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Preface

Someissuesof TAD includeprimarily articleswiththeol ogical interests
while others include more philosophically oriented essays; some issues are
neither predominantly theol ogical nor philosophical, but aremuch moreeclectic,
with articlestouching on subjects such asliterary and political theory. Therich
pluralism of contemporary scholarship supported by Polanyi’s thought is
certainly areflection of the diversity of Polanyi’s own interests. Although it
sometimes causes problems in proudly disciplinary enclaves, | believe it is
important to continuetorepresentin TAD therangeof scholarly interestsinspired
by Polanyi.

Thisissueincludesmaterial that isprimarily theol ogical in orientation.
It has a double focus. First, there are three pieces which treat the Christian
theol ogianand moral philosopher H. Richard Niebuhr, afigure,inNorth American
Polanyi circles, frequently linkedto Polanyi. Polanyi Society member R.Melvin
K eiser haswritten aninteresting second book on Niebuhr whichled meto solicit
areview essay from Charles S. McCoy, aso a Niebuhr student and scholar, a
Polanyian, and afigure perhaps more than any other who has brought together
Niebuhrianand Polanyianthemes. K eiser kindly agreedtorespond (“McCoy on
Keiser' sNiebuhr” toMcCoy’ sreview essay (“ K eiser’ sPost-Critical Niebuhr”).
My ownessay (“ Historical and Textua NotesonH. Richard Niebuhr and Michael
Polanyi”) really isjust atuned up version of aset of notes| began gathering five
yearsago as| tried to determine the historical connection between Polanyi and
Niebuhr and to trace the references to Polanyi made in Niebuhr’ swriting.

The second focus in not a new topic but it has been newly discussed
in Colin Weightman's recent book, Theology in a Polanyian Universe: The
Theology of Thomas Torrance. What Weightman doesisanayzeboth Polanyi's
and Torrance's writing about religion. Since John Apczynski was one of the
original essayistsinthe1982 specia Zygonissueon Polanyi andreligionand has,
aswell, writtenabout Harry Prosch’ sinterpretation of Polanyi onreligion, | asked
John to do a review essay on Weightman's book (“Torrance on Polanyi and
Polanyi on God: Commentson Weightman'sCriticisms”). Weightman kindly
agreed to respond (“Polanyi and Mathematics, Torrance and Philosophy of
Science”) to John's incisive and insightful essay. What we have in these
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companion pieces is another stimulating round of the discussion going on for the past fifteen or so years about how
to read Polanyi’ s understanding of religion and religious knowledge.

Please note that you have a subscription renewal noticeinserted asaflyer inthisissue. The Polanyi Society
does have afew expenses and remains solvent only if members pay our modest dues. The subscription cycle always
commencesintheFall. Any questionsabout dues should be directed to merather than Richard Gelwick sincel now
have the records.

ThePolanyi Society now hasaWorld WideWeb pagedescribed bel ow with much useful information. | hope
that many peopletake alook at thisfledgling WWW effort and provide feedback to me (mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu)
about how to expand andimprovethesite. Clearly, itisincreasingly important to provideel ectronic resourceson Polanyi
and Polanyian scholarship.

Theannual Polanyi Soci ety Fall meetingsarecomingup November 21 and 22, 1997, in San Francisco. Forthose
whocangetto San Franciscoearly, therewill bea7:00 p.m.dinner on November 21 honoring CharlesS. McCoy, afigure
who, likeWilliam Poteat (honored by the Polanyi Society inits 1993 meeting) hasintroduced generationsof students
toPolanyi’ swritings. Followingthebanquet, therewill bealate Friday night (9 p.m.-11 p.m.) session onthe thought
of McCoy. The panel will includefour former McCoy students. Marty Mol eski hasal so put together agood Saturday
morningsessionwithtwoadditional papers. Seetheprogram description (p. 4), Newsand Notes(p. 5) and theenclosed
flyer for detail s about these meetings. Please pay careful attention to the detail s about banquet reservations and how
to acquire pre-circulated papers (there are some changes this year).

Phil Mullins
Polanyi Society WWW Materials

The Polanyi Society now has ahome page on the World Wide Web located at the following URL :
http:/mww.mwsc.edu/~polanyi/. Likeeverything el seonWWW, thissiteis* under construction.” Partsof theexisting
structure will be expanded and reorganized in the future. Bibliographic resources will, for example, eventually be
included here. Suggestions and criticismsareinvited and should be sent to Phil Mullins at the e-mail addresslisted
at the site. Thefollowing topics are the basic framework for the home page:

* ¢ Polanyi Society Membership, Meetings, and Electronic Discussion List
¢ ¢ Tradition & Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical

i PublicationInformation

i History of Polanyi Society Publications. Thisincludesalisting of issues by date and volume.
For recent issues, tables of contents are included.

i Author Index for 1990-1997

i L ocating Early Publications

¢ ¢ Other Journalswith Special Interest in the Thought of Michael Polanyi
¢+  Guide To The Papers Of Michael Polanyi
¢+ Photographs of Michael Polanyi



Upcoming Polanyi Society M eeting

ThePolanyi Society will havethree sessionson November 21 and 22, 1997at itsmeeting held in conjunction
withthisyear'sAmerican Academy of Religion/Society for Biblical Literatureannual meeting. Thetworegular sessions
will beinthe San Francisco Hilton (333 O'Farrell St.). A special banquet honoring Charles S. McCoy will precedethe
first regular session and will be held in the Edward Hopper Room of the nearby Maxwell Hotel (386 Geary St.).

Asinpast years, papersin regular sessionswill not be read; presentationswill be limited, with thefocuson
discussion. Papersfor Sessionsl| and |11 will beavailablefor review nolater thanearly November. Y oumay havepapers
mailedtoyoufor anominal charge($7). Severa of thosewho regularly attend Polanyi Society meetingsrely uponthe
coordinator tomail paperswithout arequest; thispracticehas, however, becomeamessy oneandwill bediscontinued.
Contact Marty Mol eski for copiesof papers: mol eski @canisi su.edu, fax 716-886-6506, tel ephone: (716) 888-2383, U.S.
Mail: 2001 Main Street, Buffalo, New Y ork, 14208. Paper swill beposted onthePolanyi Society WWW site(http://
www.mwsc.edu/~polanyi); they canbeprinted dir ectly fromthesiteat nocost. They shouldbeavailablethereby early
November, if not before.

Session|--Friday, November 21, 1997 7:00-8:15p.m. Edward Hopper Room, Maxwell Hotel (386 Geary St.)
Banquet Honoring Charles S. McCoy

Richard Gelwick: Master of Ceremonies

(Seefurther information on page 5 and inserted reservation flyer)

Session||--Friday, November 21,1997, 9:00-11:00p.m.in Continenta 1, SFHilton (333 O0'Farrell St)
Special Topic: Charles S. McCoy's Post Critical Theology

Panelists: Phil Mullins, Richard Gelwick, Phil Rolnick, Doug Adams

Respondent: CharlesS. McCoy

Sessionl I 1--Saturday, November 22,1997, 9:00-11:30a.m.inUnion Square 11, SFHilton
LousH. Swartz, “ Implicit Knowledge (Tacit Knowing), Connoisseurship, and the Common Law Tradition”

Respondent: | ra Peak

Andy F. Sanders, “ Dogmatism, Fallibilismand Truth”

Respondent: DaleCannon



NEWSAND NOTES

Banquet Honoring CharlesS. M cCoy

For over thirty years, Charles S. McCoy intro-
duced generations of students to the thought of Michael
Polanyi at Pacific School of Religion and the Graduate
Theological Union, Berkeley. McCoy's own writing in
Christian theology and ethics incorporates and devel ops
somemajor Polanyian themes. The 1997 Polanyi Society
meeting honorsM cCoy with bothabanquet and asession
featuring apanel of former studentsdiscussing hiswork
(seethedescription of Session |1 onpage4). Membersof
the Polanyi Society, their guests and others who know
McCoy areinvited to attend the banquet at 7:00 p.m. on
Friday, November 21, 1997 inthe Edward Hopper Room of
theMaxwell Hotel (386 Geary St.) whichisabout ablock
fromthe AAR/SBL host hotel, the San Francicso Hilton.
If you can come, bring a story about Charles McCoy.

Reservations with accompanying payment must be sent
to Phil Mullinsby November 5, 1997. Dinners, inclusiveof
tax and gratuity are$30. Beverageswill beavailableatthe
bar. M enu choicesand instructionsfor check or credit
payment ar eenclosed on aflyer.

Hotel reservations for anyone attending the Polanyi So-
ciety banquet honoring Charles S. McCoy (and other
AAR/SBL meetings) are available at the Maxwell Hotel
(386 Geary). TheMaxwell isarecently renovated,smaller
hotel near other AAR/SBL hotelsintheUnion Squarearea.
The rate for a room with two beds is $99.00/night (an
additional roll-a-way is$10.00/night). Thisisthespecia
AAR/SBL rate. If youwanttostay attheMaxwell, reserve
directly withthem (rather thanthrough the AAR housing
procedure); advise the hotel that your stay isin conjunc-
tion with the Polanyi Society banquet. For reservations,
cdltoll free888-734-6299.

There Wil be a weekend conference, sponsored by Ap-
praisal, titled“ Michael Polanyi Today” on April 17thand
18th of 1998 at HallamHall, University of Sheffield, UK.
Bed and breakfast accomodations are available.Pro rata
terms are available for those who cannot attend every
sessionand for non-residents. Papers, which donot have
to be narrowly focused on Polanyi, areinvited. Forward
proposalsandinquiriestoRichard Allen, Editor, Appriasal,
20Ulverscroft Rd., Loughborough, Leich. LE113PU, En-
gland or write Allen at his e-mail address
(Richard_Allen_21@compuserve.com).

Elizabeth Newman recently published “Theology and
ScienceWithout Dualism” inthe Center for Theol ogy and
theNatural SciencesBulletin(17:1(Winter 1997): 15-23);
her essay makes use of Polanyi and Poteat and grew out
of apaper presentedtothe” Theol ogy and Science Group”
at the 1996 Annual Meeting of the AAR/SBL.

David Rutledge received an award for a course titled
“Naturein Scientific and Religious Perspective’ that he
developed for Furman and submitted to the Templeton
Foundationannual competition. David hasparticipatedin
some recent workshops on teaching science and religion
issues sponsored by the Templeton Foundation; he re-
ports that these have been very insightful. If youwould
likeadditional information about the Templ eton Founda-
tionprogram, contact Rutledgeat Department of Religion,
FurmanUniversity, Greenville, SC29613-1474 (fax:803-
294-3001, e-mail: rutledge _david/furman@furman.edu).



Keasar’s Post-Critical Niebuhr: A Review Article

Charles S. McCoy

ABSTRACT Key Words: H. Richard Niebuhr, Michael Polanyi, R. Melvin Keiser, theology and ethics

Thisreview essay on R. MelvinKeiser'sRootsof Relational Ethics: Responsibility in Originand Maturity inH. Richard
Niebuhr surveys selected wor ks about Niebuhr, examinesthe strengths of Keiser's post-critical treatment of Niebuhr
and raises questions about Keiser's views and about Niebuhr.

R. Mdvin Keiser, Roots of Relational Ethics: Responsibility in Origin and Maturity in H. Richard Niebuhr. Atlanta:
ScholarsPress, 1996. xviii +248p., with bibliography andindex.

Inthe Foreword to John Godsey, The Promiseof H. Richard Niebuhr (Philadel phia: Lippincott, 1970), Martin
Marty writes: “The legacy of Niebuhr . . . isamong therichest in American theol ogy inthetwentieth century; asamatter
of fact, | wonder whether since Jonathan Edwards there has been a systematic theol ogian of such organizing brilliance
asH. Richard Niebuhr” (p. 7). Inwhat has become amajor focus of hisscholarly career, Professor Keiser hasgonefar
inshowingtheaccuracy of Marty’ sremark. Keiser wentto Y ale Divinity School to study inwhat turned out to bethefinal
twoyearsof Niebuhr’ slife. Helaterwrotean S.T.M. thesisunder Robert L. Calhounentitled“ Relationality inthe Theol ogy
of H. RichardNiebuhr: A Study inNiebuhr’ sUnderstanding of Manand God,” 1964, and, indoctoral study at Dukeunder
WilliamL. Poteat, wroteadi ssertationon“ Recovering the Personal : Thel ogicof ReligiousDiscourseinthe Theol ogical
Quest of H. Richard Niebuhr,” 1974, inwhich hesuggeststhat Niebuhr ismoving toward theformul ation of apostcritical
theology and ethics, aterm linking hiswork to that of Michael Polanyi, the Hungarian-British physical chemist turned
philosopher, whose theory of tacit knowing, according to Marjorie Grene, provides “grounds for a revolution in
philosophy.”

Keiser revised and published his dissertation as Recovering the Personal: Religious Language and the Post-
Critical Quest of H. Richard Niebuhr (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), an exploration of Niebuhr’ stheol ogical method.
Now, inthislater book, hefocuseson the matureformulation of Niebuhr’ stheol ogical ethics, on how it devel oped during
Niebuhr’ scareer, and onacritical appraisal of what Niebuhr accomplished andleft undoneat hisdeath. Thesetwobooks
on Niebuhr congtitute the most comprehensive treatment to date of the thought of one who is perhaps the twentieth
century’s greatest scholar in theology and ethics.

Thestrengthof Kelser’ streatment of Niebuhr lies(1) inthescopeand detail of hisapproach, drawingonNiebuhr's
published and unpublished writing, on his own personal contact with Niebuhr asa student at Y ale, and on the views of
other scholars; (2) in his perspective on the development of Niebuhr's thought, especially what Keiser cdls the
“conversion” that shapesthe character of hismaturework; (3) in hisdelineation of the movement toward a post-critical
methodthat hassimilaritiestoMichael Polanyi’ sground-breaking philosophy; and (4) inK el ser’ sevaluationof Niebuhr’s
theology and ethics, dealing with its depth and power aswell asits deficiencies.

To appreciate Keiser’ saccomplishment, | shall first provide abrief overview of published works on Niebuhr.
Second, therewill beacloser examination of thestrengthsof K eiser’ streatment of Niebuhr. Andthird, | shall raisesome
guestions of my own about K eiser and Niebuhr.



Survey of Selected Published Work about Niebuhr

Thefirst substantial commentary on Niebuhr’ sthought appearedinFaithand Ethics: the Theology of H. Richard
Niebuhr, edited by Paul Ramsey (New Y ork: Harper, 1957), afestschrift witharticlesby someof Niebuhr’ sformer students.
Two chaptersby HansFrei, “ Niebuhr’ s Theol ogical Background” and “ The Theology of H. Richard Niebuhr,” make up
over 40% of the text of the book and provide information on the sources and shape of Niebuhr’ sthought. Frel isvery
hel pful on the German background and makes good use of these sourcesto clarify issuesin Niebuhr’ stheology, but he
fails to give adequate attention to Niebuhr’s American sources, in particular to his acknowledged debts to Jonathan
Edwards and to William James and Josi ah Royce from the pragmatic tradition. Asaresult, thefirst chapter scemsmore
an essay on 19th and 20th century German theology than on Niebuhr. In the second chapter, Frei suggests some
questionable interpretations of Niebuhr. For example, Frei speaks of “disbelievers,” “half-believers,” and “secular”
culture, even asherecognizesthat Niebuhr “ refusesto acknowledge the absence of faithinany man” (p. 13). Thishasic
pointinNiebuhrturns* unbelievers’ intobelieversand eliminatestheneedfor thehighly vagueterm* secular” by providing
ameansfor understanding the varied faiths of believers other than Christian. Or again, Frel understands*“internal” and
“external” history in The Meaning of Revelation as“ completely parallel to oneanother” and“ quitedifferentinkind” (p.
30), whereasNiebuhr seesaclosesimilarity between histories, inwhichthey differ by theperspectiveor faiththatinforms
them, making each externa totheothersbut havinganinternal history asviewedfromwithin. Further, when Frel discusses
thefive-fold typology Niebuhr outlinesin Christ and Culture, he saysthat “ Niebuhr’ sown faith and theology are those
of a‘conversionist’” (p. 65), whereas Niebuhr explicitly rejects opting for one as*the Christian answer,” saysthat “the
types are not wholly exclusive of one another,” and reminds usthat “in theology asin any other science the seeking of
aninclusivetheory isof great practical importance” (Christ and Culture, p. 231). While Frei provides helpful insights,
especially about Niebuhr and German theology, his treatment is not an adequate guide to Niebuhr’ s thought.

