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Preface

Thisissueisdevoted to the papersoriginally presented at the 2007
Polanyi Society annual meeting, which focused on the 1963 Berkeley
encounter of Michael Polanyi and Paul Tillich. ThisSociety meetingwasa
joint meeting with the North American Tillich Society. Somereaders may
recall that inthe Polanyi centennial year of 1991 in KansasCity therewasa
similar meetingwith theTillich Society onthesametopic. Twointeresting
papers by thelate CharlesM cCoy and Richard Gelwick with aresponse by
DonadMusser wereeventually published onthissessionin TAD 22:1(1995-
96) whichisavailableinthe TAD electronicarchivesonthePolanyi Society
web site. Readers may want to look back at these earlier reflectionsfor they
are a prelude to this new set of essays on a topic that obviously was not
exhausted with the earlier publications. | am delighted that the new essays
include one from Durwood Foster who was involved in both the first and
second meetingsonthe1963 encounter. Foster isafirst-rateTillichscholar,
afriend and teacher of several Polanyians, and a figure who recently has
reread Polanyi, so he brings new eyes to his thinking about Polanyi and
Tillich inhiscaptivating discussion of what he dubs*adynamic uncoordi-
natedduo.” Thereisafreshessay by Gelwick andanew responseby Musser.
TheFoster, Gelwick and Musser essays, likethe 1991 paperson Tillichand
Polanyi, have also been published in Bulletin of the North American Paul
Tillich Society (34:3, Summer 2008). Bob Russell, a Foster student and a
|eader inrecent “theology and science” discussions, contributed tothe2007
annual meeting sessionashort assessment of thelastingimpact of Polanyi’s
thought on the growing interdisciplinary field of “theology and science.”
Thistooisincludedinthisissue. Besurethat youreview “Newsand Notes’
wherethereisinformation about the new Poteat archivesat Y aleand about
publications and papers that follow up on earlier TAD discussions or
inquiriesopened at the 2008 L oyolaPolanyi Conference. Alsoyouwill find
(p.6) the program for the November 6 and 7, 2009 session of the upcoming
Saociety annual meetingin Montreal.

Phil Mullins

Tradition and Discovery isindexed selectively in The Philosopher’s
Index and Religious and Theological Abstracts and isincluded in the
EBSCO online database of academic and research journals.




NEWSAND NOTES

Polanyi Society Travel Fund In Need

For students and others requiring assistance
toattendthe Society’ smeetingslimited funding may be
available. Society membersareurgedtoinformworthy
candidates that this assistance is availabile. Those
interested in this funding, as well as those who know
of potential candidates, should contact Walter M ead
(wbmead@comcast.net) and see the information on
the Polanyi Society web site. Since the 2009 Polanyi
Society annual meeting isin Montreal in November,
this as an opportunity to attract Canadian graduate
students and individuals who have recently finished
graduate studies; we hope to have a specia round-
table discussion to assist and encourage these people
intheir Polanyianstudies. However, wepresently have
only sufficient money in our Travel Fund account to
providefor onestudent. ContributionstothisFundin
any amountwill begratefully receivedbyWally Mead,
4KenyonCourt, Bloomington, IL 61701. They aretax-
deductible.

Update On Appraisal

An issue of Appraisal: The Journal of the
Society for Post-Critical Philosophy and Personalist
Sudies(v. 7,n.2[October 2008]) cameoutinMay, 2009
and the March 2008 issue (v. 7, n. 1) was published
several months ago. Appraisal editor Richard Allen
reports that illness has put the journal a bit behind
publication schedule, but it should catchupduringthe
summer andfall of 2009. TheMarch2008issue included
thefollowing essays on Wittgenstein and Polanyi: (1)
Philip Roalnick, “Wittgenstein and Polanyi on the
Person.” (2) Charlie Lowney, “Seeing, Saying and
Being the Gestalt: Continuing Investigations on
Wittgenstein and Polanyi on the Concept of the Per-
son.” The October 2008 issueincluded the following
articles on Hans Jonas, Eric Voegelin and William

Poteat: (1) Antonio Casado and Rodriguez-Arias,
“HansJonas’ ContributiontoBioethics: 40Y earsafter
His' Philosophical Reflectionson Experimentingwith
Human Subjects.’” (2) GiorgioBar uchello, “Gnosis,
Sustainable Devel opment and Racism: HansJonasas
aPolitical Thinker.” (3) Maben Walter Poirier,“Eric
Voegelin's Immanentism: A Man at Odds with the
Transcendent, Pt. 1.” (4) David Rutledge, “William
Poteat: The Primacy of the Person.”

Appraisal (i.e., TheSociety for Post-Critical
and Personalist Studies) and the John Macmurray
Fellowship sponsored aconference on April 18, 2009
in Oxford. The conference theme was “Persons and
Agency.” Thefollowing paperswere presented: (1)
Walter Gulick,”Who Are the Persons of Michael
Polanyi’ sPersonal Knowledgeand JohnMacmurray’s
Personsin Relation?’ (2) Phil Mullins, “Polanyi on
Agency and Some Linksto Macmurray.”

ColinBurchisnow providing valuablehelp
with editorial work and M ark Arnold will takeupthe
post of secretary of The Society for Post-Critical and
Personalist Studies in the autumn. Richard Allen
(rt.allen@ntlworld.com) isinviting volunteersto take
on other tasks such as treasurer, webmaster and con-
ference master for Appraisal.

The Appraisal website at http://
www.spcps.org.uk/ hasrecently beenrevamped. You
can view thetable of contents of all issues going back
tovolumelinMarch1996.Y oucanorderaCDwithal
back issues, volumes 1 through 6. Payments can now
bemadeviathewebsite, making thingsmucheasier for
subscribers outide UK.

Struan Jacobs, oneof thewritersinthe2006-
2007 issue of TAD (33:2) focusing on Polanyi and

Thomas Kuhn, has recently published another article
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onthetopic, “Thomas Kuhn’s Memory” Intellectual

History Review 19 (1) 2009: 83-101. The abstract

follows:
Scholars have suggested that Thomas Kuhn's
theory of science in his famous study, The Struc-
ture of Scientific Revolutions, drew from ideas of
Michael Polanyi. Therearecertain striking resem-
blances between Polanyi’ s masterwork, Personal
Knowledge, and Kuhn's, Scientific Revolutions,
books that were published only afew years apart
(1958 and 1962). The present discussion particu-
larly concerns three similarities between Kuhn's
thought and that of Polanyi, making useof hitherto
unpublished correspondence between Kuhn and
William Poteat, Professor of Christianity and Cul-
tureat DukeUniversity. Writtenearly in 1967, the
letters(twofrom Poteat, onefrom Kuhn) arerepro-
ducedintheappendix of thisarticle. Of thesimilari-
ties, oneisbetween Kuhn' sideaof the* paradigm’
as exemplar, with its connotation of unexpressed
knowledge, and Polanyi’s theme of ‘tacit knowl-
edge’. Another similarity isbetween their respec-
tive accounts of world pictures (Kuhn's idea of
paradigmsas’ constellations’ and Polanyi’ simage
of ‘frameworks').Third is the similarity between
Kuhn's theory of ‘incommensurability’ and
Polanyi’ snotion of cognitiveframeworksassepa
ratedby a‘logical gap’. Thisarticlespecifieswhere
Kuhncites, and what hehasto say about, Polanyi’s
work, and it draws attention to relevant silences,
inaccuracies and inconsistencies in Kuhn's writ-
ing. We are aiming at an intensive, accurately
detailed discussion of whether Polanyi may have
been among Kuhn’s important sources.

Keith Morgan presented at the Academy of
Management Annual Meeting, Anaheim, CA, (Au-
gust 2008) “ CreatingaGraphical Three(3) Dimensional
Diagram of the Knowledge Transfer Process.” The
abstract follows (and the paper isavailable at http://
www.coal escentknowl edge.com/papers.htm):

Polanyi’ stacit and explicit knowledge theory will

beintegrated with coal escent knowledgetheory (a

shared knowledge concept) to create a graphical

three (3) dimensiona diagram of the knowledge
4

transfer process. This diagram can be used by
management consultantsto understand and create
a customized knowledge transfer process for cli-
ents.

CharlesL owney’ sarticle” Authenticity and
Reconciliation of Modernity” was published in The
Pluralist(v.4,n.1[Spring2009]): 33-50.

