Polanyi literature (Charles McCoy excepted) has not
much thematized theconcept of “breaking out,” Nagy
reviews the discussion of “breaking out” in PK. He
points out that when discussants do not have a com-
mon framework of superior knowledge, they are fun-
damentally separated, as if they spoke different lan-
guages. Thiswasin fact the case with Polanyi: “The
young Polanyi did not participate in reverence for the
same superior knowledge as those belonging to the
‘official’ Hungary” (12). Polanyi wasamember of the
Galileo Circle and this group was a part of the
countercultural opposition in Hungary that favored
scientific views and social change. The Galileo
Circle, and Polanyi in particular, wasespecially influ-
enced by the poet Endre Ady who represented amore
progressive Hungary. Nagy arguesthat both Karl and
Michael Polanyi were idealists by 1920 and that this
was at odds with the dominant disposition toward
materialismin European intellectua culture. Finaly,
Nagy suggests that both Polanyis were influenced by
the Hungarian intellectual and socialist leader Ervin
Szabd (one of Polanyi’s cousins) who spoke of an
ethical or moral revolution. Although the argument
in this essay is far from straightforward, this is an
insightful and interesting effort to link Polanyi to
Hungarian roots.

L ee Congdon begins his“Believing Unbelievers:
Michael Polanyi and Arthur Koestler” with reflec-
tions on Koestler's philosophical writing, outlining
Polanyi’s awareness of it and suggesting ultimately
that Koestler was, in his own words, a “crusader
without a cross’(22). He then moves to a further
discussion of Polanyi’sfriendship with Koestler and
what they shared:

Both were deeply troubled by the spectre of
nihilism haunting Western civilization, both
wereconvincedthat areturnto orthodox Chris-
tianity was neither possible nor desirable, and
both were searching for some new and more
acceptable “religion”—both, in aword, were
unbelievers (in the orthodox Christian sense)
who believed in aredlity, in particular amoral
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reality, that could not be reduced to material
existence (22).

It is this motif, the “believing unbelievers,” that
Congdon usesto hold together this most illuminating
comparative discussion of the lives and work of
Polanyi and his friend Arthur Koestler.

Congdon seesPolanyi, likeK oester, ason aquest.
He succinctly and adeptly lays out Polanyi’s philo-
sophical themes, presented as the saga of Polanyi’'s
ongoing search. He ends this discussion with com-
ments on Polanyi’s dissatisfaction with orthodox
Christianity which nevertheless was combined with
thepersisting search for and embracing of some*“truer
form” (23) of Christianity. Although hisdiscussionis
but afew paragraphs, Congdon’ streatment of Polanyi’s
personal religious beliefs (much ink has been spilled
on thistopic) is among the best.

Next Congdon reviews Koestler's unsatisfactory
search for spiritual bearingsin India and Japan. He
then turnsto the major ideas (about science and about
science and religion) that Koestler's publications
show he was developing and traces similarities and
differenceswith Polanyi’ sviews; hisjudiciousquota-
tions from the archival Koestler-Polanyi correspon-
denceallow Congdonto makeclear how thesefigures
were themselves aware of both differences and com-
mon sympathies. The job Congdon does on Polanyi’s
viewsisvery muchontarget, although| would quibble
with one small point: Congdon discusses Koester's
interest in and sympathies for parapsychology. He
notes that Polanyi likely had Koestler in mind when
Polanyi noted hisown respect in PK (158) for those
who go against the tide in giving credence to extra
sensory perception. While this may bethe casg, itis
also good to point out that Polanyi himself came to
think that the theory of tacit knowing as it was
developed after PK wasan account that satisfied some
of his own early questions and sympathies for para-
psychological explanations. Polanyi’s discussion of
his own developing ideas in the 1964 introduction
(“Background and Prospect,” px) tothereprint of S-S
make this clear.