James Gustafson’ sarticlein Faith and Ethics, “ Christian Ethicsand Social Policy,” offersahelpful rendition
of major motifsin Niebuhr’ sethicsand “aninterpretation of Christian social ethics’ consistent with Niebuhr’ sthought.
Inhisfinal section, “ Some Remaining Questions,” however, Gustaf son driftsinto dubiousterritory in speaking of ethics
and predictability, in saying that in“ comparison with Catholicism, Protestantism haslittle culture of itsown,” and when
he departs from Niebuhr on “the relation of ethicsto ontology” (pp. 136-139).

Paul Ramsey in“ The Transformation of Ethics” makestheinteresting suggestionthat rel ational objectivismmay
be a better way to describe Niebuhr’ streatment of valuesthan relativism.

In“Vaueand Valuation,” George Shrader delineates adistinguishing mark of Niebuhr’ sthought as*“the way
he combines rigorous philosophical analysis with penetrating theological insight” (p. 173) and points to an apparent
problem in Niebuhr’ svalue theory, which Niebuhr later clarifies (see Radical Monotheismand Western
Culture, pp.100-113).

The articles, taken as a whole, with the exception of that by Julian Hartt, offer a helpful but by no means
comprehensiveor completely reliabl eintroductionto Niebuhr’ sthought. Hartt’ sarti cleadmittedly expresseshisown point
of view rather than Niebuhr’s, misrepresents Niebuhr at points, and is open to the devastating criticisms Niebuhr, and
Polanyi, make of Hartt’ stype of overly- confident rationalism.



Two bookson Niebuhr appeared in 1970: an introductionto histhought by John D. Godsey, referred to above,
and thefirst comprehensive study of Niebuhr’ stheology, by Dutch theol ogian Libertus A. Hoedemaker (The Theology
of H. Richard Niebuhr. Philadel phia: Pilgrim Press, 1970).

Godsey provides agood account of Niebuhr’ s theology and ethics, drawn from his major books and sel ected
articles. Though he blurssome of Niebuhr’ sfiner distinctions(e.g. internal and external history), hecorrectly perceives
that Niebuhr is*forging something new intheworld of Christian theology” and thusopenshimself to criticism (pp. 96ff.
andp. 108).

Hoedemaker focuses on Niebuhr’s theology, showing its American and European (including non-German)
sources. Histreatment, donewith empathy but not uncritically, coversanimpressivearray of topicsin Niebuhr’ sthought,
andrai sesimportant questionsabout itspossiblelimitations. Hoedemaker doesnot deal adequately withNiebuhr’ sethics,
does not seem to understand theimportance of Niebuhr’ sidentification of God with the principle of being, and implies
that Niebuhr’ stheol ogy makesthe most senseif linked to “ God’ sfinal disappearance” (pp. 165-166).

JamesW. Fowler’ sTo Seethe Kingdom: The Theological Vision of H. Richard Niebuhr (Nashville: Abingdon
Press, 1974) emerged from a doctoral dissertation at Harvard and proposes “to study in depth the development of”
Niebuhr’ sthought. Fowler had the great advantage of accessto the unpublished manuscriptsleft by Niebuhr at thetime
of hisdeathin1962. Thebiographical introductionishelpful buterrsinsaying, “From1917to 1918 Niebuhr earnedamaster’ s
degreein history at Washington University;” themaster’ sthesisitself reports“ A.M., 1917, Department of Germanics.”
Thestrength of Fowler’ streatment liesin hisuse of unpublished aswell as published writingsintracing the devel opment
of Niebuhr’ sthought, in emphasi zing theinseparahility of histheology and ethics, and suggesting that Niebuhr devel ops
analternativeto Barth and liberalism. Perhaps suffering from never having studied with Niebuhr and seeing himwrestle
as he attempted to find “logos in mythos’ Fowler overly systematizes Niebuhr, who can be called “ systematic” only in
asensethatiscarefully qualified, and comescloseto misrepresenting Niebuhr by suggesting affinitieswith Whitehead' s
metaphysics. Y et hedoesfindin Niebuhr “ atacit covenantal structurethat makeshuman community and human selfhood
possible,” astructurethat istriadic in form (pp. 206-207), thus underscoring Niebuhr’ sview that humans areinvolved
in adevel oping experience with their companionsin the presence of divine mystery, not a clearly defined situation for
rational exposition.

Donad E. Fadner, in The Responsible God: The Christian Philosophy of H. Richard Niebuhr (1974), fearsthe
sovereignty of God in Niebuhr endangershuman responsibility and holdsthat theway to correct thisproblemisthrough
process metaphysics.

LonnieD. KlieverinH. Richard Niebuhr (Waco: Word, 1977) dealswith Niebuhr asreformer, theologian, and
ethicist, provides abalanced treatment, and pointsto Niebuhr’ sambiguitiesand relevance. Though Kliever repeatsthe
minor error that Niebuhr’s master’ sdegree at Washington University wasin history (p. 20), givesexcessive priority to
theconversionist positionfrom Christand Culture(pp. 58ff.), and seemstothink that theethi csof responsibility eliminates
teleol ogy and deontol ogy as principlesof Christian action (pp. 113ff.), Kliever offersamore carefully nuanced view of
internal and externa history andtheir relationto Kant (pp. 74ff.) thanisusually found (e.g. Van A. Harvey, TheHistorian
and the Believer. New Y ork: Macmillan, 1966, pp. 234ff.). Kliever aso notestheimportance of Niebuhr for narrative
theology and environmental theology, and seeshis* original and powerful re-symbalization of the Christian faith” asa
“resource for the ongoing reformation of the church and world” (p. 189).
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DouglasF. Ottati, Meaning and Method in H. Richard Niebuhr’ s Theology (Washington: University Press of
America, 1982), intendsto show that “ thetheol ogy of H. Richard Niebuhr adequately resolvestheproblem of faith seeking
understandingin amanner that isat oncetrueto thehistorically distinctivefeaturesof thebiblica witnessand accessible
toitshearers’ (p. 2). Though specialized infocus, Ottati carries out his purpose well and in the processindicates how
Niebuhr’s thought is indeed systematic.

InJerry Irish’ sTheReligious Thought of H. Richard Niebuhr (Atlanta: John K nox, 1983), canbefound probably
the best short account of the basic themes in Niebuhr. Drawing on the published writings Irish gives an orderly
understanding of thisdispersed systemwithout over-organizing it and threads hisway through Niebuhr’ ssubtletieswith
precision and sensitivity.

TheLegacy of H. Richard Niebuhr, edited by Ronald Thiemann (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991), failstoliveup
toitspromiseor dojusticetoitssubject. Withafew notableexceptions(seeespecially thecontributionsof JamesGustafson
and Linell Cady), thecontributorsdo littletoillumineNiebuhr’ slegacy nor doall of them show closeacquaintancewith
his thought.

Among the unpublished dissertations on Niebuhr, those by Beverly Wildung Harrison (H. Richard Niebuhr:
TowardsaChristianMoral Philosophy. UnionTheologica Seminary, 1974) andMichagl W.Maeder (H.RichardNiebuhr's
Doctrineof Godand Critical Realism: An Attempt to ReconcileOrthodox Christianity withan Experiential View of God.
Graduate Theology Union, 1976) especialy merit attention. Maeder providesan extensive and useful bibliography.

Giventheunevennessof the published materials, Keiser’ swork stands out asahel pful addition to thegrowing
literatureon Niebuhr. Without neglectingitsproblems, K eiser succeedsin getting inside Niebuhr’ scomplex thought and
showingtheintent and scopeof hiswork. Insodoing, heopenstheway for Niebuhr to evokecontinuing creativeresponse
without producing imitators.

TheStrengthof Keiser’ sTreatment of Niebuhr

a) Scopeand Detail. Themost impressiveaspect of K eiser'sbook ishismeticul ousinclusiveness of Niebuhr’ spublished
and unpublished work. Though he does not deal directly with the background of Niebuhr’ sthought, heis aware of his
sourcesand oftenindicatesthem, and theentire range of Niebuhr’ swriting hasbeen consulted and drawn on extensively
toillustrate and support the view of Niebuhr that he presents. We see Niebuhr systematizing but never becoming rigidly
systematic, responding to specific occasions (e.g. thearticleson war) but always seeking alarger view that makes sense
of the tragedies and apparent contradictions of human experience, and in the process dealing with the entire spectrum
of dementsin ethicsand theol ogy, though never arriving at afinished formulation. Inaddition, Kel ser usesstudent notes
of lecturesin Niebuhr’s course on Christian ethics, and of special importance, relies on his own experience of Niebuhr
inclass, whichaddsconvictiontotheviewthat “ first-persongrammar” isdominantin Niebuhr’ smaturework (pp. 48-49).
Keiser draws on the work of scholars who have written about Niebuhr, using them to raise questions about possible
strengths and weaknessesin Niebuhr; but he does not hesitate to disagree with them when he thinks it appropriate (see
hisaffirmation that Niebuhr’ sethicsismore rel ational than dispositional, pp. 96-97). Part Onetracesthe emergence of
relational realism and pinpoints the time of Niebuhr's “conversion.” Part Two describes the relational ethics of
responsibility, involving a postcritical ethics of being and a phenomenology of the moral act. Part Three focuses on
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Chrigtian responsibility as action with Jesus Christ as the symbolic form, borne within the Christian community, that
liberatesand providesprinciplesfor “theo-socia analysis.” Keiser concludeswith asection on“A Relational Ethicsof
Liberating Spirituality.”

K ei ser addsdepth and charm to hispresentation of Niebuhr’ sthought withillustrationsdrawn fromthelectures
on Chrigtian ethicsin 1961 that both K eiser and hiswifeattended and recorded intheir written notes. Hereisan example:

Weundergo stagesin comingto emotional knowledgeof the Creator amidst creaturely goodness. The
stages, Niebuhr remarks, arelike coming to appreciate modern art. “Our first reaction to the modern
artistis: heisout of hismind.” “Welook at thelate Picasso’ smulti-profiled woman and first wonder
about hissanity. It doesn't conformto ‘good art’,” such asthat of Rembrandt or Praxiteles. “After
this stage of rejection, then | resist my own interpretation of good and evil and believe that Picasso
knew what hewasdoing.” Soaso, “| don’'t know what God was doing when he mademebut | accept
it" (CE[RMK], CE[EBK]), & CE[RMK] April 26,1961). Fromrejectiontoacceptancewecan passon
to affirmation, understanding, and wonder (p. 108).

b) Perspective. The crux of Keisaer's understanding of the development of Niebuhr's thought lies in his
“conversion.” Thisperspective congtitutesadistinctive aspect of thebook, and may also beitsmost controversia point.
“Although H. Richard Niebuhr is understood to be an outstanding representative of liberal theology turned neo-
orthodox,” Keiser writes, “in fact, his conversion from liberalism was to relational thinking that bears the seeds of a
postcritical theology” (p. xi). Central to Niebuhr’ sthought after hisconversionisthesovereignty of God, aview heshares
with other neo-orthodox theol ogians of histime. What sets Niebuhr apart for Keiser isthat he reconceives God and self
inrelational and experiential terms. “ It meansthe presence of the transcendent God as pattern of being and valuein the
world, and the self’ s personal dependence upon and faith in the trustworthiness of being in its mysterious wholeness’
(p-xiii). Keiser datesNiebuhr’ sshifttorelational realismwith precision; hebelievesittook placeinNovember, 1929. Still
Deanat Eden Theol ogical Seminary, havingjust published hisSocial Sourcesof Denominationalismandanarticle,“From
the Religion of Humanity to the Religion of God,” which show no sign of the new perspective, heddiversan addressin
lateNovember withthetitle* Moral RelativismandtheChrigtianFaith,” inwhich, writesK eiser, his" converted” viewpoint
appears. So*“itwould appear that November isthetime of histransformation” (p. 213, fn. 21; seed so pp. 23ff.).

¢) Niebuhr’ sPostcritical Theology. K eiser depictsNiebuhr asbreaking out of thedualismsthat characterizeboth
liberal and neo-orthodox theology, dualisms appropriated from critical philosophy. Therelational realism that emerges
from Niebuhr’ sconversionmoveshim, K ei ser writes, toward apostcritical perspective, sothat “inhisculminating ethics
of responsibility, relational thinking breaksfree of itsdualistic container and expandsinto acomprehensive postcritical
theology” (pp. Xi-xii). By meansof hispostcritical approach, Niebuhr “isableto get beneaththedistortionsand divisions
of modernthought todiscover thespiritual principlesinherentinthetacit rel atednessof selvesinactual living, whichbears
theseedsof socid transformation” (p. 128). Kel ser useslanguage and referencesthat emphasizethepostcritical direction
of development in Niebuhr’ sthought and suggest itsrelation to the postcritical philosophy of Michael Polanyi. Hedoes
not in thisvolume, however, spell out directly and in detail what this development and the relation to Polanyi mean.

d) Evaluation of Niebuhr. Keiser’ soverall evaluation of Niebuhr’ stheology and ethicsisstrongly positive. He
does, however, raise questions and points to what he sees as inadequacies.
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Thecrucial eement in Niebuhr’s development for Keiser ishis conversion from liberal idealismto relational
realism. Histheology and ethics gather strength as the consequences of this shift unfold. Emerging within the context
of Niebuhr’ sconviction of therelativism of human thought and action, relational realism affirms, first, theinseparability
of value and being. To experience valueisto experience being; to experience being isto experience value. Second, the
presence of ultimate pattern within the relative is experienced through revelation that occursin and through historical
events. For Christians, therevelatory eventisJesusChrist. Third, Christiansareenabledtotrustandbeloyal tothisreality
throughtheexperienceof JesusChrist, whichmeanstohavefaithinGod. Thisfaith, totheextent that iti spresent, permeates
thewholeof humanlife--feeling, reason, and all rel ations. AsNiebuhr worksthroughthisviewpoint throughout hiscareer,
hemovestoward overcomingtheduaismsthat have pervaded critical thought. InReinhold Niebuhr’ srealismthedualism
remainsastheideal remainsever unrealizableamidthesinof humanactualities. InBarth, thedualismremainsinthewholly
othernessof the God revealed in Jesus Christ. In Tillich, theremnants of dualism are manifest in that only symbolspoint
beyond the experienced world to the Unconditioned. Troeltsch bridges dualism by affirming theindividual’s mystical
union with Absolute Spirit.