Richard Allen’s essay “The Unity of the
Person” alsoappearsin ThePluralist (v.4,n. 1[Spring
2009)): 77-84.

A NoteOn Polanyi Society M ember ship

A recent change in subscription procedure
may have caused some confusion. There are three
issuesof TAD eachyear (October, February and July).
Self-addressed return envel opes are now enclosed in
all printed copies(mailedintheU.S.) of theOctober and
February issues. The subscription cycle beginsin the
fall of eachacademicyear. Evenif youmail inyour dues
inthe October envel ope, your February issuewill also
include an envelope because the US Post Office re-
quiresall TAD mailing parcelstobeidentical toqualify
for thelowest mailing rate. Rather than usethereturn
envelope, you can, of course, awayse-mail subscrip-
tion information to Phil Mullins
(mullins@missouriwestern.edu). Whentherevision of
the Polanyi Society web materialsiscompletedinthe
summer of 2009, you should be able to complete a
subscription form on the web if you prefer.

The Polanyi Society is a very economical
academic/professional society. Theannual member-
ship is currently $35 ($25 for libraries and $15 for
students).The Society has regular expenses associ-
atedwithproducing, printingandmailing TAD andwith
sponsoring academic meetings. Recently, we have
added things such as the scholarship/travel fund for
younger scholars which also require some resources.
The Society much appreciatesthecontributionswhich
several membershave madeto support thetravel fund
aswell asregular operating expenses. Annual financial
data is normally published in the February issue of



TAD. TheSociety isanIRS-501(c)3 organization (cer-
tified non- profit organi zation). Any donation members
makeabovethemembershiprateistax deductibleinthe
US. Y ou shouldreceiveatax letter for such donations
from the Society; if you do not, please inquire.

Although the Polanyi Society is an interna-
tional organization, it is an increasingly expensive,
bureaucratic nightmare to mail printed copiesof TAD
outside the US. In the post-911 world, each non-
domesticmailing parcel must haveatracer (paperwork)
attached. The Society now produces and archives an
identical electronic version of TAD available at the
same time the printed copy is mailed on the Polanyi
Society web siteat <http://www.missouriwestern.edu/
orgs/polanyi/>. Anyonewhowishescaneasily down-
load all or part of any issue. Society membersliving
outsidethe USare encouraged to accesstheelectronic
TAD rather than have a paper copy mailed to them.
Those who wish can subscribeto an e-mail list which
providesane-mail noticethreetimesayear (assoonas
theelectronic TAD isposted ) withthetabl eof contents
of the current issue. Those who receive the electronic
edition of TAD are encouraged to use e-mail or the
Polanyi Society web siteto pay annual duesand make
contributions to the Society.

Special Collection Of William Poteat Paper s

A collection of Poteat’ s papersisbeing established at
theYaeDivinity School Library. JamesClementVan
Pelt, aformer student of Poteat presently livingin New
Haven, CT, hasworked with Wally Mead, agraduate
of YDS, inproviding for thisarchive. Wearegrateful
to Paul Stuehrenberg, YDS Librarian, and Martha
Smalley, Special Collections Librarian, for making it
possiblefor ustomakethelateWilliam Poteat’ spapers
optimally availablefor futureresearch and thereby not
only assuring the continuation of Professor Poteat’s
legacy but al so encouraging thefurther creative appli-
cationof Polanyi’ sinsightsof thequality and original -
ity represented in Poteat’ s works. So far four of Bill
Poteat’ sformer studentsand colleagues have contrib-
uted their correspondencewith Poteat, their notes, and
their audiorecordingsof hislecturesandinterviewsto
thisarchive. Thereislikely morematerial out therethat
could be of great valueto future scholars. Thosewho
wishtoretaintheir valued correspondence, etc., intheir
possession are encouraged to make copies of the
relevant material and contact Wally Mead at thee-mail
addressbel ow. M ead will spendthesummer organizing
and catalogingthemateria priortodeliveringittoY DS.
These materialswill hopefully be further ordered and
made available to the public sometime during thefall
2009 semester. The Y aeDivinity School Library will
henceforthholdall literary and other property rightsto
the unpublished writings in this collection. We are
presently considering thepossibility of holding a fu-
ture meeting of the Society in New Haven (perhapsin
conjunction with the YDS Initiative in Religion and
Scienceprogramthat VVan Pelt coordinates) tocel ebrate
this new research resource and to draw upon some of
therelevantregional scholarship. If youhavematerials
that you think would be of valueto this Poteat Collec-
tion, please inform Wally Mead
(wbmead@comcast.net).



2009 Polanyi Society Annual Meeting
Montreal, Quebec.

ThePolanyi Society will holditsannual meeting November 6-7, 2009 in conjunction withthe AAR annual
meetingin Montreal. To attend either or both of the sessions of the the Polanyi Society annual meeting, itisnot
necessary toregister for the A AR meeting. For additional information about theAAR meeting, goto theAmerican
Academy of Religion Annual Meeting tie: http://www.aarweb.org/meetings/Annual_ M eeting/Current_M eeting/
default.asp . Thehotelsand roomsinwhich theannual meetingwill be heldwill beincludedinthe October 2009
issueof TAD andwill beposted, when avail able, with other information about theannual meeting onthe Polanyi
Soci ety web site (http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/). Details will alsobelistedintheAAR annual
meeting program.

Friday, 6 November 2009

9:00-11:00pm Panel: “Toward aPolanyian Science of the Virtues’
Walt Gulick, MontanaState University, Billings
Paul Lewis, Mercer University
DianeY eager, GeorgetownUniversity

Saturday, 7 November 2009

8:00t09:00am A Celebration of The Tacit Dimension Re-Publication
Light breakfast

Reflections on The Tacit Dimension
Phil Mullins, Missouri Western State University
Wally Mead, lllinois State University
9:15t010:10am “Of One Mind? Merleau-Ponty and Polanyi on the Reduction of Mind to
Body”
Florentien Verhage and Charles Lowney, Washington and L ee University
Response: David Rutledge, Furman University
10:20to11:15am “Isthe Pope Catholic? Polanyian Reflections on Continuity and Authority”
John Apczynski, St. Bonaventure University

Response: Joe Kroger, St. Michael’s College

11:15t011:30am Business Meeting



TheChristian Encounter of Paul Tillichand Michael Polanyi
Richard Gelwick

ABSTRACT Key Words. Christianencounter, Earl L ectures, Tillichand Polanyi meeting, Horkheimer festschrift,
detached and impersonal knowledge, participation and knowledge, ontology of cognition, self-world polarity,
comprehensive entities, ontology of commitment, scienceand religion, common ground.

Michael Polanyi’s engagement of Paul Tillich on the Christian faith and the relation of science and religion
during the 1963 Earl Lectures at Pacific School of Religion, and his follow up with a public lecture and
correspondence with Tillich, show a major complentarity in their epistemologies and common ground for
pursuit of scientific knowledge and religious meaning.

Twointellectual giantsof the 20th century metin Berkeley on February 21, 1963 to discussthe nature
of faithandbdlievinginChristianfaith.? For both Paul Tillich and for Michael Polanyi, engaging major thinkers
in conversation about issues of faith, meaning, and society isacentral part of their way of knowing and doing.
“Tillichin Dialogue” is certainly morethan abook title and istruly representative of the formal aswell asthe
informal natureof Tillich’ stheologica work.2 Similarly conviviality ispracticed and taught by Polanyi asacentra
part of his scientific and philosophical work as noted in Scott and Moleski’ s biography of Polanyi and Ruel
Tyson' ssketch of Polanyi’ slifefromhismother’ sintellectual salontothescientificingtitute® Polanyi isaperson
who actively engages students and leading thinkersin order to confront the pressing questions of meaningful
belief and actioninaworld beset by doubt. Therecordsof Polanyi’ scorrespondencepreserved at the University
of Chicago show an interdisciplinary and superstar range of correspondence and associations that compares
with Tillich’ slively and extensive personal outreach.*