R. T. Allen has earlier written about the contribu-
tions of several twentieth century thinkers (including
Polanyi) to understanding the importance of emo-
tions. His essay in this collection (“Polanyi and the
Rehabilitation of Emotion”) is an expansion of this
work that |ooksin greater detail at theroleof emotions
as a theme in Polanyi’s thought. Allen argues that
Polanyi’s “rehabilitation of the person” (41) is inte-
grally tied to his account of emotions. He makes his
case by analyzing thediscussionin chapters6and 7 of
PK, chapters treating intellectual passions and con-
vividlity. Inavery systematic fashion, Allenreviews
Polanyi’ sideasintermsof abuilding sequenceof four
topics. the structure of emation, the functions of
emotioninthelife of science, the generalization from
science to other areas of life that Polanyi offers, and
Polanyi’ sdescription of “therootlessemotionsof the
modern age’ (50—e.g., mora inversion). Allen’s
account is remarkably clear and incisive; he is a
careful Polanyi reader and one of the most articulate
spokespersons for these themes that were dear to
Polanyi. Yet there is a kind of bitterness toward
modernity in Allen’s Polanyian critique (see particu-
larly the final paragraphs of his essay), a hitterness
that | find in sometension with the hopethat pervades
even Polanyi’s most devastating criticisms of his
time.

Stephen Turner’ sessay, “ Polanyi’ sPalitical Theory
of Science,” looks carefully at Polanyi’ s ideas about
the operation of science and the link between the
scientificcommunity and thelarger political settingin
which scienceis nested. Turner examines Polanyi’s
ideas as a part of the history of political theory by
situating their emergence in the social-palitical con-
text of the years preceding and following World War
I1. Heoutlinesthe case of the plannersof science, with
generous quotations from Bernal. Turner argues that
thenovelty of Polanyi’ swork asapolitical thinker was
to reconcile his appreciation of tradition “with its
Tory, Christian, Anti-enlightenment, Romantic, and
fiduciary tinge, with the idea of science, to which it
had hitherto been opposed”’(86). The key to this
reconciliation, Turner suggests, is the way in which
Polanyi affirmsboth theimportanceof thelnfluentials

( the “benevolent elite’[87]of science)and the au-
tonomy of the individual scientific researcher, while
claiming that this is the most efficient model for
science. Turner thinksthat Polanyi’s case that maxi-
mal co-ordination of scientificactivitieshappensspon-
taneoudly (by mutual adjustment) rests only on ana-
logical grounds(i.e., thefamousjigsaw puzzleanal og
that appears several timesin Polanyi’ s writing). The
last section of Turner’s discussion turns to the prob-
lematic relation of science and society after the war
and particularly in thelast quarter century. Certainly,
Polanyi did not see foresee many aspects of the
emergence of “big science” nor did he anticipate how
capitalists would become major shapers of science,
but his case for science as a “specialized and tradi-
tional form of truth seeking” (95) that belongswithin
the tradition of liberal democracy remains a strong
one. Turner thinks that Polanyi was never narrowly
interested in questions about funding for science, but
instead provided

ameditation on fundamental palitics... thatis
still relevant today. Thereisstill, and perhaps
morepressingthanever, thequestionof whether
the practices of institutions and institutions of
scienceare uptothetask of dealinginthelight
of their fundamental commitments to truth
withthenovel palitical circumstancesinwhich
they operate (96).

Struan Jacobs, one of theeditorsof thiscollection,
has two essaysin the book. “Polanyi on Traditionin
Liberal Modernity” isasuccinct and clear discussion
of why Polanyi thinks tradition is important in the
contemporary period. JacobsreviewsPolanyi’ smajor
distinction between articulate lore and the art of
creativepracticeand laysout Polanyi’ saccount of pre-
modern and modern dynamic societies that are free
and those that are totditarian. He sets forth the
Polanyian distinctions between civic and individual
culture and discusses Polanyi’ s notionsabout innova-
tion or renewa in culture. Jacobs reviews Polanyi’'s
discussion of scienceastheparadigm caseof adomain
in which tradition functions both as a ground and a
source of renewa or transformation. Jacobs con-
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cludes by pointing to the theoretical value and the
historical importance of Polanyi’s comprehensive
account of tradition: hewasthefirst to makeclear and
to analyze in detail the traditional dimension of
science. Many interested in science, including Ed-
ward Shils, have followed in his wake.