Niebuhr’ sethics of responsibility, Keiser pointsout, takes shapewithinthisrelational realism. God isthe One
action presentinall action. Selvesareagentsacting in responseto oneanother incommunity, but ultimately in response
totheprior and ongoing action of God. Only thelanguage of responsibility to God and human companionsthrough action
and interaction in specific contexts is adequate ethics within Christian faith. On this basis, Niebuhr develops a
phenomenology of the moral act: fittingness, response to divine immanence, the integrity of maturing inclusiveness,
embracing changethrough sel f-transformation, finding freedom through the rei nterpretati on of our context, and meeting
needsinresponseto thefullnessof being. Without rejecting them, Niebuhr presentsathird alternativetothetel eological
and deontological patterns that previoudy have dominated Western ethics, providing a way to deal tacitly with the
complexity of actual human situations.

Thekey totheinterpretati on guiding Christianmoral agency isJesusChrist assymbolicform, by meansof which
Chrigtians“tell each other what life and death, God and man, arelike” (The Responsible Sdif, p. 154). JesusChrististhe
responsible sdlf, fully human, yet also Son of God through whom humans are empowered to become sonsof God. The
virtues present in moral life and the principles of mora action inherent in these virtues are “ centrally illuminated and
reconstructed by the symbolic form of Jesus Christ” (p. 125).

Niebuhr’ srelational ethics, inKeiser’ sview, “can contributesignificantly toliberationthought” (p. 128) by not
separating justice from love and through a community of action that responds to social domination. |ssues of social
dominationtowhichNiebuhr givesexplicit attentionaresexism, environmental exploitation, theChristianimperialismthat
resultsinanti-semitism, war and pacifism, andracism (pp. 131-155).

K eiser rai sesanimportanti ssueinaskingwhy socioeconomiccritique, socentral inNiebuhr’ searlier years, moves
totheperiphery inhislater years. Hebuildson Beverly Harrison’ scomment that thischange emergesfrom hismounting
concern about the crisisin language and symbol. The need for a profound “ resymbolization of the Christian message
andthelifeof faith” ledhimtofocusonthereformationof thechurchand of religionasthebasi sfor areformationof society.
The context of socia analysisthus becomes inclusive of nature and history aswell as present culture and society and
involves more complexity than can be managed by any one person (pp. 157-175).
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The most pervasiveinadequacy Keiser seesin Niebuhr’ s ethicsisthefailureto provide specific directivesfor
actionor what K eiser calls* Niebuhr’ sunconsciousresistancetopraxis’ (p. 131). Thisresistancederivesfrom Niebuhr's
reluctance to judge others. Action must be shaped by what is fitting in particular situations, obedient to the agent’s
covenants. Keiser believesthat Niebuhr, inthisregard, failsto take responsibility into social praxisand “ contradictshis
responsibility perspective” (p. 155). Nor doesKeiser find any evidencethat Niebuhr would haveincluded praxisin his
ethicsof responsibility even had helivedlonger. Thisfailurerepresentsaremnant of dualismin hissocial ethics(pp. 196-
197). Keiser d soconsiderscritiquesof Niebuhr madeby others, inparticul ar criticismsfromafemini st perspective. Sharon
Welch (A Feminist Ethic of Risk. Minneapolis. Fortress, 1990) holdsthat the emphasison the sovereignty of Godinneo-
orthodox theology entails domination, conquest, and control. Keiser agreeswith Welchin regard to Barth and Tillich,
but not with referenceto Niebuhr. While Niebuhr does espouse aradical monotheismthat dethronesall absol utesexcept
theprincipleof being, God declaresall thingsgood; reverencing theradically monothei sticrequiresreverencingtheentire
creationandall relativeexistents. Indeed, saysKeiser, Welch’' scall for “ communicativesolidarity” hasmuchincommon
with Niebuhr’ sdialogical approach (pp. 52ff.).

In response to the critique of Linda Holler (“1s There a Thou ‘Within' Nature? A Dialogue with H. Richard
Niebuhr.” The Journal of Religious Ethics 17.1 (Spring 1989): 81-102) that Niebuhr’s residual dualism showsin his
denigration of feeling, K ei ser agreeswithreferencetoNiebuhr until the50's. Influenced by Jonathan Edwards emphasis
onthereligiousaffections, Keiser writes, Niebuhr beginsto focus on feelings, especially in The Purpose of the Church
and ItsMinistry (1956) and in“ Toward aRecovery of Feeling,” alectureat Vanderbiltin April, 1961 (pp. 57 ff.) .

Catherine Keller, Keiser notes, sees Niebuhr’s radical monotheism as recoiling into a focus on the One that
demonizesthe many (Froma Broken Web: Separation, Sexism, and Self. Boston: Beacon, 1986, p. 181). Keiser replies
that Niebuhr doesnot affirmeither theOneor themany but rather selvesamid theval ued many, respondingtothevaluing
Oneinmuch theway Keller hersdlf proposes. In responseto Kdler criticism that Niebuhr does not have ametaphysic,
Keiser suggests that “Niebuhr starts from experience, not from any philosophical principle,” which may be more
appropriatefor feminist perspectives(pp. 59-61).

Keiser reportson apaper by Linell Cady inwhich she sees one strand of Niebuhr’ sview of divine sovereignty
as" relativizing and thusadenying of all humanjudgmentsand all human agency, which undercutsany effortsat political
criticismandaction” andanother strand, “irreconcilablewiththefirst, that makesroomfor social critiqueby affirmingthe
making of relative judgments to achieve relative justice,” aview she develops in ways Keiser believes are similar to
Niebuhr’s(p.61).

Keiser concludes that these critiques have misudged Niebuhr’s understanding of divine sovereignty, but he
agreesthat they arecorrectinrejectingthephrase” radical monotheism” becauseit communicatesapatriarchal, dominating
view of God (p. 62).

Keiser mentions another criticism, the opposite of those cited above. “An outstanding ethicist, profoundly
influenced by Niebuhr, James Gustaf son affirmsthe importance of fittingness within asystem of interdependence; yet
he rgjects what Niebuhr understands as the foundation of fittingness: divine immanence and its particularising
intentionality.” Gustafson's view would result in losing “Niebuhr’s radical affirmation of dynamic particularity, a
relationally lived universality, and the center of fittingness’ (p. 220).
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SomeQuestionstoK eiser

a) IsK el ser’ semphasison Niebuhr’ sconversionat aspecific pointintimemideading? It seemsclear that Kei ser
has uncovered adecisive changein Niebuhr’ sthought, has shown it to be ashift to “relational realism” based on divine
sovereignty, and hastraced its outcome in Niebuhr’s development of a postcritical perspectivein theology and ethics.
By hisfocusonNovember 1929 astheexact timeof thechangeand emphatic useof theterm* conversion,” however, Keiser
risksthesameerror of Christianswho cramall thechangeof comingtofaithinJesusChristintoasingleinstant andignore
the aspect of conversion that isacontinuous unfolding in aperson’slife. Thiserror isespecialy important to avoid in
dealingwithH. Richard Niebuhr, who continuestowrestlewiththeimplicationsof acrucial insight throughout hiscareer.
Additional insightsemerge, each with ramificationsto be explored as Niebuhr movesfrom one element of histhought to
another. Hisappropriation of “ belief-ful realism” from Tillichisanother point of conversion or theemergenceof aninsight
implicitintheearlier conversion, now discovered. Thenthereistheturnfrom examining theinfluenceof social forceson
thereligiousstream of faithin The Social Sourcesof Denominationalismto exploringtheforceof thestream of faithitself
in The Kingdomof God in America. These stepsin overcoming the dichotomies of critical thinking were soon eclipsed
by the giant stepstaken in The Meaning of Revelation, as Niebuhr showed reason and faith inseparable, individual and
community in symbiatic relation, and history asinvolving internal and external perspectivesrather than being objective
and subjective. Herealso heprovided acentral metaphor for hisongoing task of faith seeking understanding: permanent
revolution, or, put another way, that the habitation of hisintellect wasatent rather than apal ace. Hethen moves beyond
thecritical bifurcationbetweenthehistorical JesusandtheChrist of faithin Christand Culture, andontoward apostcritical
understandingof faith, of val ue, of theol ogical education, and of language. Each stagerequiredrethinkingtheentirefabric
of histheology and ethics, yet each would have enriched the whole he envisaged but did not have time to set downin
provisiona completion. Overemphasi sontheearly conversion obscuresthecrucia character of theongoing devel opment
and continuous rethinking that characterized Niebuhr’ s method.

b) DoesK eiser’ sfocusontheimportanceof languageinNiebuhr’ slatework tendtoobscureat timesthecentrality
of human actionand interactionin responseto God' sactionin hisethicsand theology? If onereadsK eiser’ searlier book
on Niebuhr, Recovering the Personal: Religious Language and the Post-Critical Quest of H. Richard Niebuhr, the
emphasi sonmeaning, metaphors, andthedialogical self a most éiminatestheactivemotif inNiebuhrinfavor of linguistic
analysis. Niebuhrinhispostcritical questisdistinguishedfromBarth, Bultmann, Tillich, and Reinhold Niebuhr, and placed
inthecompany of Polanyi, Merleau-Ponty, and Wittgenstein as postcritical philosophers. Whilewecan understandthis
focus on language in a dissertation done under William H. Poteat, we must not forget that interpretation and language
arefunctionsof agentsincommunity inboth Niebuhr and Polanyi. Wemust not beleft withthecritical dichotomy between
act and word. Though agency clearly iscentral in histreatment of Niebuhr in Roots of Relational Ethics, thelinguistic
biasremains. Chrigtianethicsis"investigationof theChrigtianstyleof humanlifeasagents’ (p. 102), yet“theEarl Lectures
clearly present Christian ethicsasineluctably linguistic” (p. 103). Would it not be more accurate to say that Niebuhr at
this point in his unfolding understanding of ethics is exploring the interpretive dimension of Christian agency? The
opening chapters of The Responsible Saf focus on the situation of selves as responsible agentsin society, and the Earl
L ecturesareplacedinthat context asNiebuhr exploresmetaphorsand thesymbolicformof JesusChrist askeystoChristian
understanding and action. AsKeiser has pointed out so well with reference to Niebuhr’s movement into a postcritical
perspective, heis here overcoming the dichtomy between idea and act, between being and doing.
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¢) Wouldthesignificance of Niebuhr’ swork, asaccomplished and asintended, befurther clarified by making
moreexplicit hisrelationtothethought of Michael Polanyi andtheposteritical character of histheol ogy and ethics? Perhaps
Keiser thought that enough had been said on this subject in his earlier volume, but the hints and references throughout
thisvolume seem to cry out for more attention and resolution. If Keiser understands Niebuhr correctly, then Niebuhr's
work isnolessgroundsfor arevolution intheol ogy and ethicsthan wasMichael Polanyi’ sin philosophy. Together they
represent abreakthroughfromthecritical tothepost-criti cal asremarkabl eastheturnfromthePtolemaictotheCopernican
perspectivein astronomy and from the precritical to the critical period in Western thought. IsKeiser working on athird
volume exploring the wider meaning of Niebuhr’ stheology and ethics?

d) Infaulting Niebuhr for resisting“ praxis,” isK el ser not criti¢izing himfor omitting something that wasnot on
hisagendaandwhich hismethod excluded himfromdoingintheformthat K el ser and otherswant fromhim? K eiser explains
Niebuhr’ sposition well: though human contextsrequireresponsibleaction, Niebuhr doesnot believeitisan appropriate
part of Christian ethicsto give specific directives. That in hisview isthetask of social ethicsthat takesdetailed account
of the particular situation for involved agentsin thelight of God’' simmanent action withinit. Thisview may disappoint
us. Weshouldremember, however, that Niebuhrwasnot by naturean activist and remember a sothat hehad ledinbringing
thesocial sciencesinto ethics. Hewaswell aware of this* deficiency” butinsisted on sticking to thetask of theology and
Christian ethics as he understood it.

Wemust be grateful to Keiser for his painstaking research and detailed reporting on Niebuhr’ sthought. The
richnessand creativebrilliance of Niebuhr’ swork isbroughtinto sharprelief inthisvolume. All who deal with Niebuhr
in the future must take account of Keiser’ sanaysisand evaluation of thismgjor figurein the theology and ethics of the
twentieth century.
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McCoy on Keiser’s Niebuhr: A Post-Critical Dialogue

R. Mdvin Keiser

ABSTRACT Key words: Michael Polanyi, H. Richard Niebuhr, postcritical theology and ethics, response-relational
ethics, postcritical spirituality, conversion, language, praxis

| respond to Charles McCoy's criticisms of my view of Niebuhr's theological ethics by arguing that “ conversion,”
understood as tacit reorientation rather than explicit choice, does accurately depict Niebuhr's 1929 shift in
perspective; that “ language” emphasized as central to his ethics does in fact hold act and word together; that
“praxis,” while not a part of Niebuhr's conscious agenda, is inherent in his idea of response; and that Niebuhr's
thought is revolutionary which could and should be devel oped, but by someone elsg, into a full-blown postcritical
theological ethics.

When one has been so fully understood, one can only respond with silence--initially and finally--and with
expressionof gratitude. |nbetween, however, | want totakeup the proffered dialogueand respondto CharlesMcCoy’ s
incisiveand important criticisms, recognizing and honoring him asafellow student of Niebuhr’s, a* compresence” in
Polanyi’ s postcritical world, and someone who has thought long and deeply about theological ethics. Theissueshe
raisesabout my interpretation havetodowith: conversion, language, praxis, andthepostcritical revol utionintheol ogy
and ethicsin Niebuhr’ swork.

Perhaps“ conversion” isaproblematical word. If itistaken asan explicit decision or asachange from one
explicit structure of interpretation to another, it is certainly misleading. Niebuhr’s change of orientation was not a
consciouschoice. What hechanged towasnot anexplicit framework but adirection, amanner of relating and working,
and away of being, indwelling, theworld. Moreover, if conversion meanssimply a“turning about,” his changewas
not, asthis etymology suggests, amere redirection on the samelevel in an opposite direction. It wasrather aputting
down of roots, or better yet, a discovering his rootedness in being. The turning was then away from the explicit
detachmentsfrom theworld of liberal idealism to thetacit embodiment of indwelling the social, natural, and spiritual
environments of the world.

If then conversion is understood, not as areversal on the explicit level, but as adiscovery of a seed within
the self that sends its roots down into the loam of the world and grows its trunk and branches into the light of day,
itis, | believe, appropriate for understanding the last thirty-three years of Niebuhr’ swork. The development of his
thought from this turning (deepening) point is an intricate branching, as McCoy says, an “unfolding” with insights
emerging al along the way, but an unfolding, again as McCoy says, that involves “rethinking the entire fabric of
theology and ethics’ at each stage. Such rethinking--in T.S. Eliot’ swords, a* pattern new in every moment” (“ East
Coker™)--isnot thelogical elaboration of achosen, clear concept, but agroping and unfolding of the meaning of this
seed discovered and germinating in his conversion. For thisreason, | speak of the metaphor of responsibility asthe
culmination of hisconversion in which he comesto hisfullest understanding of its meaning and thus of the meaning
of his mature thought. Such an unfolding with the intertwining of branches from the different themes and stages of
his life--history, value, faith, feeling, and responsibility--has the dynamism of “reformation” as a “continuing
imperative” (as he names his autobiographical essay of 1960), and as McCoy says, of inhabiting not a“palace” but
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a“tent” (apparently Niebuhr’sliving room, according to afellow student who visited him in his home, had afeel of
reconfigurable spacesrather than fixed immovablefurniture).