TheChristian Context of Polanyi’sMeetingWith Tillich

The context of the encounter of Tillich and Polanyi isimportant. Tillichisgivingthe Earl Lecturesat
thePacific School of Religiononthethemeof “ Thelrrelevanceand Relevanceof theChristianMessage.” Tillich's
appeal tothemorally earnest and civil rights-minded student body at Berkeley ismassive. DuringtheEarl Lecture
series, Tillichtakestimeduring theafternoon beforehissecond eveninglectureto go ablock away fromtheFirst
Congregational ChurchwheretheEarl lecturesarebeing given to speak to studentsand faculty at theUniversity
of CaliforniaHarmongymnasium. Tillich’ sappeal issogreat that thegymnasiumisestimatedtohavebeen packed
with over 6,000 personsfilling the bleachers, the basketball court, all standing room and even the stage around
thespeaker’ splatform. Tillich’ sPacific School student host and guidefor theweek, JamesA. Stackpol e, reports
that there were nearly as many persons listening outside on loud speakers as there were inside.> Among the
studentsintheaudienceisMario Saviowhoin 1964 would arise asthe voice of the Berkeley student protest for
free speech and academic freedom.® A year later, in 1964, Savio and other free speech student leaders would
missaschedul ed weekend meeting with Tillich at SantaBarbarabecausethey wereinjail for protesting against
University anti-freedom of speech palicies.

| remember the Harmon gymnasium speech vividly. Seeing Tillichin that arenaaddressing probably
the largest audience in America ever to hear an avant garde liberal German theol ogian seemed like a second
coming of a Schleiermacher type speaking to the cultured despisers of religion. For an hour, Tillich addresses
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therapt audience on “ Science, Philosophy and Religion.” Typically he uses histwo contrasting definitions of
religion as ultimate concern and religion asthelife of aparticular social group.’

But we are now so removed from the event of Tillich and Polanyi meeting that we almost forget their
common ground, theimportance of the meaning and the communication of Christian faith. In contrast to many
years of Polanyi scholarship that has obscured and clouded Polanyi’ s Christian involvement and have treated
him primarily asaphilosopher or marginal Christian, today’ stopic takes us back to Polanyi basics. Therefore,
| want my first proposition to be that Polanyi’s meeting with Tillich is a meeting about the hegemony of the
mistaken understanding of science as strictly detached and impersonal knowledge affecting the vitality and
relevance of the Christian faith.

Polanyi sincehisbeginning yearsasamedical doctor ontheway toward doing physical chemistry with
brillianceis searching for his beliefs on liberal social, political, and economic reform and a basis of hope for
humanity after World War 1. Paul Tillich, only five yearsolder than Polanyi, shareswith him both the political
and economic turbulence of post-World War | Germany and Europe and later the rise of totalitarian statesin
Germany and the Soviet Union. Each follows the deep furrows of their family background. Tillich creatively
develops histheology of culture out of his L utheran background and university philosophical and theological
studies. Polanyi moves from the liberal political and religious background of his Jewish heritage to seeing
Christianity ashaving given to theworld the ethics of the prophetsand Jesus. He seesin Christianity an ethical
basisfor human cooperation, and questions the rightness and val ue of a separate Jewish statein Palestine® In
1917, Polanyi’ sspiritual quest appearsin hispaper entitled“ Tothe Peacemakers.”® Later in 1944, he describes
“The Peacemakers’ to Karl Mannheim as* an attack on the materialist conception of history.”'® Polanyi sees
the peacemakersin Stockhol m asdealing with thedistribution of territoriesbut missing the central problem that
competing sovereign states are the causes of the war. He sees that the underlying assumptions of nationalism
functionasaquasi-religion. Asabetter alternative, Polanyi callsfor theformation of “asupranational community
inwhichtherightsof sovereignty aretotakesecond placetointernational cooperationtowardanew ageof wealth
andwell being.”**

Also during the First World War, Polanyi belongsto acircle with George L ukacs, BelaBalzacs, Karl
Mannheim and othersthat reads Kierkegaard and Dostoyevsky, and at different times|later in hislife Polanyi
speaks of the influence of Tolstoy and Dostoyevsky on his faith. Besides these literary influences in such
intellectual circles, thereisamixtureof political proposalsfor social reformthat goesfromindividual initiatives
to government planning. So his deeper involvement with Christian faith isagradua aigning of himself with
intellectualswho aretrying to establish groundsfor believinginand following transcendent i deal sof thehuman
spiritandcivilization.

When Polanyi is negotiating with the University of Manchester to moveto anew positionin physical
chemistry, with larger and better facilities than Polanyi would have had if he remained at The Kaiser Wilhelm
Ingtitutein Berlin, itisSir Walter Moberly, vice-chancellor of Manchester University, whofinally getsPolanyi
toleave. Notincidentally, Moberly isaleading and senior figurein the Student Christian Movement in Britain
and wrote The Crisisinthe University that becameaninternational manifesto on theimportanceof auniversity
education that involves study and understanding of religion, particularly Christian, inthe modern university.*?
InPolanyi’ squest hejoinsChristianthinkersin Englandin The Christian Frontier Council andin TheM oot, both
led by Joseph Oldham, onetimehead of thelnternational Missionary Council and afoundingleader of theWorld
Council of Churches. TheM oot parti cularly becomesamajor connectionwith Chri stian theol ogiansand supports
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hishelief inthereality of spiritual ideals. Inthisway, Polanyi’ sthought increasingly indwellsaChristian view
of history and hope, and he beginswriting and thinking in terms of faith and reason, the predicament of human
finitude, and the Pauline paradigm of grace and faith.*3

Earlierin 1917 applying for apositionin physical chemistry in Munich, Polanyi triesto make hisbest
caseasaHungarianandincludesastatement that astoreligionheisformerly aJew and presently without achurch
affiliationandwould bewillingtojoinany Christian denominationthat hissuperior might suggest.’* Twoyears
later, Polanyi movingtoKarlsruhein Germany becomesa citizenandisbaptizedaRoman Catholic. Thenin1921,
hemarriesM agdaK emeny, aHungarian Roman Catholicfrom Budapest whomhemeetsinKarlsruhe. SoPolanyi’s
Christianallegianceseemsto beboth practical andtheological. Practical inthesensethat Christianidentity opens
opportunitiesinthefaceof growing anti-Semitism. Theological inthesensethat Polanyi’ sdeepest longingsfor
the spiritual, political, and economic renewal of Europe seemtolieinaChristianimage of humanity called out
of itsfallen nature to achieve greatness and good in spite of the difficulties.

In February of 1963 when thisimportant dial ogue occurs at the Earl L ectures of the Pacific School of
Religion, | wasworkingwith Polanyi at The Center for Advanced StudiesintheBehavioral Sciencesat Stanford
asthe beginning of my doctoral research on his epistemology and itsimplications for Christian theology.™ In
thefall of that year, Polanyi gave The Terry Lecturesat Yale. Aspart of my working with Polanyi, | proofread
thelecturesbeforethey weregiven. Theselectureswerethefirst draft of what becomes Polanyi’ s summary of
hismain epistemol ogical thesisandleadsto hisincisivebook, TheTacit Dimension.’® Coincidentally, TheTerry
L ecturesisthe same platform where Tillich delivered earlier his most famous book, The Courageto Be.

Using Tillich’ smode of concepualization, | am claiming that Polanyi has* an ultimate concern” about
theunderstanding and articulation of religiousfaith, particul arly thewestern heritageof Christianfaith, inaworld
dominated by scientism. Polanyi isforty milesaway from UC Berkeley at Stanford. Heisapproaching his72nd
birthday in 18 days. His books Science, Faith and Society, Personal Knowledge, and his work on the Tacit
Dimension all state his concern to restore the capacity of humanity to have faith in theideals of our religious
heritage.’® Polanyi’sconcernisno merecuriosity about hearing Tillich. Hisattendance at thelecturesisnot for
lack of thingsto do in the San Francisco Bay area. He has heard Tillich, read, used, and very well understood
partsof Tillich’ swriting, particularly volumeoneof Systematic Theol ogy and Dynamicsof Faith.?® Itisbecause
of Polanyi’ sknowledgeof andinterestin Tillich’ sthought, that | tell himthat Tillichwill begivingtheEarl Lectures.
Polanyi asksif he would be able to meet with Tillich. 1t so happensthat the faculty chair for the Earl Lectures
that year ismy doctoral advisor, CharlesMcCoy. Arrangementsare madeby having McCoy cometothe Center
for Advanced Studiesat Stanford and lunch with Polanyi and Robert McAfee Brown of the Stanford University
Religion Department. Polanyi’ s purposein talking with Tillich isabout the critical issue of how to understand
theroleof faithbothwithin scienceandreligion, particularly theChristianreligion. Polanyi’ svisittohear Tillich
lecture and to talk with him isvery deliberate, intentional and significant in understanding Polanyi’ sreligious
outlook. Polanyi seesin Tillich atheologian akin to his own programmatic work of trying to purge science of
adogmatismthat cutsoff sciencefromitsownintrinsic natureanditsrel ationtoawider realm of moral and spiritual
guidance.