Jacobs’ second essay, “Polanyi’s Analysis of So-
cial Orders,” has as its chief objective “to clarify
Polanyi’ sideaof spontaneousorder and the placethat
it occupies in his socia-palitical thought” (99). In
passing, he notesthat it isPolanyi and not Hayek who
likely comes up with the term “spontaneous order”
(see his “Michael Polanyi and Spontaneous Order,
1941-1951,” TAD 24:2(1997-98): 14-28) and Polanyi
does not get the term from the Scottish Enlighten-
ment. Working with Polanyi’s early essays, Jacobs
showsthat Polanyi’ sideas about freedom and thefree
society are bound up with ideas he develops about
dynamic or spontaneousorders. Jacobsdrawschiefly
on“TheGrowthof Thoughtin Society” (1941), which
was part of the“ planned science” debate but thisisan
essay that goes beyond the case of science. This
discussion is part of Polanyi’s effort to set forth his
broader pluralistic vision of society as a domain in
whichthereareanumber of dynamicorders(law, arts,
religion, science, etc.) whose success depends on the
willingness of persons to serve ideals preserved in
each respective order. Polanyi’s basic distinction is
between dynamic or spontaneous orders that operate
through the initiative of agents and mutual adjust-
ment, and corporate or specific orders that focus on
design and planning rather than relying upon agents’
discretion. Wheredid Polanyi comeup with hisbasic
distinction? Jacobs argues it seems likely that he
developed his ideas from study of Kohler, Lippman
and Graicunas.

In an essay whose title “Beyond Nihilism” plays
on a Polanyi essay title, C. P Goodman tries very
concisely to summarize Polanyi’s account of values
and situate this perspective in the longer history of
western thought. Thisisadense essay but arich one
and | cando no morethan highlight the author’ smajor
claims. Goodman seesPolanyi asafigurewho“ antici-
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pated the contemporary revival of an ethical approach
based upon what it is good to be, rather than which
rules we ought to follow”(55). Polanyi holds that
humanity makes moral progress and believes “ ethics
is oriented by the self-set transcendent ideal of being
agood person” (55). This transcendent ideal of the
good person was created with the emergence of hu-
man beings and always bears upon a specific social
context, yet it remains for persons something both
objective and not fully realizable. The morally good
has areality that directs our choices: “Morality isnot
something you opt into; it accompanieswhat itisto be
areflectivebeing” (60). Both ethicsand science” draw
upon our tacit awareness, and make judgments about
realities whose truths exist independently of our sub-
jective preferences’ (55). Inthe case of thetranscen-
dent ideal of the good person, Polanyi “does not seek
to derive what is morally good from descriptions of a
natural order, nor does he seek to ground it in alocal
practice” (59). But, in Goodman’sview, Polanyi does
derive “values from purposes. It is the ends that
determine value’ (60-61). But Polanyi’s teleology
should not bemisread asatel eology interested infinal
causesin acosmological sense; Goodman holds that
“when Polanyi talksabout purposesheistal king about
intrinsic purposes (i.e., purposes related to points of
view)” (61). That is, he recognizes “internal teleo-
logical systems’ (61). Finally, Goodman suggest that
Polanyi’s internal teleology and his account of tran-
scendent ideal s should secure us against the contem-
porary face of moral inversion:

Although totalitarian political systems are no
longer fashionable, the assumptions that in-
spired them continue. Liberal nihilistsrecom-
mend doing whatever you want, in pursuit of
your own ends, so long asyou respect theright
of others to do the same. Polanyi opposes
moral relativism and advocates a society in
which liberty is defended on the grounds that
it facilitates the pursuit of transcendent ideals
(55).

“Polanyi’s Conservatism: The Reconciliation of
Freedom and Authority,” by R. J. Brownhill, argues



that Polanyi presents* arestatement of British conser-
vative philosophy” which “provides an updated
Burkean concept of change.” (124) Brownhill con-
tendsthat Polanyi emphasized commitment totruthin
the scientific community, but this notion “is more
problematic when applied to society as a whole or
political activity” since such commitment “can have
dangerous consequencesfor itsbelievers, and society
asawhole” (115). Such dangers are avoided in the
case of science because “ a statement concerned with
scientificactivity cannot beclassed asscientificknowl-
edge until it is recognized as such by the scientific
community” (116). Thetacitly accepted criteriaof the
community are thus the key to what counts as knowl-
edge: “ Theword ‘knowledge’ then appearsasabadge
whichisstuck on atheory whenthecriteriahave been
met but could eventually bewithdrawnif it wasshown
the theory did not meet the criteria, the criteria
changed, or the weighting of the criteria changed”
(117) Brownhill contends that Polanyi’s “spontane-
ous coordination” is a “euphemism for the internal
political wrangling that go on within the scientific
community when a consensua decision is made”
(117). Tothisreader, Brownhill underplaysPolanyi’s
realism and hisreading of Polanyi seemsdangerously
closetoanominalistic socia constructionist account.