Agreeing, then, with McCoy's depiction of “the ongoing development and continuous rethinking that
characterized Niebuhr’ smethod,” the question iswhether theword “ conversion” can represent this. McCoy implies
that my specificity of locating the exact month of Niebuhr’ sturning isan “[o]veremphasis on the early conversion”
whichobscuresthisunfolding. If theconversionisanexplicit choiceof anexplicit framework sothat subsequent work
islogical deductionrather than creativeemergence, thiswould bean overemphasis. But what | am naming andlocating
isnot suchaconsciousthing; itisaparadigm shift, likeCopernicus' or Einstein'sand Planck’ s, whoseshiftinorientation
isfraught with meaning that will takealifetimeand moreto make explicit. That | can pinpoint thetimedoesnot mean
Niebuhr could have, although hearing it from another, upon reflection, he might have agreed.

| remember inmy editing of Stanley Romaine Hopper’ spapers, | wroteinmy “Introduction” that theturning
point for him into hismature view wasin acertain essay. When heread my draft, hethought | had not gottenit right.
But upon perusing his own writings, herealized | had in fact located the origin of his mature themes. Thisisto say,
an outside but sympathetic interpreter can see things of which an author tacitly indwelling his ownintellectual world
isnot necessarily conscious. | remember too, inthe spring of 1962 at Y ale Divinity School, walking down the stairs
with Sidney Ahlstromandat aturninginthestairswemet Mr. Niebuhr ascending. Atthisinitial encounter with Niebuhr
sincehisrecovery from hisfirst heart attack, Ahlstrom expressed joy at seeing him and then remarked he had recently
been rereading The Social Sources of Denominationalism and had concluded that it had been written by adifferent
person. Nodding, Niebuhr said something like, “| suppose that’strue.” He had, of course, written about the major
changeinhisperspectiveafter that book of 1929, but helocatedit moregenerally inthe1930s. Hewould not havebeen
interested or able to be exact as | have been, about this shift in his personal depthsin orientation to being, self, and
God, sincethistransformation was something he was attending from. My attending toit, however, | do not believe,
overemphasizes his conversion as atacit reorientation from which his future thought unfolds and re-forms. While
evangelicals, for whomitisaconsciousdecisionto enter an explicit framework, employ theword at the center of their
religious views, | do not think we should relinquish conversion to them but own it in its deeper meanings.

Withthisfirstissue, McCoy’ sand my disagreement hasbeen over the use of aword; with the second matter,
our disagreement is over a perspective--over how important language is to the nature of the self in its agency and
community. McCoy asks if my focus on language does not “obscure at times the centrality of human action and
interaction in response to God' s action” by “forget[ting] that interpretation and language are functions of agentsin
community.” Should not Niebuhr’ streatment of language at the end of hislife, McCoy asks, be understood asalate
stageof thinkingabout Christianagency now intermsof itsinterpretivedimension? Otherwise, onefallsinto*“thecritical
dichotomy between act and word,” as, he suggests, | do by almost eliminating the “ active motif” with my “emphasis
on meaning, metaphors, and the dialogical self.”

But | would say inresponsethat the point of my focusonlanguageisprecisely to show how Niebuhrisgetting
beyond such aword/act dichotomy. Theway he overcomestheseisnot by seeing language as an addition to agency,
as McCoy suggests, but is by recognizing the inseparability of them--that word is act and act isword. Languageis
afunction of agentsin community, as McCoy insists, but the reverse istrue as well--that agency in community isa
function of language. Asthereisnolanguagewithout agentsincommunity sotherearenoagentsincommunity without
language. Whilethereismuch non-verbalized meaninginour lives--perceiving, making, moving, indeed thewhol etacit
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dimension--it al is pervaded and oriented by our capacities with language. As Polanyi says, learning language is
“irreversible.” Oncewe havelearned it, the shape and process of our sense-making isforever affected. Languageis
a“higher” level of meaning that controls the “boundary conditions” of a“lower” level of meaning of our physical
sensing and that provides agradient that orients our tacit dimension towards verbal explicitness. Thisis, of course,
not to say that all meaning getsdrawn up into theexplicit formsof language, for asWilliam Poteat used to say in class,
“ meaning presupposes meaning” --language rests upon the unspecifiableand inherently unarti cul ablemeaning rooted
in our own bodies, the body of society, and the matter of the world.

As Wittgenstein, J.L. Austin, Merleau-Ponty, Poteat, and Polanyi have shown, speaking and writing are
action: they havetheir meaninginuseby speakers--asformsof life, theillocutionary forceof performatives, thegestural
significance expressed from taking up aposition in theworld, emergentsarising from the unreflected intentionalities
of our convivial mindbody, and, for Polanyi, as gestalts emerging from the commitmentsand creativeintegrations of
our tacit dimension. So also the actions we perform are words--if not explicitly said, then freighted with meaning
potentially articulable. Wewould not spend thetimewedo interpreting human action of individual sand communities
if wedidnot believethoseactionswerefraught with meaning of linguistic potential expressibleinlanguage. My agency
is, therefore, pervasively not additionally linguistic. So also are my communities. McCoy's accurate chronicle of
Niebuhr’ s devel opment of the meaning of community from the social force of The Social Sources of Denomination-
alism, throughthefaithforceof TheKingdomof Godin America, theinseparabilitieswithinhistory of reasonandfaith,
individual and community, external and internal in The Meaning of Revelation, transcending the Jesus of history and
the Christ of faith in Christ and Culture, onto apostcritical understanding of faith, value, and theological education
areall now illuminated and constellated at the end of hislife--ashe explicitly realized--by theforcefield of language.
Had he not found language at the core of human agency in community, and agency at the core of words, he could not
have hoped for thetransformation of society, ashe saysat theend of “ Reformation: Continuing Imperative,” through
“resymbolization.”

Thethirdissue, praxis, isadisagreement over method and theself’ srelationtoit. | would agree* that Niebuhr
was not by naturean activist.” | remember hanging around after aCommon Room speech at Y ale Divinity School in
1961 by William Sloane Coffin onhisrecent civil rightsdemonstration and incarcerationin the South, and listening to
Niebuhr ask him irenically some pointed questions about Coffin's aggressive behavior towards the commanding
authority of the National Guard, punctuating hisinquiry with“l amamoderate.” AsNiebuhr turned away unsatisfied
with Coffin’ sresponse, Coffin reached out, grabbing him by the shoulder, and said “Wait! Y ou’remy mentor. What
doyouthink?’ Whilel nolonger remember hisexact words, Niebuhr’ sanswer wasan expression of hismoderatestance:
to change social injustice gradually rather than to confront it precipitously, prophetically.

| would agree with McCoy that praxis“wasnot on hisagenda.” Eventhough Niebuhr did care about justice
and fittingnessin the human community, he was not about to produce aplan for social action. Nevertheless, | would
not agreethat hismethod excluded himfromdoingit. What kept himfromitwashisown self-imposed unreconstructed
idealigtic liberal belief that self-assertion assuchissinful. Hedid not livelong enough to fedl theincompatibility of
thiswith hisemergent affirmation of response, which, while alwaysreactiveto actionsalready enacted and therefore
never initiating in away detached from apre-existing context, can beenergetically self-assertivein responseto God’ s
action upon it.

Hismethod isto attend to the self amidst itsresponse-rel ations, which extend spatially beyond every human
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community tothecosmiccommunity of being andtemporally backwardsand forwardsto our humanand cosmicorigns
and ends, and to attend to the present action of God upon the self within thisrelatedness. Recognizing thisinherently
relational natureof theself, Niebuhr’ smethod call sfor asocia analysisof thecomplex human systemwedwell within.
He may have wanted to |eave apower analysis of the social system to his brother--as he once wittily remarked to his
students, according to Beverly Wildung Harrison, whom | quote: “ Several of H. Richard Niebuhr’s students have
reported that when pressed to address the questions of political power or international power dynamics, H. Richard
Niebuhr replied that hewould ‘leave that to Reinie’” (Roots of Relational Ethics,157-58). Even so, thereisnothing
in his method to exclude such attention to political and socioeconomic power. Moreover, his method not only calls
for interpretation; it calls for response to God's action in what is going on towards fittingness and ongoing
transformation.

Nevertheless, while Niebuhr’ s method calls for response, which is action, the method cannot specify what
particular responseisfitting--only God can. Thefitting responsefor anindividual may bepublically invisibleyet active,
oritmay bevisibly activist. Either, asatransformativedoingwithintherelational weaveof our social existence, affects
thesocial system, and contributes, therefore, to praxis. Thus, while praxiswasnot on Niebuhr’ sconsciousintell ectual
agenda, it is on everyone's human agenda, inasmuch as response to divine transformative action is central to his
method. Specific directivesarenot part of Christian ethics, asMcCoy says, but neither arethey, contrary to McCoy,
“the task of social ethics’; rather, they are what goes on within the interiority of each self as it responds to the
particularizing action uponit of God. Unlessthe method of responsibility ethicsleadsto practice, weareleft withthe
word/act dichotomy McCoy rightly eschews, for praxisis doing thetruth of our words, enacting our words' forms of
life that presage and effect the transformation of our oppressive systems.

Onthefourth and final issue raised by McCoy, | would agree emphatically that “Niebuhr’ swork isno less
groundsfor arevol utionintheol ogy and ethicsthanwasMichael Polanyi’ sinphilosophy.” | didthink | had said enough
in Recovering the Personal about Niebuhr’ srelationship to Polanyi to make clear Niebuhr’ s postcritical perpective.
In my more recent Roots of Relational Ethics | intentionally sought to cast my net wider beyond postcritical and
linguistic philosophy and neo-orthodox theol ogy to the contemporary ethical discourse, and thought more would be
reached, especially thosereaderswhose varioussocial ethicsinterrogate social oppression, if | focused my discussion
intermsof “relational” rather than* postcritical” ethics. Inthisl hopedtoshow Niebuhr’ sfruitfulnessfor current ethical
thought. While| agree more can be donein describing the postcritical revolution in Niebuhr’ stheological ethicsand
actualizingwhat hedid not livelong enoughto devel op, acomprehensive postcritical social ethics, | havenointention
of undertaking this project myself.

In my writing thus far, | have been trying to understand my mentors (literally or figuratively) of the past
generation--Niebuhr, Tillich, Hopper, Polanyi, and M erleau-Ponty. Now | feel led by divineactionuponmeandby pleas
of my students, my colleagues, and my own childrento expressmy ownviewsrather than only to analyzethoseof others.
| want to begin to speak, beyond analysis, with my own voice, out of my heart, what | have come (am coming) to
understand about beingreligiously intheworld. | seek, therefore, (asPolanyi expressed of hisown purpose) “toachieve
aframe of mind inwhich | may hold firmly towhat | believeto betrue, eventhough | know that it might conceivably
befalse” (Personal Knowledge, 214). Itistimenow toattend from Niebuhr, Polanyi, and theseothers, aswell asfrom
my commitmentsasaFriend, toarticulatemy ownreligiousreflections. | intendto delineateapostcritical spirituality:
by “spirituality” | mean any view and practicethat affirms, as Niebuhr’ sdoes, direct experience of, or theimmediate
action by, the divinein one' s own life--in which the theological, philosopohical, and socia ethical areintegrated.
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Whilel agree further analysisand construction of Niebuhr’ s postcritcal point of view can usefully be done,
| would hopemy twobookson Niebuhr coul d bean encouragement, evena“ stepping stone” (to useNiebuhr’ smetaphor
in TheKingdomof Godin America, xvi) to someonearticulating afull-blown postcritical theological ethics. | believe,
however, thiswouldinvolveseriouswork ineconomic, political,and social fieldsal ongwiththeol ogical, phil osophical,
andethical reflection. Thisisrequiredtoarticulateacomprehensiveunderstanding of our worldthat will beaneffective
way of transforming it towards a just, peaceful, and freely creative world beyond the subject-object dualisms and
dominations. While such awork isbeyond my abilities, | do hope in speaking my own mind and heart to contribute
in some modest way towardsit.
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Historical and Textual Noteson H. Richard Niebuhr and Michael Polanyi
Phil Mullins

ABSTRACT Key Words: H. R. Niebuhr, Michael Polanyi, scienceandreligion

This essay discusses historical data that help establish the time at which the Christian theologian and moral
philosopher H. Richard Niebuhr became acquainted with Michael Polanyi’s thought. It also briefly examines the
ways in which Polanyi’s philosophical ideas are used in the late publications of Niebuhr.

Introduction

Often thoseinterested in Polanyi’ s philosophical ideas find the ideas of the Christian theologian and moral
philosopher H. Richard Niebuhr strikingly complementary. The Niebuhr-Polanyi fit has come up frequently in
discussions of papers delivered at the Polanyi Society meetings. Charles McCoy’ s preceding review article and R.
Melvin Keiser's response suggest something of the post-critical ground shared by these figures. Because | was
interested inthelink between Niebuhr and Polanyi, | began, several yearsago, aninvestigation that hasslowly grown
into the set of notes below. There are afew references to Polanyi in late Niebuhr writing. The second part of my
discussion provides a circumscribed examination of these, showing how Niebuhr used Polanyi. | offer afew hints
about ways Polanyian and Niebuhrian themes overlap, but a broader study of convergence | must leave to others
who better know Niebuhr’ sthought. Polanyi met Niebuhr at Yalein 1959 and, althoughit isnot clear heread any of
Niebuhr’ swritings, they were heartily recommended to him by hisfriend, theecumenical leader J. H. Oldham, shortly
after Niebuhr’sdeath.® Inthefirst section below, | discuss some interesting but ambiguous historical information |
have gathered about the contact of Niebuhr and Polanyi.

Niebuhr and Polanyi: Historical Links

In 1993, | beganworkingto discover whenH. Richard Niebuhr first encountered Michael Polanyi’ s thought.
My efforts have been modestly fruitful but have also produced puzzling data. Unfortunately, the path to any
conclusion is a convoluted one, given that about forty years have elapsed since the critical period. | contacted a
number of people who were associated with Polanyi and/or Niebuhr during thelatefifties. | wrote Charles S. McCoy
and James M. Gustafson, two of Niebuhr’sformer graduate students, aswell as Richard R. Niebuhr (Niebuhr’s son
and literary executor), to solicit information about when Niebuhr becameinterested in Polanyi. McCoy thinksitis
almost certain that Niebuhr had not heard of Polanyi before 1954 (when M cCoy concluded doctoral studies). McCoy
first read Polanyi’ s Science, Faith and Society in 1957 (at the suggestion of a colleague at the University of Florida)
and then Personal Knowledge after it came out in 1958. He recalls mentioning Polanyi to Niebuhr in June 1957 and
saysthat he had theimpression that Niebuhr already knew something of Polanyi and wasinterested in Polanyi.? Ruel
Tyson, then another young scholar interested in Polanyi’ sideas, met Polanyi in New Y ork in December of 1956 and
believesthat Polanyi traveled to Y ale and met Niebuhr beforereturning to Manchester.® Gustaf son remembersbeing
aguest at asmall dinner at Y ale hosted by thelate Ed Dirkswhich included Niebuhr and Polanyi. Heisunableto date
the dinner: it could have been in this period or it might have been on alater Yalevisit. Interestingly, Gustafson’s
primary impression of the dinner was “coming away (as others did) with the impression that intellectual exchange
between them really had not occurred.”* William Scott (who has for many years been working on a biography of
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Polanyi) saysthat Polanyi wasin New Y ork at the end of the year in 1956 (when he met Tyson) to give an addresson
December 28 to the American A ssoci ation for the Advancement of Science. HeremainedintheU.S. until at least early
January of 1957. Archival correspondenceindicateshe had ameeting with officials of the Rockefeller Foundation on
January 2 and then went to Toronto to visit his brother, but returned to the U.S. to give alecture at Oberlin College
on January 7, 1957. Polanyi arrived back in England on January 14 and worked in Manchester on the manuscript of
Personal Knowledge until he gave alecture at Cambridge on the last day of the month. This chronology suggests
that if Polanyi wentto Y aleand met Niebuhr onthis1956-1957 triptotheU.S.,, itwaslikely in December 1956 or early
January 1957 (after January 7 but before January 14, 1957).5 Asl discuss below, Scott reportsthat Niebuhr invited
Polanyi to Yale and he camein 1959, giving alecture on November 24 from his recently completed essay “Beyond
Nihilism.” Thedinner Gustafson attended certainly may have beenin 1959.