So Polanyi comesto Berkeley by bus, which takes about an hour and a half by the time he getsto the
University andtheneighboring First Congregational Church- United Churchof Christ After hearingthelecture,
hemeetsprivately with Tillichat theClaremont Hotel whereTillichisstaying. Still later that evening, Polanyi stays
with hisformer post-doctoral studentin physical chemistry, Melvin CalvinwhoisaNobel Laureatein physical
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chemistry doing research at the University of California. About five days|ater Polanyi shares with me a short
account of themeeting, “ Notesfromaconservationwith Paul Tillichon February 21,1963.”° Two months|ater
after thismeeting with Tillich, Polanyi givesan address at Pacific School of Religion focusing his concernsin
theconversationwith TillichfollowingtheEarl L ectures. Thetitleof theaddress, “ Scienceand Religion: Separate
Dimensionsor Common Ground?’ denotes hisgreat concernwith Tillich’sthought.?  In the address, Polanyi
shows his own connection with Christian faith. Polanyi claimsthat for scientiststo have areasonable view of
theuniversethey must have* atheory of knowledgewhich acceptsindwel ling asthe proper way for discovering
and possessing the knowledge of comprehensive entities.” 2 Comprehensive entities, we will soon see have
aconnectionwith Tillich’ sontology. But for the moment, we need to notice the relevance that Polanyi asserts
here when he goeson to say: “I believe also that this may open up a cosmic vision which will harmonize with
somebasicteachingsof Christianity.” At stakefor Polanyi inthedialoguewith Tillichishelping Tillichto see
that religion, of which Christianfaithistheexample, istiedtothescientist’ sbeing ableto makedi scoveriesabout
reality. Both science and religion for Polanyi have their depth or significance by their bearing on truth about
reality. Thisrelation of knowledge and ontology is one of the most basic questions Tillich and Polanyi could
discuss which will lead to my second proposition.

On ComparingTillich’ sand Polanyi’ sOntology

Scholarsof thework of Paul Tillichwill findin Tillich’ spaper inthe Horkheimer festschrift much that
isfamiliar.* | think that one reasonwhy he may have recommended it to Polanyi that night isthat it very concisely
summarizes his basic thoughts on epistemology and ontology without Polanyi having to search through his
systematic theology. Aswewill see, Tillich discussesthe structure of knowing in terms of the basic polarities
of self andworld that hedid in his systematic theology. Inthisway, Tillich goes much further in hisanalysisof
being than Polanyi doesin organizing as a philosopher and theol ogian the categories necessary for analyzing
being. Polanyi confineshimself mainly tothebearing of knowledgeof thetruthonreality, theissuethat for Polanyi
isat stakein the freedom of humansto be creative, to have aprogressive and socially constructive society. For
both Tillich and Polanyi the ontological issuein the status of knowledge reflects their European experience of
totalitarianideologies. How canwe, inaworld of supposedly increasing knowl edge, becomesodestructive, and
what can we do to deal with it?

For peoplefreshto or unacquainted with Polanyi, you meet in him not an academic philosopher whose
tools come mainly from the history of philosophy, though Polanyi as a European educated in an elite and
experimental gymnasiumin Budapest and raised in avery cosmopoalitan, literate and au courant family, was
prepared to move easily in hislife to tackling major theoretical problems in physical chemistry, economics,
government planning, and theory of knowledge. This breadth of background makeshim, like Tillich, aperson
who reads hisworld with great scope and in his generalizing and ranging interests addresses basic issues for
human lifetoday.

When Polanyi takes on the problem of the relation of knowing to the truth about reality, heisnot an
instructor about ontology asTillichis. Oneof thehelpful aspectsof Tillich’ swork isthat heisan instructor not
only onthefrontier issuesof our time, but heisal so aguideto the history of westernthought. Asyou read him,
you get an education in both the history of thought aswell asitsrelevanceto the present. Polanyi plungesinto
hisproblem of theory of knowledgeassumingal ot of backgroundin science, philasophy, humanities, and palitical
and economic history. Therefore, my second propositionisthat Tillich and Polanyi comparewell onthebasic
issue of the ontological relation of the knower to the known but they do so as philosopher-theologian and
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scientist-philosopher. Thisdifferenceandlikenessmakesthem ableto connect with each other andto offer help
to each other. It also helpstheir work to reach further in the science and religion dialogue.

There are two more features in comparing their ontologiesthat | notice. Oneisthe constancy of the
dualitiesof the polarity of self-worldin Tillich and thefrom-to structure of knowingin Polanyi. Hereisapoint
of common agreement between Tillich and Polanyi though formulatedin very differentidioms. Wewill seethis
feature as we proceed.

The other feature, already suggested by their difference in background, is that Polanyi besides
indicating that histheory of knowledge leadsto an “ontology of commitment” also developsancther linguistic
denotation for ontology in hisuse of thewords*“ comprehensive entities.”? These two denotations, “ontology
of commitment” and“ comprehensiveentities’ point to extensiveareaswhere Polanyi’ swork may complement
our traditional use of ontology in philosophy. By “ontology of commitment” Polanyi means accepting as our
human condition that weare“called,” or “throwninto being” in Heideggerian terms, to rely upon standards of
our self and cultural heritageto exerciseresponsiblejudgment with universal intent. Packagedinthislanguage
Polanyi is speaking to our need to serve the truth aswe can find it in achanging world with immense potential
and hazard.

For thepersonlooking for familiar ontological locutionsin Polanyi, you might notimmediately notice
them. Nevertheless, his discussion of epistemology isadiscussion of how we know aspects of reality through
everything - the humanities, the sciences, and the arts. Because Polanyi finds knowing to be an activity of the
self, al received knowledgeincluding skills- practices- concepts - records, traditions, models, etc., areknown
only by the action of the self in the world. For this reason, he turned to a verbal formulation that describes
knowledgein active terms as knowing. This point isfundamental to Polanyi’soutlook. What isknowing? For
Polanyi it isthe action of the self engaging the world and relying upon the flood of clues coming into our self
and shaping them into meaningful patterns. He got his suggestion for this approach from Gestalt psychology,
but heradically changed itsimplications by giving credit to theindividual self for reaching out, receiving, and
integratingtheflood of cluesinto patterns. Thenatureof thisviewisthatittalksabout reality throughtheprocess
of “comprehension.” To comprehend isrooted in the Latin comfor “with” and prehendere “to grasp.” When
Polanyi talksabout what weknow about aspectsof reality, heal so often usestheterm* comprehensiveentities.”
AsPhil Mullins has recently shown, comprehensive entitiesisaformulation that allows Polanyi to give credit
totherichvariety andunfolding character of reality.?® Inshort, Polanyi talksless about ontosor beingand more
about comprehensive entities. | think thischangein language, along with Polanyi’s more scientific examples,
may be one of thewaysthat theontol ogical issuesin the science and religion dial ogue could be promoted. With
thesesuggestionson making comparisons, wenow turntothe missinglink, theHorkheimer paper, intheattempt
of Tillichto sharewith Polanyi histheory of knowledgewhich givesTillichiansand Polanyiansthe opportuntiy
to decide moreintelligently on their relationship.

Tillich’sHorkheimer Festschrift Paper

Responding to Polanyi during their conversation, Tillichtellshim that in apaper hegaveyearsagoon
an ontology of cognition, hetried to make apoint similar to Polanyi’ sidea of personal knowledge, but Ernest
Nagel and othersin philosophy of sciencewould havenothingto dowithit. Dueto confusion onwherethe paper
waspublished, itonly recently wasfoundin EnglishbutinaGerman periodica . WhenweexamineTillich’ spaper
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it does seem that Tillich had reached apoint in hisanalysis of the subject-object polarity of all knowingthatis
similar to Polanyi on the structure of knowing and the fundamental role of the personinit. Tillich’spositionis
also onethat would challenge Nagel’ sanal yti ¢ phil osophy of science. Thereforemy third principal proposition
isthat Tillich's epistemology is like Polanyi’s concern to show that for ontological reasons all knowledge
including science is a personal achievement and intellectual commitment.