Brownhill extends the case he makes for the
operation of the scientific community to the larger
soci ety and discussesin somedetail moreproblematic
matters such as education and particularly political
education. Brownhill suggests that Polanyi holdsthat
every society has* coremoral valuesand other beliefs’
that are foundational and therefore “ decision-making
arises from continual practice whilst being immersed
with one'sown tradition” (117). Polanyi’sidea of a
free society is “the just and moral society where
excesses of individual initiative are controlled by the
operation of society’ s conscience through thelaw, its
institutions, and the process of socialiasation whilst
living in society and its process of education”(118).
Brownhill holdsthat “ society asawhole, although not
possessing systematic ideas, will possess a body of
coherent beliefs, and thesebeliefswill beusedtojudge
and keep a check on innovations’ (119). Polanyian

political education has as its objective to show that
“thestate’ sfunctionisto providethenecessary condi-
tions for the development of the values of a free
society, by nurturing the numerous intellectual disci-
plinescontrolled by their ownauthority” (122). Clearly,
Brownhill reads Polanyi as a strongly Burkean con-
servative. IncontrasttoNagy, heunderplaysPolanyi’s
insistent call to seek the unknown, to dwell inin order
to break out

“Polanyi the Economist” is a lucid five page
discussion of Polanyi’s importance as an organiza
tional and macroeconomic theorist by Paul Craig
Roberts, one of Polanyi’ slast graduate students. Rob-
erts argues that Polanyi recognized “that tasks have
inherent structures and cannot be organized by prin-
ciplesthat do not reflect the inherent structure of the
task” (128). In science, the economy and in other
spontaneous orders, Polanyi clearly saw that mutual
adjustments could not be replaced by organization
through hierarchical principles. Roberts acknowl-
edges that “Polanyi’s insights led to my explanation
that the Sovi et economy wasorganized polycentrically
likeamarket economy” (128). Hearguesthat Polanyi’ s
social criticism was more profound than the critiques
of von Misesand Hayek. Polanyi saw that no modern
economy can beorganized without coordinationamong
people achieved by mutual interaction and initiative.
For Polanyi, liberty “istheway afreesociety organizes
its pursuit of ideal ends’(129) and is not simply
concerned with protection of the individual. In Rob-
erts account, “Polanyi saw the logic in liberty.
Polanyi’ sgoal wasto communicatethislogicin order
to removeliberty’ svulnerability to inordinate collec-
tive passions’ (129). A free society is a society of
explorers constituted by overlapping spontaneous or-
ders. Such a society has a dynamic authority struc-
ture: “Just asscientificauthority cultivatesdiscovery,
the beliefs that compromise the authority of a free
society cultivatedebateandreforms” (129). Robertsis
clear about the contours of Polanyi’ s free society:

Polanyi defined a free society as one striving

for self-improvement and motivated by the

search for truth. It is a compromise between
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Edmund Burke and Tom Paine. Freedom is
rooted in a dynamic tradition and a dynamic
authority that cultivates change and progress
within the framework of afree society (129).

Inthefinal sectionsof hisarticle, Robertsturnsto
Polanyi’s specific contribution to Keynesian eco-
nomic ideas. Because he was an outsider to econom-
ics, Polanyi was able to provide a maverick explana
tion of the unemployment problems of 1945: hewas
able to see that the insufficiency of demand causing
unemployment could be addressed by expanding the
money supply. Polanyi did not, according to Roberts,
recognhizetheoriginality of hisown contribution: “He
thought he was merely explaining Keynesian eco-
nomicsto aconfused public that might be misled into
accepting central economic planning as a means of
ensuring full employment” (130).

Monia Manucci’s “Observations on Michael
Polanyi’s Keynesianism” covers some of the same
groundthat Roberts’ essay does, but both arecertainly
worth study since Manucci’s focus is a somewhat
different. She emphasizes that Polany’s economic
ideasare" deeply linked to thepalitical theory of post-
Marxist liberalism” (149). This meansthat Polanyi’s
“theory of full employment cannot be separated from
the other aspects of Polanyi’sthought.” (161). What
she wants to demonstrate is how Polanyi argued that
economists have special responsihilities for certain
fundamental aspects of social life and much depends
on this.