After the publication of Personal Knowledge, McCoy wrote Niebuhr about the book and Niebuhr replied
that he had been reading Personal Knowledge and agreed with McCoy that “he found Michael Polanyi’s thought
very congenial.”® Inwhat he thinks was November or December 1959, McCoy had lunch with Niebuhr and Robert
Calhoun (another Y ale professor) who brought up Polanyi in the discussion; Calhoun knew Polanyi’s work and
recommended him to Niebuhr who said he already knew of Polanyi and intended to get Polanyi to speak at Yale
Divinity School. McCoy recallshearing that Polanyi did cometo Y alein 1960 and that Niebuhr “wasinstrumental in
having Polanyi invited to give the lectures upon which The Tacit Dimension was based”” (i.e., Terry Lectures).
MelvinKeiser, a new divinity studentintheFall of 1960, thinksPolanyi did not comeduringthefall term of 1960.8 As
noted above, William Scott confirmsalate November 1959 visit Polanyi madeto Y ale. Polanyi returnedto England on
November 29, 1959; recordsdo not show Polanyi made any other tripstothe U.S.in 1960.° TheTerry Lecturesat the
end of October of 1962, the series McCoy emphasizes that Niebuhr helped arrange, were delivered after Niebuhr’'s
deathinJuly, 1962.

Scott’s records showing Polanyi came to Yae in November of 1959 are in part based upon his own
experiencewith Polanyi. Scottwason sabbatical at Y aeand, asaphysicist interested in philosophy and religion, was
invited to meet with Polanyi. H. Richard Niebuhr invited Polanyi to come down from New Y ork to give alecture.
Polanyi wasin New Y ork in November 1959 to receivethe L ecomte de Nouy award for Personal Knowledgeand The
Sudy of Man. Polanyi had just finished “Beyond Nihilism” which had to be turned in to the printer to beready for a
later Cambridge lecture. Polanyi came from New Y ork, first to Princeton and then to Yale, and delivered “ Beyond
Nihilism,” first on Nov. 18th and then at Y aeon Nov. 24th.

Insum, the historical informationturned up by my inquiriesishel pful but not altogether precise. By Spring,
1957, Niebuhr possibly had read some of Polanyi’s early works and may have met Polanyi in the previouswinter at
Yale. Niebuhr probably read Personal Knowledge sometime shortly after its publication in June of 1958. Polanyi
definitely visited Y aleat Niebuhr’ sinvitationin November of 1959. Beforetheend of 1959, Niebuhr might haveread
several things by Polanyi, athough there are no references to anything but Personal Knowledge in Niebuhr's
writing.’® At the least, Niebuhr seems to have been quite interested in Polanyi from the time of the publication of
Personal Knowledge or shortly before, until hisdeath in July of 1962. Asl suggest below, other things support these
general conclusions.
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Niebuhr’sRefer encesto Polanyi

Niebuhr discovered Polanyi’s work in the mid to late fifties at a stage in his own development in which it
seems soundest to describe Polanyi’s work, not as a major influence, but as a, to quote McCoy, “very congenia”
perspective.!! The textual references suggest that Niebuhr found Polanyi especially useful for the ways in which
Polanyi formulated i ssues and approached science. Asmy discussion of Niebuhr’ sreferences shows, thefit between
a Niebuhrian and a Polanyian approach to some questions was often quite good.

There are direct references to Polanyi’ swriting only in two of Niebuhr’'s books, Radical Monotheism and
Western Culture (With Supplementary Essays)'? and Faith on Earth: An Inquiry into the Structure of Human Faith
(posthumously published)*®* Additionally, there are some sectionsin The Responsible Self:  An Essay in Christian
Moral Philosophy (posthumously published') that use distinctly Polanyian terminology and it seems very likely
that Niebuhr is drawing on (but does not directly mention) Polanyi. The references in Radical Monotheism and
Western Culture (With Supplementary Essays) arein the final chapter “Radical Faith and Western Science” and in
“Science in Conflict with Morality?’ , a supplementary essay. Radical Monotheism and Western Culture is based
upon the Montgomery Lectures on Contemporary Civilization given at University of Nebraskain 1957. Niebuhr
indicates that he expanded his three lectures into six chapters and then added other essays that supplement the
themes treated.”® The supplementary essay “ Science in Conflict with Morality?’ was a lecture given at St. John’s
College, Annapolis, Maryland, on February 28, 1959, as a part of a symposium on “The Scientist as Philosopher.”
Since there are some references to Personal Knowledge in this essay, this material was evidently drafted after the
June 1958 publication of Personal Knowledge.’* The Responsible Self was a posthumously published work taken
from the Robertson L ecturesthat Niebuhr delivered in the Spring of 1960 at the University of Glasgow. A version of
the Robertson L ectureswith additionswas presented asthe Earl L ecturesat Pacific School of Religionin Berkeley in
February of 1962; the two appendicesin the book are selected passages from the Earl Lectures. As| discuss below,
two of the three sectionswhere it appears Niebuhr is drawing on Polanyi comein the material inthe Earl Lectures.

A. Polanyian Scienceand Niebuhrian Radical Faith

The only direct reference to Polanyi’s thought in the six chapters of Radical Monotheism and
Western Culture comes near the end of the final chapter, “Radical Faith and Western Science.” To appreciate
Niebuhr’s use of Polanyi, requires abrief review of Niebuhr’sargument in the chapter. Niebuhr’ s stated agendafor
thisfinal chapter is

to approach scientific activity and the scientific community with the question: Isthere in them
something akintothat trust-loyalty syndromethat isencounteredinreligion and of whichthereare
recoghizable elementsin politics? And isthe struggle of the variousforms of faith also enactedin
science?(78).

Although there are no references until the end of the chapter, many claims Niebuhr putsforth about science fromthe
first of this chapter are also themes treated in Polanyi’swriting. As noted above, it is not possible to compare the
original third Montgomery Lecture (1957) and the published text of the last chapter, “Radical Faith and Western
Science,” which was produced sometimebetween 1957 and 1960. Thereferenceat theend of the chapter to Personal
Knowledge means some revision had to have occurred after the publication of Personal Knowledgein June 1958. It
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is conceivable at least that Niebuhr has digested a substantia dose of Polanyi material, including Personal
Knowledge, before writing hisfinal published chapter.

Niebuhr points out that the public trusts scientists and they trust each other; faithfulness is very much a
mark of relationships among scientists and between the scientific community and the larger public. Niebuhr’ slarger
agendais showing a parallelism between the types of faith found in religion and in science, but several of his points
concerning science seem strikingly Polanyian.t” Anyone who has carefully read the middle chapters (4-10) of
Personal Knowledge(1958) or Science, Faith and Society (1946), cannot help seeing that Niebuhr’ s angle of vision
for examining science(the“ trust-loyalty syndrome”) resemblesthat elaboratedinthe social, fiduciary, commitmental
account of scientific work that Polanyi offers. Niebuhr treats the problems of divided loyalties in science;
nationalistic science Niebuhr sees as analogous to henotheistic religious faith (79-83). Niebuhr warns against a
science that “may find its center within itself” (82). Heidentifiesa*conflict of faiths within science” which arises
when any

movement in science which operates on the basis of the principlethat man and everything elsewas
madefor theincrease of knowledge, that “truth” isthe key-value and the center of values. Herehe
discernsthe presence of ahenotheism not unlikethe onehefindsin religion that hasturned inward
and made its own principle of being into agod of faith (82).

What Niebuhr seemsto be describing is scientism, anideology that isenthusiastically but misguidedly committed to
the scientific enterprise and ideals. Niebuhr uses this word, along with “nationalism,” (in his subsection’s
concluding sentence) to describe “partial, closed-society evaluations and loyalties’ (83). Scientism is a “closed-
society” faith that Niebuhr sees asin tension with the “ universal faith” (83) of other scientists.

Inthefinal part of hischapter, Niebuhr concludes hisdiscussion of thewaysinwhichinterest in sciencecan
represent a closed-society faith; he turnsto the positive side of his parallel between the “trust-loyalty syndrome” in
science and religion: A theologian discerns

alongside of thetendenciestoward closed-soci ety orientation in science afundamental movement
that islike the radical monotheism he encountersin religion and of which he seesthe presencein
political issues(86).

Niebuhr notes that there is something like radical faith in negative form in scientific skepticism about claims of
absolute significance and in the vigilance of science against anthropomorphism. In such skepticism,

somethingispresent whichislikethat via negativain religion which deniesthe name of God to any
limited form or power, not because it doubts the reality of the One beyond the many but because
it believesinhim (87).

In asecond parallel, Niebuhr suggeststhat, like radical monotheism, science “ seems to approach anything
and everything in the world as potentially meaningful” (87). Niebuhr extendsthis point to argue that “ despite many
defeats the quest for universally valid knowledge of the particular is carried on” (87). Niebuhr next argues that the
loyalty in pure science resemblesradical faith found in universal religion. What he wants to emphasize here isthat
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science awaysinvolves commitment to universality:

The cause of the pure scientist does not seem simply to be knowledge or truth but universal
knowledge, universal truth. He carrieson hiswork with “ universal intent” asonewho seeksatruth
that istrue of universal relations and true for all subjectsin the universe (88).

The phrase “universal intent,” as Niebuhr notes, is drawn from Personal Knowledge. Niebuhr’ s footnote
(88, number 2) suggestsespecially Chapter 10, “Commitment” (299-324) in Personal Knowledgeisimportant.®
Polanyi uses the term “universal intent” to suggest that, although knowledge is aways personal, knowers are
committed that what they passionately believe to be true should also be believed by others who seriously inquire.
Theterm marks Polanyi’ s rejection of subjectivism, but also impliesthe denial that human knowers have direct
accessto universal validity. For Niebuhr, “universal intent” seemsto represent akind of loyalty in science akin
totheloyalty inradical faith:

Science which makes universal truth its cause takes its place alongside universal religious faith
and the palitics that is guided by universal loyalty, not without tension to be sure but with some
community of spirit (88).

Niebuhr does not make clear here that Polanyi’s “universal intent” represents a rejection of both subjectivism and
objectivism. What he apparently finds helpful in Polanyi’s discussions is the idea that the scientist must accept
belief and commitment as foundational for scientific work. The scientist is committed to the universality of
discoveriesbut simultaneously must refrain from turning such discoveriesinto “dogmatic ‘ truth-systems’ of closed-
society faith” (88).

B. ScienceasaMoral Enterprise

As noted above, the supplementary essay “Science in Conflict with Morality,” published with Radical
Monotheismand Western Culture, wasoriginally alecturedeliveredin 1959 and likely written after Niebuhr had read
Personal Knowledge. There is a good deal of overlap with ideas in “Radical Faith in Western Science,” the last
chapter in Radical Monotheism and Western Culture. Thefirst referencein “Sciencein Conflict with Morality” to
Polanyi comesearly in Niebuhr’ sintroductory discussion of “thedifficulty of reconciling scienceand morality” (127).
Niebuhr suggeststhat scientists are often not happy with the usesto which their work contributes (e.g., Hiroshima);
this leads scientists ultimately to ask about the value of their work and the nature of their vocation. Niebuhr notes
that these are moral questions and that they have elicited avariety of responses. Some scientists have assumed, like
the Greeks, that knowledge is the key to the good life, but Niebuhr comments approvingly on Weber's study of
scienceasavocation: thisstudy impliesthat it isnaiveto hold such Greek-likeideasand increasingly fewer scientists
do hold such views. Thus, questions about the meaning of science as a vocation are pressing ones for scientists.
Niebuhr notes that “this question about the meaning and value of science as a vocation” is “a question explored
significantly by Michael Polanyi in hisbook Personal Knowledge. .. ” (128). Niebuhr then continuesto discussthe
waysin which scienceisasocia enterprise and isinevitably involved in conflicts between loyalties to society and
loyalty to universal knowledge.
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Certainly, Niebuhr is correct that Personal Knowledge thoroughly discusses the meaning and value of
science as the endeavor of aresearch community and as a domain for individual pursuit of the unknown. Polanyi
presents scientific research as an activity in which humans are at their best, passionately exploring the cosmos in
whichwereside. Polanyi’svision of science and society is perhaps more reminiscent of Plato (hefavorshierarchies
and anticipates cognitive solutions)®® than | suspect a Christian ethicist like Niebuhr (one impressed with the
sovereignty of God and the idolatry of humanity) could be altogether happy with. But Polanyi does recognize
science as a socia enterprise and is keenly attuned to the conflicting loyalties that emerge in science as well as
between science and society; these are themes in work before Personal Knowledge but also carry over into this
book.

The second referenceto Polanyi comes after Niebuhr turnsto adiscussion of the morality of scienceand the
effect of scienceon morality in Western society. Niebuhr mentions Polanyi and Max Weber asexceptional scientists
who have “turned to consistent reflection on the ethics of their scientific activity or on ethics as related to such
activity” (131). Most science, Niebuhr claims, isoriented in an outward direction rather than toward reflection onits
own endeavor. Next Niebuhr discusses how, to the moralist, commitment obvioudly is involved in the role of
scientist. The scientist is committed to pursuing the truth and proceeds in nonpartisan ways. Niebuhr mentions
Polanyi’ s discussions, (quoting Personal Knowledge, 299) of the profoundly personal nature of scientific knowing
andthecommitmental, believing qualitiesof personal knowledge (132-133). Niebuhr seemsinthissectionto combine
Polanyian notions about commitment and the personal nature of knowing with Roycean language (and more
traditional Niebuhrian language) about loyalty:

. . . that science does not explain itself but rests on acommitment, on aloyalty which is personal;
that no matter how impersonal al the objects and ends of science, the scientist himself remains
even in science a person of whom the moral act of devotion to a causeisrequired (133).

The balance of Niebuhr’s essay elaborates other elementsin the morality of science. Some of these elements, such
as “scientificconscience” (133), the* established habit of social criticisminthescientific community or communities”
(133), and “the faithfulness in truth-telling” (136) parallel ideas developed in Science, Faith and Society and
Personal Knowledge. Niebuhr’s concluding note (which also is the end of his book) returns to the point that he
earlier cited Polanyi’ swork toexplain:

It pervadesall activities. Morality ispresent intheactivity of scienceitself, aswell asintheactivity
of artistic creation or of religious proclamations, or of government. The question the moralist
raisesis. .. whether such science is adequately aware of its own mora character and whether
scientists are sufficiently philosophic or comprehensive in their outlook so as to be able to order
their activitiesasmoral within thewholecomplex of human personal activities(136).

Niebuhr contends, somewhat like Polanyi, that the ennui of modern lifewill be challenged only when science (or any

other vocation) is recognized as a moral enterprise and when we recover some more holistic vision of personsin
relation in achanging historical community.