In Tillich’s paper, the personal participation of the knower in attaining knowledge is emphatic. He
demonstrates itin severa ways: 1) the polarity of subject and object seeninthevery act of asking about being,
2) thepolarity of theindividualized self anditstaking part inthat about whichit asks, and 3) therel ation of cognitive
attitudesto levelsof being. Thelevelsof beingin Tillich's paper are also threefold: First, inanimate matter or
thingsthat rel ateto each other by replacing or resisting each other. Thiscategory suggestsphysical and chemical
reactionsof compounding and dissolving. Second, animate matter which produceseach other or inheresineach
other substantially. This category suggestsbiological processes of evolution andinheritance. Third, conscious
matter which relatesto other matter by encounter. Thiscategory suggeststhe meeting of beingswho areaware
of eachother. Thesethreeclassesof  beings’ roughly parallel thestratification of reality in Teilhardandin Polanyi.
Further, aconjunction of Tillich’ swith Polanyi’ sthought appears here when Tillich points out that the coming
together in cognitive encounter isjoint participation inacommon situation.?” Thispoint puts Tillich closer to
Polanyi’ s concern for the common ground of both science and of religion. One of the grand problems between
scienceandreligionisthedebateover whether their knowingallowsfor commonground. WealsoseeinTillich's
terms of separation and of participation in the cognitive act a similarity to Polanyi’s “from-to” structure in
knowing, asseeninPolanyi’ stermsof the* proximal” and“ distal” polesof knowing.? |f aPolanyian like myself
istrying to share with someone else Polanyi’ s formulation of knowing, Tillich’ s discussion of the subject and
object polarity of individualizationand parti ci pation and thel evel sof being al so showsvery quickly and cogently
why knowing cannot bedetached. Thoughtherearedifferences, Tillich’ spaper setsout very clearly and briefly
why any knowing without participation is fundamentally or ontologically mistaken.

Havingdonethestructural analysisof knowingandasapolarity, Tillichgoesdirectly tothecritical issue
inthedebate about partici pation, detachment and controlling knowl edge. Herehi sattentionturnstowhat degree
the knower participates in what is known. Tillich finds the degree of participation is on a scale between
“controllingknowledge” and“ existential knowledge.” # In both poles of knowledge, controlling and existential,
thereisan element of separation and of participation. Speaking of scientificknowing, Tillichfindsparticipation
attwopoints. First, participationisinthecategorical structureof knowing asapolarity. But second, participation
isin the very nature of the scientific process of discovery. Tillich's words on discovery sound almost like
Polanyi’s descriptions of a scientist’s disciplined yet passionate attraction to the pursuit of truth as he
approaches adiscovery. Tillich saysabout the give and take of scientific work: “It isthe desire to participate
inthat whichisrea and which by itsreality, exerts  aninfiniteattractiononthat beingwhoisabletoencoun-
ter reality asreality. Participationinthat whichhasthepower of beingthereally Real givesfulfillmenttohimwho
participatesinit.”* Sowhilethere may beadifference between controlling knowledge and existential knowledge
or “saving knowledge,” Tillich findsavery strong element of participation in the scientific pole aswell asthe
existential one. Thisdenies astrictimpersonal detachment in any form of knowing.

Now fromthisbasicparallelingof Tillichwith Polanyi | want to namequickly someother similar points
insupport of my third proposition about their similarity. Both Tillich and Polanyi agree that knowing changes
with different forms of encounter.* One of the problems of empiricismisthat it can never find the structural
presuppositions of experiencebecauseit lackstheontological understanding of the polarity of self and world.*
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In other words, empiricism aone reduces experience without including the subject-self that is a part of the
experience. Thisweakness, Tillichcomments, |ed to the devel opment of phenomenol ogy that helpedto regain
the subject-object distinction and the subject as important to understanding cognition. Then Tillich makes a
statement about cognitive encounter that drives home Polanyi’s“ personal knowledge.” Tillich says: “Inthis
respect, participation seemsto be absol utely predominant over separation. The subject isapart of the process
in which it not only encounters the object, but also encounters its own encountering.” %

Tillich then goes on to notice how disturbing this participation isto the idea of detached verification because
it seemstoo subjective and underminesindependent judgment. Thefear of subjectivity leads Tillich to one of
thekey pointsinPolanyi’ sdiscussionwith him, therel ation of participati on of the cognizing subject totheobject
of knowing by “ controlling knowledge.” Tillich saysthat even at the scientific polethereisamajor element of
participation. Becausetheroleof the subject isoften omitted in scientific description, Polanyi thinks scientific
accountsof theemergenceof lifehavetheoddity that they do notincludetheemergenceof apersonwhodevel ops
theories that there is evolutionary emergence.

Despitetherichnessof Tillich’ sdiscussion of an ontol ogy of cognition, | must goonto seetheir similar
standing regarding religion as brought out in Tillich’s discussion of knowledge and commitment in his
Horkheimer Festschrift paper. Tillich again showsthat knowingisaparticipationandinthe history of religion
knowing has had the meanings of mystical union, sexual intercourse, and knowledgethat isnot episteme.* So
religiousknowledge, though deeply involving remainsknowledge. Tillich says: “ Itisnot qualitatively different
from knowledgein all other realms...”® The problem is when we make controlling knowledge “ by akind of
methodological imperialism” the standard for all knowledge. Then, existential knowledge and cognitive
commitment become meaningless concepts. What Tillich means by existential knowledge and cognitive
commitmentiscrucial toPolanyi’ scriticism, andwewill turntothat next. Sofar wehaveseenthat Tillichinthis
paper has a strong sense of participation of the knower in al knowledge and that he seeswell the mistakes of
science or “controlling knowledge” thinking that it is detached and the only valid form of knowledge.

Whenit comestoreligiousknowledge, Tillichcallsit“ existential knowledge,” “ savingknowledge,” and
“cognitivecommitment.”* Here Tillich becomesvery theological by seeing primary religiousknowledgegoing
beyond the subject-object polarity that he hasbeen using.®” In religious knowledge, Tillich savesthe deity or
othernessof God asGod or theultimacy of theground of being by showingthat theobject of religiousknowledge
cannot be the same as an object in the subject-object polarity of things or beingsin theworld or it would make
God into an object as in conventional theism. So how can this be possible? Tillich says that because:
“...knowledgeisan‘onticrelation'’...itissubject tothecategoriesof being, aboveall totime. Itisthetimedifference
between the moment of uniting parti cipation and separating observation which makesreligious, and - in some
degree- all knowledgepossible.”*® What | understand this statement to mean isthat in the moment of religious
encounter, thereisaunion or ecstasy that goes beyond the polarity of subject and object. Religiousknowledge
isnotaremembered moment, but amoment of what Tillich el sewherecalledthe” eternal now.” What wearedoing
herein discussioniscognitive encounter with poles of participation and of separation, and Tillich seemsto say
here concerning knowledge and commitment that in the immediacy of religious experience the person is so
grasped that the polarity istemporarily suspended.

By now, it ought to be agreed that despite Polanyi’ scoming to Tillich with concern about differences

between Polanyi’s asserting that Tillich has separated science and religion too much, there is basically a

significant compatibility. Dedingwithknowledge, Tillichhasa“ scale” of differenceof participation of theknower

inthe known between his* controlling knowledge” for science and hisreligious knowledge. Also, neither one
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tries to place them at completely opposite poles or to equate completely scientific with religious knowledge.

Polanyi inlater yearsformulatesin hisand Harry Prosch’ sbook Meaning hisview of scienceas* self-centered”

integrations of clues about nature. “Self-centered” integrations refers not to amoral condition of selfishness
but tothelocusand theintrinsicinterest of our cluesaswe seek meaning.* In science, the meaning isfocused
asaway in some feature of nature and the clues about it are very much subsidiarily indwelled, of lessintrinsic
interest, and centered inthe self. The scientist isnot asinterested in the cluesin themselves asthey impact on
her body but in their joint meaning that liesin their integrated appearance. Polanyi’s typical example isthe
recognition of a physiognomy in which the various clues that impact our neurosensory system such as color,
shape, and texture are centered in the self and the meaning of them isin the gestalt of the physiognomy that is
atthefocal poleof knowing. Inrdligionandworksof art, theway cluesthat givemeaningiscontrastingtoscientific
knowinginthat they are” self-giving” intheway theself surrenderstothemfor meaning. Symbolizationthrough
stories, rituals, memorieswithinus® carry usaway.”* Instead of being focused onthem asaway, they arefocused
as moving uswithin as persons. As Polanyi indicates, it is not the bread on the altar, the light of the candles,
thefamiliar sounds, all of which could be measured, but the joint meaning of thesewithin usthat isof intrinsic
interest and move usdeeply. Now ask in Polanyian terms*What isthe meaning of what Tillich calls* cognitive
commitment’ ?’ Isit not also like Polanyi’s“being carried away” as Tillich suggestsin hisdescription of being
grasped sothat thewhol epersonislifted beyondthepolaritiesof objectivity and subjectivity? OraskinTillichian
terms “What is the meaning of what Polanyi calls being ‘carried away’?’ Isit not also like having “ultimate
concern”?