Manucci shows how Polanyi’s account of eco-
nomic devel opment asadynamic order isboth akinto
and different in important ways from the ideas of
Keynes (and secondarily, Hayek). In Polanyi’'s ac-
count, “the essence of his theory, like that of episte-
mology and politics, is a continous relationship be-
tween authority and freedom”(150). According to
Manucci, Polanyi was a keen reader of Keynes who
supported most of Keynes' views. While Polanyi
supportsmutual adjustmentintheeconomicrealm, he
isnot adoctrainairelaissez-faireeconomist but thinks
capitalism and the free market “for their own exist-

58

ence. .. need a certain degree of state intervention”
(152): Polanyi

accepts the fact that the state has the duty of
maintaining a satisfactory level of monetary
administration of economics. .... Every year
the government should actually make a very
important choice: it should choosethelevel of
monetary circulation necessary to get a desir-
able degree of employment and at the same
time decide to accept a correlated share of
residual unemployment (153).

Polanyi’s liberalism thus was a liberalism “which
roots out the evils of capitalism and tries to resolve
them, without eliminating the patient.” (155). Unlike
Keynes, Polanyi thought that politicians ought to
leave the solutions to unemployment problems to
economists since politicians too readily link address-
ing unemployment with social reforms:

A policy of full employment can and must be
carried out separately, becauseof whatitis. In
this context, the principle of neutrality de-
manded by Polanyi is simply the principle of
separation between economics and palitics.
This principle was challenged by those who
considered it an obstacle for the humanitarian
aims of the state. . . (156).

Thus Polanyi ultimately offers a different vision of
authority than Keynes:

Polanyi’s‘moderate’ liberalismadmitsaform
of authority in society, but such authority isnot
theonedescribed by Keynes, inwhichthestate
can decide what is right or wrong for the
community, although respecting freedom, and
does not hesitate to connect economics and
social justice (157).

Polanyi’s ideas about regulating the money supply
thus need to be seen as “an instrument to defend the
dynamism and freedom in a historical moment which
saw them in crisis as new emphasis was given to



managerial authority.” (159).

Carlo Vinti’s essay, (“Polanyi and the ‘Austrian
School’”) is a discussion of the significance and the
limitsof Polanyi’ srelationshipwithMises, Hayek and
Popper. Vinti reviews the scattered published com-
mentsPolanyi madeonthework of thesefigures; afew
are affirmative but severa are quite critical in LL.
Nevertheless, Vinti argues, one should not lose sight
of thefact that Polanyi and thesefigureshavemuchin
common; they all are critical of anti-liberal ideolo-
gies; they all are proponents of moderate liberalism
and oppose poalitical programsthat promisetoo much
through planning. They all make basic claims about
the

centrality of the individual, of his original
liberty and his personal responsibility, the
consideration of the public not as a collective
affair but as an inter-individual project, a
project created by individuals located in an
open universe, of limited subjects, capable
only of designs and plans that are always
partial, fallible, and revisable (136).

Vinti comments on what he calls “the very delicate,
and as yet, unresolved historiographical question”
(136) about influences of these authors on each other
and then discusses what divides Polanyi and the
members of the Austrian School. Polanyi uses his
analysis of science as a paradigm that then gets
extended to the domain of economics, unlike most of
thesefigures. Polanyi seemsto haveavision of liberal
democracy in which liberty is not so concerned with
individual choiceaswith preservingthepossibility for
the person “torealizeindividual libertiesinthepublic
sphere.” (137) Vinti reviews Polanyi’s criticisms of
Popper’s “open society,” linking it to the tradition of
critical thought. He then launches a more extensive
comparison of Polanyi and Hayek, suggesting the
points of contact and anal ogies between Polanyi and
Hayek are much more than Polanyi and Popper. He
points out that claims by Goodman, Mirowski and
Jacobs in articles in TAD have dissented from the
conventional wisdom that tries to show Polanyi and

Hayek as bedfellows. The essay ends by calling for
more investigation of Polanyi’s relationship to the
thought of the Austrian School, noting that Polanyi’s
notion of liberty “as a public-individual exercise’
(145) isthemostinteresting differencebetween Polanyi
and these thinkers who adopt a more conventional
Enlightenment radical individualism.

This is a very good collection of essays that
complements older scholarly resources such as
Langford and Poteat’ s Intellect and Hope. All of the
essays are interesting discussions by scholars thor-
oughly familiar with Polanyi. Particularly someof the
essaysthat treat Polanyi’ seconomicideasare helpful,
since thisarea of histhought is often underplayed, at
leastinthisjournal. A few interesting but unanswered
guestions—such as how much emphasis should
Polanyi’ smetaphysical realismhaveand how Burkean
is Polanyi—thread through these essays.

Phil Mullins
mullins@missouriwestern.edu

59