25



C. Polanyian Ter minology in TheResponsible Self

Polanyi’ sterm“universal intent” wasapparently alocutionwhich Niebuhr found especially meaningful. He
uses the term not only in the last chapter of Radical Monotheism and Western Culture but also in The Responsible
Salf. Polanyi, however, is not mentioned or cited in The Responsible Self. %

Thefirst referenceto “ universal intent” comes near the end of the second Robertson L ecturewhosetitle and
focus is “Responsibility in Society.” Niebuhr is attempting to describe “self-transcending societies’ and the
“process of self-transcendence” (87). For the monotheistic believer,.

responses to God as the ultimate person, the ultimate cause, the center of universal community,
there seem to beindicationsin thewhole of the responsive accountablelife of men of amovement
of self-judgment and self-guidance which cannot come to rest until it makes its reference to a
universal other and auniversal community, which that other both represents and makes his cause
(86-87).

He discusses how, in his “cathekontic ethics or ethics of the fitting,” one is “led to the notion of universal
responsibility” as

alife of responses to actions which is always qualified by our interpretation of these actions as
taking place in a universe, and by the further understanding that there will be a response to our
actions by representatives of universal community, or by the generalized other whoisuniversal, or
by animpartial spectator who regardsour actionsfromauniversal point of view, whoseimpartiality
isthat of loyalty to the universal cause (87-88).

After setting forth these complex ideas about self-transcendence and the universal in response ethics,
Niebuhr shifts the ground to an analogy. He suggests that ethics has a paralldl in science “which beyond all
generalities seeksthe universal in the particular and operates aswith universal intent” (88). What Niebuhr seemsto
be drawing attention to is that science is not merely deductive but “moving toward the particular it seeksin it the
pattern that is verifiable by other knowers. . .” (88). Niebuhr suggests that science

seeks to interpret each particular occasion by reference to more general patterns so that the
movement istoward the universal. It operateswith universal intent. (88).

Although there is no mention of Polanyi, Niebuhr's discussion of his scientific analog seems to be drawing upon
some ideas that Polanyi develops regarding the way in which scientists approach their research. He apparently was
impressed with Polanyi’ s discussions about discovery in science and the ways in which scientists put forth claims
regarding new discoveries (i.e., with universal intent). It is important, however, to bear in mind that Niebuhr's
somewhat cryptic analogical discussion of scientific practicerather strictly serveshismain purpose of clarifying the
matter of how “universal responsibility” (or, as Niebuhr aternatively statesit, “alife of responsibility in universal
community” (89) is central to cathekontic ethics.
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Richard R. Niebuhr introducesthe selected material from the Earl L ectures (whichisin thetwo appendices
(148-178) of The Responsible Salf) by saying that he wantsto show how theselecturesreflect “ the endeavor to bring
the metaphor of responsibility into amore precisely articul ated relation to the figure of Jesus Christ” (148). The Earl
Lecturesversionismore explicitly concerned with Christian ethicsand portraying Christian responsibility. Relating
the metaphor of responsibility to the Christ isthe project of the selected material in Appendix B, “ Responsibility and
Christ,” a section in which Niebuhr again uses the term “universal intent.” Early in the section, Niebuhr discusses
how Jesuswasafigurewho interpretsthe action upon himin the context of universal action (167). Later, he suggests
that Christian response ethicsis concerned al so with the attempt to interpret from thisbroad context. Niebuhrimplies
that it is profoundly difficult for Christians to interpret all actions upon them as in the deepest sense divine actions
that are fundamentally affirmative. Y et such aconvictionis put forth with universal intent:

We entertain pluralistic hypotheses about the world in various metaphysical speculations yet we
continue to seek to know as those who have a universal intent. We seek aknowledge that will be
universally true, though all our propositions are known to be only approximations to universal
truth. We have the inconquerable conviction that we confront a oneness behind and in and
through all the many-nessin which we live and which we know (175).

In this section, Niebuhr again seems to be adopting Polanyi’ sidea of “universal intent,” thistime for the purpose of
conveying what he regards as the hermeneutical struggle of the radical monotheist.

A second frequently used Polanyian term that appears in The Responsible Self is “heuristic.” Theindex to
Personal Knowledge lists more than twenty sections of the book that are concerned with “heuristic” or “heuristics.”
“Heuristic”, as its Greek root implies, is concerned with “finding” or, in Polanyi’s context, with dynamics of
discovery. Itisno surprisethat an appreciative reader like Niebuhr would pick up thisterm as akey idea.* At one
juncturein his Earl Lectures, Niebuhr rai sesthe question about the “ rel ations of the Christ-symbol to other symbolic
formswhich we bring to the understanding and the shaping of our existenceasagents’ (157). Inorder to explorethis
problem, Niebuhr contends “we must attempt to get at this set of problemswith the aid of our heuristic device—the
philosophy of symbolic forms*“(157). Inidentifying “the philosophy of symbolic forms’ asadiscovery strategy or
heuristic device, Niebuhr reminds his audience about the broader context of his discussion. He arguesin thelectures
that symbolic forms are the key to human moral understanding.?? Niebuhr’ s interest in symbol and metaphor is, of
course, longstanding; he seemsto have found Polanyi’ sideas about heuristicsto be anew and valuable way to think
about some issues concerned with symbols and their power.

D. Polanyi in Faith on Earth

The recently published book Faith on Earth contains a single reference to Polanyi’ s Personal Knowledge.
Richard R. Niebuhr, the editor of Faith on Earth, indicatesthat the manuscript materials have apenciled referenceto
Personal Knowledge early in the opening chapter (“Preface”, xi.). Thismeansthat H. R. Niebuhr was still revising
thischapter in 1958 or thereafter, al though some of the material in thisbook datesfrom the mid-forties (somewriting
on thethemestreated is even earlier).

Richard Niebuhr notesthethematic similarity of Faith on Earth, Radical Monotheismand Western Culture,
TheMeaning of Revelation and The Responsible Salf (“ Preface”, xii.). Hereportsthat somereaders of the manuscript
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material have dubbed it aphenomenological analysisof faith (Preface’, ix.). Thisdescription seemsto meapt. The
opening pages of the first chapter, “Faith in Question,” introduce several questions that any serious
phenomenological inquiry into the nature of faith must address. To start hisinquiry, Niebuhr seemsto have wanted
quickly to articulate a whole set of issues. Near the end of this survey, he mentions that questions about faith,
understood as ultimate beliefs (rather than fidelity or faithfulness), arise in discussions about the foundations of
science and education. Niebuhr comments, with afootnote to Polanyi, that the “ “fiduciary’ element in science also
comesup for investigation” (2). Thefootnote clarifiesthiscomment sinceit praisesthe“ remarkabl e examination of
the fiduciary element in science in Personal Knowledge. . . .” Niebuhr indicates that Chapter 10, the chapter titled
“Commitment,” isespecially important. Thisisthe same chapter Niebuhr footnotesfor “universal intent” inthefinal
chapter “ Radical Monotheism and Western Science” of Radical Monotheismand Western Culture. Herewefind one
of Polanyi’s clearest discussions of belief and trust in science; it apparently was a discussion that impressed
Niebuhr. Niebuhr follows his comment about the fiduciary element in science with questions that ask whether
scientific inquiry, coherent educational programs and democratic political culture are somehow deeply dependent
upon traditional religious faith. Because Niebuhr's focus early in his chapter is upon articulating (but not really
exploring) several broad questions, it seems most sensible to construe the reference to Polanyi here as a suggested
supplementary perspective. This seems to be a late addition to the text that simply marks Niebuhr’'s recent
appreciation for Polanyi’ s discussion of the fiduciary structure of science.

The major point of Niebuhr’s opening chapter in Faith on Earth points to the ironic inevitability of his
“trust-loyalty syndrome”:

Belief and trust and fidelity and their opposites are forever present as active attitudes in the very
subjects who make them the objects of their inquiry or disputation (20).

Although these words did not come from Personal Knowledge, they well might have. The pervasiveness and
interrelation of belief, trust and fidelity are at the center of Polanyi’s analysis of every human knower’s situation.
Polanyi describeswhat he callsthe“fiduciary framework” in termsof thisinterrel ation:

We must now recognize belief once more as the source of al knowledge. Tacit assent and
intellectual passions, the sharing of anidiom and of acultural heritage, affiliation to alike-minded
community; such are the impulses which shape our vision of the nature of things on whichwerely
for our mastery of things. No intelligence, however critical or original can operate outside such a
fiduciary framework (266).

In Faith on Earth, Niebuhr characterizes persona agency in terms of the reciprocal interaction of belief, trust and
fiddlity:

Fides, fiducia and fidelitas (to use the Latin words which have the advantage that they all
represent variations of one root, as believing, trust and loyalty do not) are not three different
meanings of the word faith but three parts of one interpersonal action in which fides(believing) is
the phenomenal element which islargely based on the fundamental interaction of fiducia (trust)
andfidelitas(loyalty or fidelity) (47-48).
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Niebuhr’s sentence could have been seamlessly inserted after Polanyi’s first sentence in the preceding quotation.
The kinship of Polanyi and Niebuhr’s philosophical accounts of persons as active beings in relation is sometimes
striking.

In sum, the Niebuhr references to Polanyi seem to show that he was aware of his affinity with Polanyian
philosophical views. He found Polanyi’s account of science as a moral enterprise in which the “trust-loyalty
syndrome” operated especially insightful. He appreciated Polanyi’sanalysis of the “universal intent” embedded in
responsible personal knowing; he found “universal intent” a fruitful notion with which to discuss not only science
but also responsibility.

Endnotes

1J.H. Oldham letter to Polanyi, December 29, 1963, Box 15, Folder 5, Papersof Michagl Polanyi, Department of Special
Callections, University of Chicago Library. Oldham suggested that Polanyi ook at Niebuhr’ s supplementary essay
“Faithin Gods and in God” in his Radical Monotheism and Western Culture (With Supplementary Essays). While
Oldham recommended Niebuhr’ sentire volume, he advised Polanyi to read especially thisshort essay sinceit “has
been to me one of the most illuminating expositions of the contemporary religious situation that | have met
with” (quotation used with permission).

2_etter from Charles S. M cCoy dated September 27, 1993.

3Phone conversation with Tyson May 17, 1995. Heisclear about the period because it fell between his December,
1956 first visit with Polanyi inNew Y ork and his period of working with Polanyi in Manchester which commencedin
Fall,1957.

4L etter from JamesM . Gustafson dated November 29, 1993.

5Scott’ s chronology, discussed here and below, is used with his permission. Most of these details should bein the
published biography. My letter of June 8, 1995 set forth the relevant questions about Polanyi’ s movements; Scott
forwarded these queries to Monika Tobin, his biographical assistant who had the records, and she provided further
detail sabout Polanyi’ smovementsin her | etter of June 13, 1995. Conversationswith Scottin July, 1996 and with Ann
ScottinJuly, 1997 hel ped clarify detail s discussed bel ow about Scott’ sownwork at Y alein 1959 and hisfirst meeting
with Polanyi.

5L etter from Charles S. M cCoy dated September 27, 1993.

"Letter from Charles S. McCoy dated September 27, 1993 with subsequent phone conversationsin May 1995.

8L etter fromR. MelvinKeiser dated May 17, 1995.

9. Letter from Monika Tobin, biographical assistant, dated June 13, 1995.

©Niebuhr’sreading might even have included The Sudy of Man (published in 1959) as well as shorter essays and
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earlier publicationsin addition to Personal Knowledge. The Sudy of Man probably would have been of interest to
Niebuhr sinceit focuses on the nature of historical studiesand the place of history in the spectrum of disciplines. See
the discussion below regarding the original lecturesin 1957 and 1959 which form the basis of material in Radical
Monotheism and Western Culture (With Supplementary Essays) and in which there are references to Polanyi.

1A s noted above, McCoy's correspondence with Niebuhr in this period suggested “the kinship between Polanyi
and Niebuhr was even closer than | had thought.”” McCoy reports Niebuhr’s response was that “he found MP's
thought very congenia” (L etter from Charles S. McCoy dated September 27, 1993).

2H, Richard Niebuhr, Radical Monotheismand Western Culture (With Supplementary Essays), (New Y ork: Harper
& Row, 1960, Torchbook edition, 1970). When the context isclear, references hereafter are noted in parenthesis (to
the Torchbook edition) or with the shortened title and page number.

¥H, Richard Niebuhr, Faith on Earth: An Inquiry into the Sructure of Human Faith, ed. Richard R. Niebuhr (New
Haven: YaleUniversity Press, 1989). When the context isclear, referenceshereafter are noted in parenthesisor with
the shortened title and page number.

1H, Richard Niebuhr, The Responsible Self: An Essay in Christian Moral Philosophy, (New Y ork: Harper and Row,
1963). When the context is clear, references hereafter are in parenthesis or are by shortened title and page number.
As| note, it must be remembered that this book was published after Niebuhr’s death and |acks references that he
might have added; see my discussion below and note 20.

®So far as| can determine, the original three lectures, given April 1, 3 and 5in 1957 (according to the University of
Nebraskaarchival records) are nowhere availablefor review. It isthereforeimpossible to compare the original third
lecture (which likely treated radical faith and political community aswell asradical faith and western science--i.e.,
material now in thefifth and sixth chapters) and the published sixth chapter “ Radical Faith and Western Science” in
which the reference to Polanyi and Personal Knowledge appears. The University of Nebraska apparently had an
agreement to publish revised material produced by Montgomery lecturers. Niebuhr’ smaterial, under thetitle Radical
Monotheismand Wester n Civilization, was publishedin 1960 (Lincoln: University of NebraskaPress). Thetitlepage
and the following leaves indicate that the “Montgomery Lectureship on Contemporary Civilization” has as its
purpose “to generate constructive thought on contemporary issues.” Inthe“Acknowledgments,” Niebuhr indicates
that the original three lectures have been divided and revised and expanded to six chapters. Except for the
supplementary essays, this published versionisthe sasme asall of thelater editions published under the title Radical
Monotheism and Western Culture. For some further remarks on the setting of the Montgomery Lectures and the
different editions of the published work, including Niebuhr’s selected “ Supplementary Essays,” see Gustafson’'s
“Foreword” to the recent Westminister/John Knox edition of the book (3-8).

6The references could, of course, have been added, if Niebuhr revised hislecture before the publication of the book
which includesit; he, however, gives no indication he has revised the original lecture, although he does so indicate
with other material that was originally generated for another purpose. See* Acknowledgements’ (9) and thefootnote
to thetitle of the essay (127).

Niebuhr’s argument at the macroscopic level is concerned to show that all domains of culture can be organized
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according to thethreefaiths, polytheistic faith, henotheistic faith and radical faith. Religion, politicsand scienceare
the areas he uses to display the logic of his argument. Niebuhr's discussion of science is one that requires
distinguishing the three ways (polytheistic, henotheistic and radical faith) in which science may be pursued. The
overall conceptualization of Niebuhr’s chapter isin terms of the kinds of faith and his schematization of the kinds of
science. Thisarchitectonic likely owesnothing to Polanyi but Niebuhr seemsto find Polanyi’ sideas helpfully fitinto
hisscheme. | am indebted to Diane Y eager for incisive and helpful comments about the overall shape of Niebuhr's
argument.

Bperhapsit is particularly Polanyi's section titled “ The Structure of Commitment: |” (308-312) that Niebuhr found
provocative: here there are some emphatic statements which link responsibility and universal intent. Thisis more
overtly theinterest in the use of “universal intent” in The Responsible Self (discussed below) but it is closely akinto
interests here. The index for Personal Knowledge prepared by Marjorie Grene, makes clear that Chapter 10 is an
important onefor the discussion of “universal intent” but that the term isused or applied throughout the whole book.