TheCreativeTension Between Tillich and Polanyi

WhenwecompareTillichand Polanyi onscientificandreligiousknowledge, thebasicformul ationsseem
similar though built on different frameworks. Tillichworkswith philosophical terminology and Polanyi works
withtermsfrom Gestalt psychology. Tillich’ sargumentsappeal fromtheforceof philosophical argument about
humanexperience. Polanyi’ sargument appeal sfromrepeated empirical examplesin scienceand then continuing
their applicationtoworksof art, myth, and religion. When onelooks at the combination of these two modes of
discourse, it shows there may be two mutually supporting approaches to one common problem that could be
combined for the sake of agreater goal, the relevance of religiousfaith and particularly the Christian faith out
of which background Tillich and Polanyi formulate their proposals.

But having found thismuch similarity in Tillich and Polanyi, what are weto make of Polanyi’ sclaims
that Tillich has placed science and religion in separate dimensionsinstead of on common ground?? Arethe
differences between Tillich and Polanyi substantial? One part of the answer seemsto be what part of Tillich
Polanyi isemphasizing. Polanyi refersto volumeoneof The Systematic Theology and Dynamicsof Faithinhis
addresson* Scienceand Religion, Separate Dimension or Common Ground.” Polanyi doesstatethat heismuch
moreinaccordwith Tillich’ sother statement in The Systematic Theol ogy where Tillich saysthereisan element
of unionand of detachmentinevery formof knowledge.** The objectionin Polanyi’ saddress, however, isagainst
what Tillich saysin Dynamics of Faith where Tillich does say:

If tomorrow scientific progressreduced thesphereof uncertainty, faithwould haveto continue
itsretreat - anundignified and unnecessary procedure, for scientifictruth and thetruth of faith
donot bel ong tothesamedi mension of meaning. Sciencehasnoright and nopowertointerfere
withfaithand faithhas  nopower tointerferewith science. Onedimension of meaningis

not ableto interfere with another dimension.*
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It seemsthat there are two different domains, one for science and one for religion, in this statement, yet | find
that with carefor what Tillich and Polanyi are saying over all itisnot asoppositional asit seems. Infact, | think
Polanyi’s own theory of knowledge as well as Tillich's supports both. Further, they both need each others
commentsin order to deal with acommon problem, the hegemony of the scientific model of detached objective
knowledge.

TakingTillichfirst, thereisclearly adistinction between scientificknowledgeandreligiousknowledge.
Inthispassagejust quoted, Tillichusestheword“faith” asatermfor religionasultimateconcern, but | angoing
touse“religion” to keep the domains of knowledge clearer and to allow for alater comment on the presence of
faithinall knowing. Immediately, weknow fromcomparing Tillichand Polanyi that they aresimilar ontheknower
participating in al types of knowledge. We also know that they both distinguish scientific and religious
knowledge with their own distinctive terminologies and theories. In Tillich there is science as controlling
knowledge and in Polanyi thereis science as self-centered integrations. InTillichthereisreligiousknowledge
as cognitive commitment and in Polanyi thereisreligion as self-giving integrations.

Thereisalso similarity in Tillich and in Polanyi in seeing that one of the mgjor challengesto religious
faithistheway inTillich’ swordsthe standard of controlling knowledgein scienceimperializesand becomesthe
pattern for all knowledge thereby making saving knowledge meaningless. Even so, | think Polanyi istrying to
gofurther inthiscriticismabout theimperialismof sciencethan Tillichdoes. Tillichinhiscriticismof contemporary
cultureis certainly alert to and deeply critical of the hegemony of the scientific outlook and is insightful in
analyzing it ashorizontally going ahead endlessly in space and time, controlling reality and nature, quantifying
and managing everything asnumbers, and converting reason fromaprincipleof knowingtoamethod of control .
Thereason| say that Polanyi goesfurther i sthat hisanal ysisof thereign of scientific objectivistic knowing takes
adeeper account of thisimpact onour culturethanTillichdoes. Therefore, myfourth propositionisthat Polanyi’'s
analysis of the bearing of the model of strictly detached scientific knowledge upon our society is significantly
more comprehensive than Tillich’s analysisis.

WhenTillichtellsPolanyi about hispaper on“ Participationand Knowledge” and saysthat Ernest Nagel
would have none of it, it discourages Tillich from pursuing theissue further as a battl e that needsto be waged.
Tillich did what recent and contemporary theology has mainly done in facing the challenge of the model of
objective detached knowing. He disagreed with it, made his case, and continued histeaching withinthecircle
of theology. Theproblemwiththisapproachisthat it meansdespiteTillich’ sgreatnessasatheol ogian of culture
and correlatesChristianfaithwith contemporary culture, hiscriticismleavesthecultureof scienceasthereigning
standard of knowledge. Polanyi is much more aggressive. In 1959, four years before the Tillich and Polanyi
dialogue, Polanyi attacked C. P. Snow’ shook The Two Culturesfor mistaking the gap between scienceand the
humanitiesasthekey to our problemstoday* Snow’sthesisisthat our culture suffers because of a separation
of scienceand of the humanities, and theworl d suffersbecause the humani stsknow so littleabout the principles
of science. In contradiction, Polanyi argues that amajor part of the predicament of our world comes from the
dominanceof scienceover al thought. |mprovement of scienceeducationfor humanistswoulddolittle, Polanyi
argues, to help theworld. A keen statement of Polanyi’s shows the force of his argument:

...theprinciplesof scientificrationalismarestrictly speakingnonsensical. Nohumanmindcan

functionwithout accepting authority, custom, and tradition: it must rely onthem for themere

useof alanguage. Empirical induction, strictly applied, canyieldnoknowledgeat all, andthe
15



mechani stic explanation of the universeisameaninglessideal. Not so much because of the
much invoked Principle of |ndeterminacy, whichisirrelevant, but because the prediction of
all atomic positions in the universe would not answer any question of interesttoa n y -
body. And asto the naturalistic explanation of morality, it must ignore, and so by implication
deny, the very existence of human responsibility. It too is absurd!“

The problem of our culture and the need for our capacity to believein truth greater than what can be
knowninscienceandtowhich metaphor, art, myth, and religiousknowledge point usiswhy Polanyi isconcerned
with Tillich’s statements in Dynamics of Faith about separate dimensions for science and religion. Separate
domainsallowsscienceto escapefacing that itsimpersonal theory of knowledgeismistaken andit misleadsthe
worldintothinking that our greatest knowledgeisbased onwhat canbeverified by theideal of strict detachment.

Thisissue is connected with a basic issue in the science and religion dialogue, the pursuit of truth.
Polanyi agreeswith Tillich’ spoint that thereisadifference between “ observing afact and speaking of asymbol
...and... that in consegquencethemeaning of similarly worded statementsmay liein dimensionswhich bypasseach
other.”#" Laterin 1975inhisand Prosch’ sbook Meaning, Polanyi illustratessuchdifferencesasinpraying“ Our
Father who arein heaven” but believing nothing literal about where God isor God' sidentity asasuper parent.
Tillich’ scontributionto hel ping to exposetheconfusion of aliteral rendering of religioussymbol sand language
is, toPolanyi, oneof Tillich’ sgreat contributions. Itiscertainly oneof themajor barrierstoanintelligent science
andreligion dialogue. Polanyi, however, thinkstheissue of truth in science and religion cannot be adequately
helped by separating them from common ground.

Polanyi’ sargument is extensive on this point and finally circular, ashe admits. Here | want to stateit
only briefly that for Polanyi truth isthe external pole of belief with universal intent.”® Beliefs are made up out
of our experience and out of arich background of livinginaworld. Beliefsareour way of bodily indwelling the
world and making sense out of it. Under the hegemony of theideal of detached objective knowledge, science
has made non-sense out of thelevel sof theworld by limiting truth to the materialist explanationsof physicsand
chemistry andleaving out ahost of non-material coefficientssupportingbelief inboth scienceandreligion. These
coefficients include the skills and arts of knowing and the general authority of science as a community in
evaluating and articulating science.

Nevertheless, scienceitself has produced the understanding of the panorama of evol utionary biology
and the emergence of human life with the capacity to make moral judgments. Humans are called by this vast
evolutionary devel opment described by scienceto accept theresponsibility of seeking thetruth and stating their
findings. But science as defined by an ideal of strict detachment or controlling knowledge has no basis for
upholding scientificrationality, morality or religious standardsto guideus. Thecrisisfaced by Immanuel Kant
and ahost of othersabout how to uphold science, morality and hopefor human purposein theface of themodern
scientificrevolutionremains. Dismissal of al beliefsthat may bedoubted until confirmed by scientific standards
of strict detachment remainsachallengeof our time. In short, thebearing of truth onthe nature of science, moral
problems and the meaning of human destiny of our planet shows the need for a comprehensive theory of
knowledge that not only criticizes but replacesthis mistaken ideal of strict detachment. Thisaccomplishment
is the one that Polanyi proposes to do through his theory of personal knowledge based on tacit knowing.

Inthisconnection, it ought al soto beobserved that themeaning of the polymathlifeof Polanyi i smissed
if onedoesnot discerninitaman driventoleave onefield for another, from medicineto physical chemistry to
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economicsand social thought and finally to philosophy. Polanyi’ s abilities asapolymath are dazzling. More
significantishisdrivefor meaning for the sake of humanity that |ed him from onefield to another. Hisexample
asks usto take risksin order to know the truth.

Before concluding, thereis one more creative tension between Tillichand Polanyi. InTillichthereis
agreater sense of distance between the knowing subject and its object. Tillich having denoted the openness
to encounter and participation in cognition goes on to speak about cognition necessarily having “ separation,
self-containment, and detachment.”“® Thisformulation contrastswith Polanyi’ smoreintegrative epistemol ogi-
cal conception in which the object of knowing is comprehended asfocally at adistance whilein actudity itis
alsotacitlyinternd.® Polanyi explainsthe sense of distance by theway weindwell theinternal cluesof perception
inour tacit knowing. InPolanyi’smodel of knowing thereisthe profound sensethat when welook at the stars,
they arebothwithin ussubsidiarily intheimpactsof their light on our neurosensory system aswell asthedistant
twinkleinthesky that isour focus. Whilethisdifference bbetween Tillich and Polanyi may seemminor, it could
be significant in away pointed out by Marjorie Grene and Phil Mullins. What they both seein Polanyi that is
missinginHeidegger isasenseof thebiological world. Greneand Mullinsclaimthat theHeideggerianturnaway
from the Cartesian view of consciousnessisnot radical enough becauseit does not stress embodiment enough.
They turnto Polanyi’ skinship with thethought of Merleau-Ponty asamorerealistic account of lived being-in-
aworld.5* Thethrust of thisdistinction leadsin Polanyi toward asense of reality that hasan indeterminate and
novel quality that cannot be categorized or contained. Thismorepluralistic nuanceabout reality in Polanyi than
beinginHeidegger’ sand Tillich’ stermsprobably bearsonthenatureof discovery. Whileboth Tillichand Polanyi
sharerootsin phenomenology and existentialism, theissue about the hazard and risks of faith goesbeyond the
inherent dubiety in faith to the inherent openness of the cognitive object. So for Polanyi, one of his stakesin
the discussion with Tillich is about how the scientist is seriously involved in intense risk in believing in the
discovery of anew aspect of reality whenit conceivably might befalse. To Polanyi, scientific discovery would
not occur if scientistsdid not commit themselvesto the possibility that reality is surprising and revealing even
whileitisrational andintelligible. If that workingattitudeislostin science, sciencebecomessterileand uncrestive.

A ConcludingNote

| began this paper with an emphasis on the Christian context of the meeting of Tillich and Polanyi. |

hopethat | have been able to show that both Tillich and Polanyi were aligned in the need to make religion and
especialy the Christian faith relevant to our time by attacking the problem of the detached ideal of knowledge.
Becauseboth Tillichand Polanyi dared totry to renew the depth and rel evance of scienceandreligionthey have
been doubted as true Christians. Both have been questioned for not being true theists since they reject the
proposition that God exists and argue that God cannot be made into an object. Both have been questioned on
whether or not they believedinthedivinity of Christ for seeing Jesusunder thelimitsand conditionsof existence.
Inshort, they are not conventionally orthodox. It seemsto methat onehastotakeaword from each oneonwhat
theirloyaltieswereabout. InTillich’ sterms, oneisaChristianwhoreceivesthe Christ event that bringstheNew
Beinginto history. In Polanyi’ sterms, we are what weindwell and focusupon. For him, itisthetask of how a
civilizationinspired by what he oncecalled “acrucified God” can regainitsability to understand how to know
and how to believe.®
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Michael and Paulus: A Dynamic Uncoordinated Duo

Durwood Foster

ABSTRACT Key words: Key terms, Polanyi, Tillich, their Berkeley dialogue of 1963, theology of culture,
scientism, faith, belief, roleof personal freedomin cognition, Gestalt epistemol ogy, fundamentalism, objectivism.
Polanyi’s and Tillich’s unique dialogue of February 1963 is systematically exegeted, its provenance and
aftermath traced and its disappointing but challenging outcome inventoried. Mutual lack of preparation
flawed the Berkeley meeting along with Tillich's severe preoccupation. Polanyi had valued Tillich’s basic
theology but never delved into the latter’s important conceptualization of science, wherein Polanyi’s own
concerns are significantly broached. Tillich had barely heard of Polanyi, while under the surface waswide
disparity in the meaning of faith. Afterwards, having meaninglessly blandished, they ignored each other,
though the late Tillich espoused freedomin faith in a way that would have opened himto Polanyi’s help and
the latter desiderated a panentheistic endorsement of human creativity as part of his Pauline envisagement
of satisfying and open ended faith—which was just what Tillich became intent upon in the denoument of his
system. Destined lovers who tragically fail to connect, they leave their respective societies with a truly
proactive heritage, since the cultural crisis they combatted has if anything worsened.

1. Polanyi and Tillicharecongruent anddivergent heroesin modernity’ songoing strugglefor meaning,
especially withaChristiantwist. They areindeed adynamic duo but never gelled asthey might, which challenges
us, theTillichand Polanyi Societies, with unfinished business. Bornfiveyearsapart, Tillichfirstin 1886, they
share bourgeois middle Europe in harrowing transition from 19th Century progressivism through scientific
upheaval, socia convulsion, and Nazi barbarism, under threat of which the targeted Jew and the distrusted
academic (first to meet decades later) emigrate to England and America. Both devote serious attention to
socialism, but cometo eschew Marx aswell as Soviet oppression. In Eliot’s postwar wasteland they join—
philosopher-scientist and philosopher-theologian — the insurgency of humanist existentialism against
objectivist scientism, astitanicnew ethnicand global energiesstartto seethe. Fromearly on, TillichtheChristian
strikingly appreciates Judaism, while Polanyi the Jew receives baptism and saliently intones Christian faith
(which may be the reason Jewish thought stays cool to him). 1n 1914 our duo enter the military of the Central
Powers, aschaplainand medicrespectively. Ailing, dischargedearly, they returntotheir research. Tillich, the
burgeoning Berlin Privatdozent, startleshisprofessionwith the “Ideaof aTheology of Culture,” 1919, justas
Polanyi receives a PhD and emigrates from Hungary, apromising new hands-on talent in German physical
chemistry. He corresponds with Einstein and will awaken thoughts of a Nobel, yet feels increasing pan-
disciplinary duty to “ Science and Society.” It becomes histranscendental “calling” to restore the humanity of
knowledge and reinsure the significance of culture.