¥See my discussion in “Hermeneutical and Aesthetic Applications of the Thought of Michaegl Polanyi”, diss,,
Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley, 1976, 211-214. Polanyi’simage of the good society ariseslargely from his
convictions about the worthiness of and requirements for human inquiry in domainslike science. His notions about
social organization arein acertain sense grounded in his epistemol ogy, although certainly the statement of Polanyi’s
mature epistemol ogy followed much of hiswriting about social organization.. Skillsand interestsarethefoundation
of human knowledge; society, for Polanyi, needs to be a stable, open context (he seems quite happy with
participatory democracy inwhich certain civil libertiesare guaranteed) inwhich specialized skillsand interestscan be
nurtured, passed forward and employed in the serious communities of specialized inquiry seeking the unknown. To
acertain degree, Polanyi offers ajustification for a hierarchically structured society that appears akin to visions of
Plato. Society requires and supports subcommunitiesin which excellenceis cultivated and recognized; interactive
patterns and authority reflect the value placed upon exploration and creativity.

2] amindebted to R. Melvin Keiser for pointing out that thisterm and “ heuristic” do appear in The Responsible Self.
Keiser believesthat Niebuhr’ svocabulary cameto include both “ universal intent” and “ heuristic” (discussed below)
after studying Personal Knowledge; at the least, neither term appears in Niebuhr’s writing before 1958, the year
Personal Knowledgeis published (Letter from R. Melvin Keiser dated May 17, 1995).

ZRichard Gelwick’s The Way of Discovery: An Introduction to the Thought of Michael Polanyi (Oxford University
Press: 1977) argues that the discovery metaphor is the central metaphor for understanding all of Polanyi’s thought
(seeespecialy 3-28).

2Keiser’'s discussion in Recovering the Personal: Religious Language and the Post-Critical Quest of H. Richard Niebuhr
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988) of Niebuhr’s* postcritical” approach to symbolic formsis particularly insightful (58-61). In his
opening paragraphs, Keiser indicates of Niebuhr that “exploring the reflections of his last years, | have been struck by the
‘postcritical’ nature of hismethodological preoccupation” (xvii). Elsewhereinhisbook inthe context of adiscussion of Niebuhr’s
affinities with several twentieth century philosophers, Keiser briefly discusses elements of Polanyi’s thought that support the
sort of reflection Niebuhr wasdoing. He provides some evidence, quoting from unpublished Niebuhr material, about what in fact
Niebuhr saw in Polanyi’ sthought. The quotations mentioning Polanyi indicate Niebuhr was appreciative of Polanyi’ s critique of
doubt aswell as his recognition of the importance of trust, passion and commitment, and the centrality of the person (see 49-53).
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Torrance on Polanyi and Polanyi on God:

Commentson Weightman's Criticisms--A Review Essay
John V. ApczynsKi

ABSTRACT Key Words: Polanyi, Torrance, reality of God, philosophy of science,

natural theology, science and religion, Barth

This review discusses Weightman's interpretation of Torrance's appropriation of Polanyi's theory of science;
Weightman shows how Torrance develops a contemporary “ natural” theol ogy, moving beyond Barthian roots, but
he argues Torrance misconstrues Polanyi's under standing of “ religion” and God. | support Wei ghtman's account,
acknowl edging much of hisargument regarding the nature of religion, but I question whether hisconstructivist view
of God can support the role it must play in Polanyi's thought.

Colin Weightman. Theology in a Polanyian Universe: The Theology of Thomas Torrance. New Y ork: Peter Lang
Publishing, Inc., 1994,

One of the most respected exponents of Michael Polanyi’s thought, Thomas Torrance is a Reformed
theol ogian who established astrong personal rel ationship with Polanyi toward the end of hislifeand who becamehis
literary executor at his death. In thisfascinating study, Colin Weightman presents a detailed analysis of theway in
whichTorrancedevel opsPolanyi’ sepistemol ogy and hierarchical view of theworld by makingitaconstitutivefeature
of histheology. Thisallows Torranceto formulate akind of “natural theology” that moves him beyond his Barthian
starting point. In this process, however, Weightman contends that Torrance misconstrues Polanyi’ s understanding
of religion and placesaburden on Polanyi’ sscientific view of theworldwhichit cannot | egitimately bear. Weightman
bases this critique on a well-crafted introductory argument that defends an underlying consistency for Polanyi’s
understanding of religion expressed in hiswritings al the way through the publication of Meaning. Except for the
linchpin of his argument, which interprets Polanyi’s understanding of God along the lines of Don Cupitt's (a
)theological position, Weightman defends, in my estimation, successfully and insightfully hisbasic claims.

Inthelarger, second part of hisbook, Weightman explains how the Barthian starting point of Torrance, that
theology, asisthe case with al sciences, must operate in terms of afaithfulnessto its object, remains constant in all
his subsequent developments. Unlike Barth, however, Torrance does not limit this understanding of theology to
expressing themeaning of God' srevelation of God’ sself through Christin Scripture. For Torrance, thereisan urgent
needto expressthisrevel ation of Godintermsof the cultural assumptionsof themodernworld. Toachievethis, while
remainingfaithful totherevel ation of God, Torrancemust find somesort of “ hook” inthecontemporary understanding
of redlity thatis" objectively” capableof all owingameaningful expressionof thedivinereality. HereiswherePolanyi’'s
hierarchical understanding of the universe devel oped in terms of fields of overlapping marginal control functionsas
acrucial component of Torrance’ stheological position. Weightman arguesthat Torrance extends Polanyi’ sscientific
vision of reality into asort of “natural theology” bridging the revelation of God with a contemporary understanding
of theworld.

Whilethismovebeyond Barth provides Torrancewith thetoolsfor animpressivetheol ogical outlook, it does
not come without itscosts. Inorder to maintain the Barthian understanding of the objectivity of theological science,
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Torrance must construe Polanyi’ s hierarchical field vision of the world to be an inherently accurate portrayal of the
deep structuresof nature, harkening back to an earlier Christian, non-dual understanding of reality. Whilel had never
noticed this before, Weightman has persuaded me that such a strong metaphysical claim is indeed required by
Torrance' stheological position. And to the extent that it is, it places on Polanyi’ s understanding of nature aburden
which Polanyi himself would not accept. For Polanyi wasready to acknowledgethat eventhisfundamental conviction,
while certainly revealing an aspect of reality, was subject to revision.

Furthermore, thishierarchical visionrequires Torranceto capitalizeonanambiguity in Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy
in order to extrapolate to an understanding of God operating at the level of the marginal control for the universeasa
whole. But thisisunsatisfactory in several respects. For example, a consistent application of this approach would
negate the transcendence of God, something Torranceisunwilling to do. Weightman exposes such aninconsistency
by pointing out how Torrance expects theology to operate as the higher level of meaning controlling the boundary
conditions of all lower levels of meaning, but without being subject to any of the constraints that these lower levels
of meaning might place on it. The source of hisreservation, of course, is Torrance's theological conviction of the
objectivereality of God. Thisconviction, according to Weightman, isthe fatal flaw in Torrance' s understanding of
Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy.

That Torrance’ s unwillingnessto allow for an immanence to his doctrine of God does indeed lead to such
unsatisfactory dilemmas Weightman is quite correct in arguing. But that this is due to Torrance's mistaken
understanding of theroleof Godin Polanyi’ sepistemol ogy hasnot been persuasively justified for me. Theproper way
of construing “God” in Polanyi’ sthought is, of course, ahotly contested issue. Polanyi’s position holds, according
toWeightman, that thereisno ontol ogical referent totheword“ God.” Rather, thetermreferstothe” meaningfulness’
that religious peopl e experiencein worship.

Weightman's defense of thisinterpretation is developed in the first part of his book, where he attemptsto
show how Polanyi’ s understanding of the way religion functions has remained fairly constant throughout Polanyi’s
published writings. | believe heiscorrect inthisappraisal of Polanyi’ sthought. Polanyi appearsto have understood
religion (by which henormally meant aliberal style of Christianity) asaform of indwelling through which abeliever
wasableto break out (in Personal Knowl edge) or to betransported (in Meaning) toward somesort of ultimatemeaning
which could bring together otherwi seincompatible meaningsof our ordinary existence. Thecontestedissueconcerns
the status of thisexperience of “ ultimate meaningfulness.” Isit animaginative construction that remains completely
withintheform of religiouslife or doesit open the believer to adivinereality that grounds this meaningfulness? For
Weightman, the former is the only consistent way to understand the Polanyian literary corpus.

Thecrux of Weightman' sargument on this point, as| understandit, isfound in Polanyi’ sinsistencethat the
reality of God isdiscovered in worship and, as such, Christianity can say nothing that istrue or false. Furthermore,
Polanyi’s emphasis on the “apophatic”’ character of mystical experience emphasizes that “ God” cannot be compre-
hended through concepts. Finally, hislater use of Eliade’ sviewson myth and ritual transporting participantsinto the
sacred realm suggests the necessity of participation in the religious tradition to experience its meaning. Polanyi
unquestionably upholdsall of theseviews. From them Weightman concludesthat religious meaning has no ultimate
reference point but isfound solely by dwelling within it.

In the course of hisdefense of this conclusion, Weightman repeatedly declaresthat Polanyi’ s position does
not allow thereality of God to be external to thereligiousform of indwelling intheway a scientific reality isexternal
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to the community of scientific beliefs(e.g., 45, 56). Thisis, without adoubt, true. But when Polanyi insisted that the
meaning of Godisknowninthefirstinstanceperformatively inworshipor ritual andthat thismeaning thusknown cannot
be comprehended conceptually as mysticshaveinsisted, | think hewasgroping for away of expressing thereality of
God asthebasisfor thefundamental meaningthat hebelieved heexperiencedfor theuniverseasawhole. Andprecisely
because this reality was the ground of meaning for the universe asawhole, it could not be an external reality inthe
manner of an empirical object, for that could not bear such ameaning. | do not think Polanyi ever found away of
expressing this conviction to his own satisfaction, and this failure is what accounts for the apparent ambiguity of
Polanyi’ spositiononthispoint. Butinexploitingthisambiguity inthedirection of thewholly internal meaning of God,
| believethat Weightman hasfailed to show how Polanyi could consistently affirm hisown convictionintheultimate
significance of theuniverse (125).
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Polanyi and M athematics, Tor ranceand Philosophy of Science:
A Responseto Apczynski’'sReview

Colin Weightman

ABSTRACT Key Words. Michael Polanyi, Thomas Torrance, John Apczynski, mathematical realities, religious
realities, phenomenology, natural theology, philosophy of science

The question of how Michael Polanyi understood religious realities has often been debated. | suggest, in this
response to a review of my book on Polanyi and theologian Thomas Torrance, that Polanyi's treatment of
mathematical realities can throw light on his understanding of religious realities (like “ God" ) especially since
he clearly links or groups these in a number of places. In addition, | point out that Torrance develops and
moves beyond the Barthian theological tradition in his adoptin of a Polanyian natural theology.

My thanks are due to John Apczynski for hisgenerous but probing review of my book on Thomas Torrance
and Michael Polanyi, Theology in a Polanyian Universe. Apczynski makes some comments on my treatment of
Torrance’ s use of Polanyi (which was my major focus), but then centers his critical comments on my understanding
of Polanyi’ sunderstanding of “God.” Thisisnatural enoughinareview for ajournal devotedtothethought of Michael
Polanyi, but | am quite happy to share why | think that my reading of Polanyi isthe correct one. | will add however
what some of my larger agendas were in the writing of the book since this may also be of interest to some readers.

Butevenasl say thesethings, | am consciousmyself of theneedfor cautionsinceall commentatorson 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 extrapolated from cluesin thetext sinceit isdefinitely not “up front.” Indeed, though | do have
apoint of view, | alsoreadily admit to my own fallibility and do not consider that | haveall thingsright, especialy in
mattersPolanyian.

Perhaps Apczynski’s comment that Polanyi was“ groping for away of expressing thereality of God asthe
basi sfor thefundamental meaning that hebelieved he experienced for theuniverseasawhol€e”’ isagood starting point
for discussion. However | would prefer to expressit asagroping after areligious perspective and not necessarily as
agroping after “God.” Inmy reading of Polanyi, | would certainly affirmthat such a“religiousgroping” isevidentin
hiswork. | makereferenceto it myself at variouspoints. But if hisgroping continued to the end of hislife, thenitis
difficultfor uswhowould commentateonand hopetolearnfrom himtodomuch morethanreflect that groping ourselves.
For thisreason, | do not expect that thisdebatewill ever conclude unless somediscovery of lost Polanyi material adds
to our information on the matter.

| agreewith Apczynski that for Polanyi theaffirmation of ameaningful universewasfundamental. | alsowant
tostressthismost strongly withregardto Polanyi. All hislife, from hisreading of Dostoevsky onwards, hestood against
apurely mechani stic conception of humanity. But how toanchor avision of ameaningful worldinsomedivine* ground
of being” istheproblemtowhich Polanyi never cameto asatisfactory answer. Thesimpl est answer frommy perspective
(sincethisiswhat | personally believe) isthat theworld hasbeen created by God and thisimbuesit with meaning from
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the very beginning. Now thisis not to underestimate the difficulty of the questions that can arise even from this
seemingly straightforward statement but at | east it groundsthe meani ngful nessof thingsin something deeper and more
fundamental. For thisreason | do not consider that | have “created Polanyi in my own image” since my perspective
isonethat | looked for but did not (alas) find in hiswritings.

The problem with God creating theworld for Polanyi isthat hefindsthe very concept extremely difficult to
graspandin Meaninghewonderswhether itisconceivableat all (p.125). Hisreluctanceto conceptualize Godineither
Tillichianorinany other theol ogi cal termsgivesusnothing concretefromhiminwhichto* ground” themeaningfulness
of theuniverse. For thisreason, | do not think that anyone at all has shown how Polanyi can consistently affirm his
convictioninthe ultimate significance of theuniverse. | don’t think it ispossiblefor anyoneto show thisand so | did
not attempt it myself. Thisiscertainly frustrating, but unfortunately, theway itis. It appearsthenthat thisisamissing
link in Polanyi’ sthought andin my estimation no onehasdemonstrated clearly that they haveuncoveredit. Of course,
each one of us may have our own way of showing how Polanyi should have grounded his conviction in the ultimate
significance of the universe. It may even bethat we do so in a Polanyian-like fashion, but thisis not the same thing
as setting out Polanyi’s own justification for his assertion of the ultimate meaningfulness of things.

Apczynski isright in noting my statementsthat Polanyi doesnot allow thereality of God to beexternal tothe
religiousform of indwelling intheway ascientificreality isexternal tothe community of scientific beliefs. However,
this comparison was less central to my argument which flows rather from Polanyi’s comments on religion and
mathematics and the sensein which Polanyi himself considersthat “realities’ may be“external.”

To show what | mean, we need to go to Polanyi’s concluding comments in his chapter on “Intellectual
Passions’ in Personal Knowledge (p.202). Here hetalks about the verification and validation of articulate systems.
Though the distinction might be somewhat fuzzy at the margins, Polanyi usestheword “verification” to refer to the
testing and acceptance of the empirical sciences and the word “validation” to refer to the testing and acceptance of
other articulate systems, and he gives the examples here (and in this order) of mathematics, religion and the various
arts. His penultimate sentenceisthen: “But both verification and validation are everywhere an acknowledgment of
acommitment: they claimthepresenceof somethingreal and external tothespeaker.” A key questionhereiswhat does
Polanyi mean by “external to the speaker” inrelation to validation?

Itishighly significant (1 believe) that both hereand in numerous places Polanyi links or groups mathematics
andreligiontogether. Thisoccursat fundamental placesin hisargument and the significance of thisneedsto bemore
carefully examined. Firstly, for Polanyi, mathematical realitiesarerealitiesin hisdistinctiveand unique senseof “that
whichisexpectedtoreved itselfindeterminably inthefuture” (S-S, p.10andcf. alsoPK, pp. viii,5,43,64,117,130,147,189)
Y et mathematical realitiesmay betotally nonempirical. Somemathematical termslikeal eph-three, explainsPolanyi, “ do
not refer toparti cular thingsat all, and may bealtogether empty categories, well-defined, but applyingtonothing” (PK,
p.86). Therefore(andlikereligional so?) mathematicslooksfor anindeterminaterangeof futuremanifestationswithin
mathematicsitself.

It seemsto methat the claim of validation that something real exists external to the speaker isnot aclaim by
Polanyi that the“ realities’ inquestionare, likeempirical objects, necessarily external tothe corresponding system, but
rather isaclaimthat realitiesexist which arereal inhisdistinctive sense of having alifeof their own, eventhoughthey
themselvesmight beinternal totheir respectivesystems. Itisinthissenseof havingalifeof their own and not simply
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being dependent ontheonewho namesor speaksthemthat they areprimarily tobeconsidered“ externa” (cf. M, p.66).

To conclude this particul ar discussion then, Polanyi leaves quite open the possibility that religiousrealities
(forexample® God") areana ogousto mathemati cal realitiesand might beentirely contained withinthearticulatesystem
of theChrigtianreligion. Inmy view, hisnumerouscomparisonsof religionwithmathematicsmakethisthemost likely
impression that hewisheshisreader to take away with them. It wascertainly theimpression heleftin my mind. Here
again, thisisnot my personal perspective on thereality of God, but | believe that on the evidence of thetext that it is
Polanyi’s. Thiscomparisonof religionand mathematicsandtheir respectiveredlities’ isthecoreof my argument then,
and not any comparison of religion and science. But please notethat thisargument isnot cast in the form of aknock-
down proof sincewhile| think the thrust of hiswriting iscompelling enough on this, he has never given usthat final
unambiguously clear confirmation of hisview. And we all need to acknowledge thislacunatogether.

My larger concern has been the interaction of various theologians with various philosophies of science.
Another major thesi sfocussed on Wolfhart Pannenberg and Karl Popper, for example. Somy concerninthisbook was
totakeaclosel ook at what Torranceisdoingwhen heinteractswiththethought of Michael Polanyi. Aswill beapparent
already to thosewho know something of Torrance swritings, | do not interpret Polanyi inthe sameway that Torrance
does. Indeed, though | have sometheological kinshipwith Torrance, | wasquitecritical of theway inwhich Torrance
tried to relate histheology to the contemporary scientific worldview and contemporary philosophy of science (both
of which heinterpretsprimarily through Polanyi’ seyes). Therefore, though| havea solearned thingsfrom Torrance,
| takein my book amuch needed critical look at Torrance’ swhol e attempt to relate theol ogy and science. Morethan
enough hasbeenwritten by supportersof Torranceand | felt that amore probing assessment needed to be undertaken.
This | have done, though | hasten to add at this point that the onusis now on me to produce my own constructive
contribution to the debate and if life-circumstances permit me | intend to do just that. Then of course otherswill do
thesamefor meas| havedonein my morecritical writings! | might add, however, thatinan epiloguetothebook | have
begun to examine the relationship of theology and science.

What wasmy conclusion about what i shappening theol ogically in Torrance’ sinteractionwith Polanyi? Very
briefly, it isthat Torrance' sdevelopment of the Barthian tradition hasresulted in aPolanyian natural theology which
servesasthe epistemol ogical substructure of all the sciencesincluding theology, which, assomewill know, Torrance
considersascienceinaquitespecific sense. Though Torrancewill without doubt contest thisstrongly, my assessment
isthat inadopting aPolanyian natural theology Torranceisinhisownway creatively relating theology and philosophy
inamanner not unlike Rudolf Bultmann or ThomasAquinasand in so doing hasdecisively moved beyond hisBarthian
roots. | recognizethat thesefew brief sentences (and Apczynski’ sown brief summary) leave muchtobedesired since
they stand rather naked without the full argumentation. To decide between my conclusion and Torrance' s position,
the reader will, of course, have to read my book, and some of Torrance’' sif they have not done so already.

However, | would like to conclude this response to John Apczynski’ sreview whereit beginsin thetitle, in
thequestion of thesignificanceof mathematicsin Polanyi’ sthinking. | am surethat my backgroundin puremathematics
led meto ask this question more readily than thosetrained in (say) art history. | had anatural tendency to read with
care any sentence with the word “mathematics’ init. However, it does seem to meto be more significant than most
commentatorson Polanyi haverealized. Thisisall themoresoif | amrightinsuggestingthat religiousrealitiesin Polanyi
are analogous to mathematical realities. This would mean then that information on Polanyi’s understanding of
mathematical realitiescould well throw somelight on hisview of “ God.”
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L eaving Polanyi’ sviewsasi defor amoment, thequestion of thenatureof mathematical reality isafascinating
oneinitself. Thekey question hereis: “Ismathematicsahuman creation or doesit exist in somekind of non-physical,
eternal and necessary realm (adoctrine sometimes called mathematical Platonism)?’ Morebriefly again, isit created
or discovered? Theanswer isby no meanseasy and it issignificant that in his own strugglewith thiskind of question
Edmund Husserl (whotrained first asamathematician) devel oped what we call phenomenology. Though | cannot go
intoit here, it wasin his struggle to understand mathematical reality that thisway of thinking was developed. (On
thissee Granville Henry, Logos. Mathematicsand Christian Theology (1976) pp.163-70).

But, unfortunately again, Polanyi does not enter this discussion himself. He supports Husserl’ s attempt to
safeguard the contents of experience against reductive analysis and phenomenology’s affirmation of higher, less
tangible levels of experience since these are things he wishes to emphasize himself, though he is critical of
phenomenol ogy’ slack of any notion of tacit knowingor level sof reality (KB, pp.221,236). Mathematical andreligious
realities, of course, would beconsidered by Polanyi to beintangiblerealities, if notthemostintangibleof realities. But
here, | think, wedraw near againtothelimitsof what may beknown with any certainty about Polanyi’ sviewsonthese
matters. For example,wemight wishtoask whether Polanyi saw mathematical andreligiousreditiesasonthesamelevd,
or asone abovethe other (and note that there are two possibilitieshere). Polanyi doesnot, to my knowledge, give us
anyinformationonthis. If hedid, thiswould provideuswith somesignificant cluesabout hisviewsonreligiousrealities.
Perhaps all that | can suggest at thisjuncture isthat a close examination needs to be conducted of all hiscomments
on mathematicsto seeif anything rel evant on thismay begleaned fromthem. Perhaps| may--if | haveany timeamong
thedemandsof my present existenceasapari sh minister--takeupthistask sinceitisaquestionthat | havenot previously
taken to the text myself, at least not in quite thisform.

Submissionsfor Publication

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

Manuscripts should include the author’ s name on a separate page since submissions normally will be sent
out for blind review. In addition to the typescript of amanuscript to be reviewed, authors are expected to provide an
electroniccopy (oneither adisk or viae-mail) of accepted articles; itishelpful if original submissionsareaccompanied
by an electronic copy. For disks, ASCII text aswell asmost popular IBM and MAC word processors are acceptable.
Besurethat electronicmaterialsincludeall relevant informationwhichmay hel pconvertingfiles. Personswithquestions
or problemsassoci ated with produci ng an el ectroni c copy of manuscriptsshould phoneor writePhil Mullins(816-271-
4386). Insofar aspossible, TAD iswillingtowork with authorswho havespecial problemsproducing e ectronicmaterials.

Phil Mullins Walter Gulick

Missouri Western State College Montana State University, Billings
St. Joseph, Missouri 64507 Billings, Montana59101
Fax(816)271-5987 Fax (406) 657-2037

e-mail: mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu
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Reviews

Arthur J. 5yck, Rethinki ng R ghtsand ﬁ%ponsi bilities:
TheMoral Bonds of Community. Cleveland, OH: The
PilgrimPress, 1994. Pp.x +441. ISBN: 0-8298-1006-4.

With this book, Arthur Dyck, who has served in various
capacities at Harvard University over the past 30 years,
both extends and modifies the direction set out in his
earlier work, On Human Care. He extendsand develops
hisaccount of themoral bondsof community, but signifi-
cantly modifies Roderick Firth’'s ideal observer theory
which playssuchacentral roleinthe previouswork. The
context for thisevolution in Dyck’ sthinking isthe topic
of rights, onewhich hethought would find strong support
in the philosophical literature. His research, however,
convincedhimthat, “ 1. Humanrightsarebeing seriously
violated not only in practicebut intheory. 2. Theoriesof
rights . . . foster separation and undermine the human
relationsthat make communitiespossible. 3. Theoriesof
rights. .. that insufficiently protectindividual humanlife
appear tobegaininginstrength...” (p. 2). Inlight off these
findings, Dyck sets out to discover the source of the
problems in rights discourse and to clarify how we can
overcomethem.

He proceeds in three parts. The first consists of an
historical survey in which Dyck takes Thomas Hobbes,
JohnCalvin, Jeremy Bentham, John Stuart Mill, Karl Marx,
FriedrichEngels, Nicolai Leninand Alan Gewirthaspara-
digmaticfiguresrepresenting significant milestonesinthe
development of human rights discourse. In the second
part of the book, Dyck offersan account of the conditions
that make it possible for communities to exist and to
reproducethemselves. Itisinthese conditionsthat Dyck
finds sufficient grounding for human rights. In the final
section, Dyck movesto a concrete application, suggest-
ingwhat hisdifferently grounded account of rightswould
meanfor anunderstanding of justice, asappliedtodivorce
laws and health care reform in the United States.

As Dyck recounts the history, he findsthat all hisinter-
locutorsall shareasignificant mistake, in spiteof signifi-
cant differences between them. All devaluetherelation-
ships which bring persons into being and nurture them.
For Hobbes, all human associations are artificial and
essentially coercive(23). Calvindoesnot deny theessen-
tially social nature of human beings as Hobbes does, but
his emphasis on law as external constraint on egoistic
impul sesobscuresthemoral significanceof parentingand
other relationships(39-40). For Benthamand Mill, rights
must bejustified by the principle of utility, which cannot
transparently ground what Dyck takes to be a founda-
tional right,i.e., therighttolife(67). Marx, EngelsandLenin
view rightsasthe product of corrupt societiesand takefor
their standards avision of the ideal society of the future
(94-5). Gewirth, whotreatsrightsasuniversal and natural,
till understands the moral agent as an autonomousindi-
vidual , without acknowl edging thewebs of rel ationships
which enable that person to become an agent (116).

In developing his phenomenology of community, Dyck
identifiesseveral prerequisitesof community whichare, at
root, moral. These include a knowledge of the past, a
hesitancy to take human life, commitments to speak the
truth, to respect property, andto befaithful to oneanother
insexual relations(Ch. 5). Moreover, thesecommunities
tacitly hold to a“natural theology” which exhibits faith
that a cosmic moral power exists, that goodness is more
powerful than evil and that morally-responsible behavior
isultimately vindicated (Ch. 6). Itisinour recognition of
these conditions, Dyck contends, that we can know our
responsibilities for one another which ground rights that
aretherefore“ natural.”

Dyck clearly argues that we can know, in a substantive
sense, what theserights are. Here, Dyck stakesaclaim
between skeptics or relativists on one side and objectiv-
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istsontheother. Hearguesthat moral knowledgeisrooted
intheemotional attachmentsthat arenurturedin commu-
nities. These emotiona attachments are the “felt neces-
sities’ or basic facts of morality. Of special interest to
readersof thisjournal will beDyck’ sexplicitand extended
use of Michael Polanyi’'s description of science as an
endeavor inwhich knowledgebeginswithfelt necessities
(“intuitions”) and isgenerated by participation and train-
inginaparticular community (211-223).

Onceone makesemotions(specifically, what Dyck calls,
“lovingimpartially”) thebasisof moral knowledge, how-
ever, one becomes vulnerable to the criticism that self-
loveor love of one' sown community infact canand does
distort moral commitments by narrowing themto only a
selectfew. Dyck acknowledgestheconcern, but counters
that these are instead the building blocks of all morality.
“Put very simply,” Dyck says, “individual s cannot know
how to behave toward themselves and others unlessthey
have positive affection for themselvesand others” (206).
Intheend, what keepsself-loveor lovefor one’ scommu-
nity frombeingrestrictiveiswhat Dyck calls* |deal Com-
panionship.” It is here that Dyck departs significantly
from Firth, as the ideal is no longer a dispassionate
observer, but a participantwhoisabletorelateempathically
toall other persons(Ch. 9). Theideal companionfunctions
for Dyck as something like Reinhold Niebuhr’s“impos-
sible possibility” by providing a goal which we seek to
attain in an ever more comprehensive manner.

Thereismuch to commend about Dyck’ swork. It offers
avery readable and accessible criticism of human rights
theories and pointsto apromising way of reconstructing
them. Itisan engaging book, drawing from a number of
sources aside from the philosophical, such as studiesin
psychology. Dyck’ sproposal will resonatewith and find
alliesinsevera other fields. Hisemphasison community
will strikechordswith communitarian strandsof political
theory, while making emotions central to cognitive pro-
cesses will find its allies among feminist thinkers and
othersworking onthemoral centrality of thepassions. His
work thusproceedsin conversationwith significant move-
mentsin the scholarly community.
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A weaknessof thebook i sthat community remainsfor the
most part, an abstract noun. While much of what Dyck
says seems intuitively reasonable, athick description of
avariety of communities from around the world would
strengthen the author’s position that there are indeed
universally-occurring conditions in which communities
flourishandwhich providetheleverageneededfor devel-
oping an intelligible and defensible account of rights.
Additionally, thereare somediscussionsthat begfor more
comprehensive development. For example, given his
concern for the preservation of innocent life, Dyck’s
position would seem to commit him to defining life as
biological functioning and to nonviolence, but those
positionsarenotexplicitly articulated or clarified. Finally,
there are some implications of the work that could be
profitably explored. Oneimportant implication concerns
the general utility of seeking to provide a theoretical
grounding for human rights. If Dyck isright that moral
cognition isindeed grounded in emations, then perhaps
what weneedtodevelopisaset of strategiesand practices
that will hel pusbecomesensitivetothehumanity of those
whodiffer fromus.

Perhaps the greatest value to the work is that the author
seeksto bridgemodern and post-modern perspectives. At
the same time that Dyck wants to work in a broadly
communitarian direction, he continuesto affirm much of
the Enlightenment project’s search for universal moral
standards which will enable usto live at peace with one
another. One might thus describe his proposal asakind
of Kantiancommunitarianism. Somewill thereforelikely
find hiswork to contain ajuxtaposition of positions that
areincompatiblewithoneanother. Conversely, otherswill
finditfruitfully creative. | suspect that thosewhoreadthe
book sympathetically will find it to bethelatter.

Paul Lewis
827 Parliament St.
HighPoint, NC 27266
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Electronic Discussion Group

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

Polanyi Society M ember ship

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

Theregular annual membership ratefor the Polanyi Society is$20; the student rateis$10. Themembership
cyclefollowstheacademicyear; subscriptionsaredue September 1to Phil Mullins, Humanities, Missouri Western State
College, St. Joseph, MO 64507,. Please make checks payableto the Polanyi Society. Duescan bepaid by credit card
by providingthefollowinginformation: subscriber'snameasit appearsonthecard, thecard name, andthecard number
and expiration date. Changes of address and inquiries should be mailed, faxed or e-mailed to Mullins (e-mail:
mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu; fax: USA 816-271-5987).

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

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