2. 1n 1923, Tillich publishes a system of all the Wissenschaften. Three years later his “Religious
Situation” critiquesevery cultural domainasenthralled by “ self-sufficient finitude” through which however the
Transcendent is perceived to break anew. Thisbook classically models theology of culture until (arguably)
upstaged by amoreprovocativework, Polanyi’sGifford Lecturesof 1951-52 (—i.e., “ upstaged” substantively
though Polanyi never appropriatesTillich’ sideaof suchatheology). Tillichmeanwhilemainly addresseschurch
theology, the counterpart to that of culture. Inthe sameyear as Part One of Personal Knowledge (aslectures),

there emerges V olume One of the Systematics. Each magnum opus, Tillich’s ST and Polanyi’sPK, aimsto
21 Tradition & Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, 35:3



overcome malignant loss of meaning in modern life. For Polanyi the problem’ scoreistheideal of impersonal
detachment pervading scienceand epi stemol ogy, typifiedby L aplaceinthe 18th Century and Skinner now. There
resultsfrom thisideal of positivist objectivism—uwhich Polanyi rebuts as untenable—not only undermining of
ethics and religion but also conceptual abolition of the free person and free society. Tillich’'s overlapping
diagnosis of the human predicament (elaborately rethinking original sin) ismuch more complex but hascome
by 1951 toincludeacritique of that controlling knowledge which denies pervasive parti ci pation of the subject
and reduces the human to manipulable objectivity. The stageis set for our duo to meet, and Richard Gelwick
getsCharlesMcCoy to arrangethisin Berkeley during Tillich’ sEarl Lectures of February, 1963.

3. To use Polanyian parlance, there are several documentary sources that crucially comprise the
subsidiary matrix convergingtothe“Berkeley Dialogue’ at the Claremont Hotel, which lastsabout an hour and
ahalf on the evening of February 21. [The hotel isnot actually in Berkeley, but just over the Oakland line] It
seems pertinent to recall that in Personal Knowledgefive yearsearlier, Polanyi had named Tillich hisfavored
theologian [pp. 280, 283n.], citing from Biblical Religion and the Search for Ultimate Reality and ST | the
couplingof doubt andfaithandcritiqueof fundamentalism. Morerecently, hewastroubled inreading Dynamics
of Faith [1958] by Tillich’ sseparatedimensions strategy for avoiding conflict between scienceandfaith. Hereto
seePolanyi’ sarticle* Scienceand Religion: Separate Dimensionsor Common Ground?’in Philosophy Today ,
VII, (Spring. 1963) 4-16, writtenright after theBerkel ey encounter. Contrary toTillich, Polanyi affirms(p. 4) his
ownbelief that our knowledgeof naturehasabearing onour religiousbeliefs; that, indeed, someaspectsof nature
offer usacommon ground withreligion. [Bob Russell, onour panel, will recall how such abelief later moved
someof usin Berkeley to found under hislead the Center for Theology and the Natural Sciences.] Hereindeed
isoneof the BIG issues between Polanyi and Tillich., but it was|eft very much unpacked on February 21. For
what actually transpired that night between them, the most essential record is Richard Gelwick’s 1995 article
inTraditionand Discovery X Xl1, 1, whichincludes Polanyi’ sfour and ahalf pagesummary of theconversation.
Regretfully, thereisnoresumeby Tillich, though someweekslater intwolettersto Polanyi [includedin Gelwick,
op. cit.] heispleased by how much they agree and notably with Polanyi’ s assertion that Tillich has fought for
the purification of faith from religious dogmatism while Polanyi supplemented this by purifying truth from
scientificdogmatism. Tillichaddsthat Polanyi hasexcellently shown thecontinuity betweenthedifferent types
of knowledge and then in the second letter identifiesthe essay to which he refers Polanyi in the conversation
as " Participation and Knowledge: Problems of an Ontology of Cognition,” his contribution to the festschrift,
Max Horkheimer zum 60. Geburtstag publishedin Sociologica, pp. 201-9, hrsg. Adorno and Dirks, Frankfurt
a.M., 1955, boundin Frankfuerter Beitraege zur Soziologie, Bd. 1. [ Thisessay was prior to the 2007 Polanyi
Society annual meeting put onthewebsiteasthemost axial subsidiary cluetotheinterfacefrom Tillich’sside.]
With these sources | would further place the second of Tillich’s Earl Lectures, “The Nature of Present Day
Thought: ItsStrangenessto Traditional Christianity” [availableinthepublishedlectures, Thelrrelevanceand
theRelevance of theChristian Message, Pilgrim Press, 1996, pp. 23-41]. Polanyi heard Tillichddliverthislecture
just prior totheir conversation, but did not (I understandfrom Richard Gelwick) attend any other of Tillich’ sformal
presentations that week—including the Wednesday afternoon lecture at UCB on “ Science, Philosophy and
Religion,” which (fromaremark attributedtohimin Polanyi’ ssummary) Tillichmight betakento assumePolanyi
did hear. [I cannot, by theway, locate any extant text of thislecture.] Finally, asto salient documents bearing
onthe Claremont Hotel encounter, it seemspertinent to cite Tillich’ sstatementsin hisletter to Polanyi of May
23,1963 [Gelwick, op. cit.] that hefirst envisaged an epistemol ogical hierarchy of involvement and detachment
whenhewrote Systemder Wissenschaften (1923) andthat hehascarrieditthroughrather fully intheforthcoming
third volume of the ST. Thisclearly impliesthat an assessment of where Tillich stood and cameto stand vis-
a-visthe Polanyian epistemological project callsfor acloselook alsoat both those works.
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4. However, the first document of interest in our case to examine is doubtless Tillich's essay
“Participation and Knowledge,” regarding which he makes his most meaty intervention during the Berkeley
conversation andthen followsupinthe second | etter to Polanyi with bibliographic dataand the promiseof help
if needed infindingthepiece. TheFrankfuerter Beitraege wereinfact hardto access, and | understand Polanyi
never did get toread what Rob JamescallsTillich’ slittle gem of epistemology. [James' enthusiasticlook at the
essay in his Tillich and World Religions, (Mercer University Press, 2003), pp 55 ff., is very much worth
consulting]. Ironicaly, Tillichcouldhavegiven far simpler directionstothedocument. Itwaswidely available
(inaGermantrandationof theorigina English)inBand V1 of hisGesammelteWerke, 1961. LikeKarl Barth, Paulus
could not recall wheretofind all he had published! Itiseven moreironic, though, that the pith of what Tillich
had to say epistemologically, so far asit bears on the Polanyi project of establishing personal participationin
all cognitive domains,wasalready in ST | when Polanyi consulted that volume, ashe mentionsinthe Phil osophy
Today article referred to above. After citing there what he does not like in Dynamics of Faith (the separate
dimensions strategy) Polanyi says the following in Footnote 1:

The present paper respondsto this statement [from p. 81 of DF] and moredirectly to recent
lectures[sic] at BerkeleyinFebruary, 1963. Thefollowingformulationthat comesnearer my
own position (to which my attention has been called) can befoundin Systematic Theology
1[whichwerecall wascitedin Personal Knowledge asafavored theological source], p. 97:
“The element of union and the element of detachment appear in different proportionsin the
different realms of knowledge. But there is no knowledge without the presence of both
elements.”

5. Wefind ourselveskneedeep hereinthequestion: How doesTillich’ s* Parti cipationand Knowledge”
of 1955 differ fromtheepistemol ogy formulatedin ST 1, 1951 (especially pp. 94-100, dealingwiththecognitive
function of existential reason)? Onemight presumethereisvariance, giventhefour year hiatusin publication—
for Tillich’ sdetailed conceptualization continuously mutated. But in thisrespect thereis something that does
not meet theeye, namely that Tillich’s* PK “(not to beconfused with Polanyi’ s!) originated precisely at thetime
ST I wascomingout. TheimpressiongiveninPolanyi’ ssummary of the Berkel ey meeting (see Gelwick, op. cit.)
that TillichsayshedidthepiecewhilestillinGermany (i. e., beforeemigratingin 1933) isquitemisleading; Tillich
must havesaid somethinglike “foraGerman publication.” Peter John, towhosevoluntary laborsasemanuensis
toTillich (despitethelatter’ sdiscouraging attitude) wearemanifoldly indebted, haspreserved avery early (and
obviously not entireor ungarbled) version of the* PK” essay fromitsprovenanceinthespring of 1951. It seems
inthelatewinter of that year it wasTillich’ sturnto give the paper for aclub of philosopherswho met monthly
for dinner and discussionat ColumbiaUniversity. Obviously, hedrew fromthematizationinpressfor ST1which
would appear in May, no doubt using acompressed outline aswas hiswont. Soon thereafter (April 30) Peter
John was among a group of studentsat a Tillich open house to whom Paulus presented a redaction of what he
had sharedwiththegroup of philosophers, withtheir salient responses. Truetoform, Peter preserved ashorthand
account showing many of theelementsreformul ated and polished afew yearslater for theHorkheimer festschrift.

6. Whilethethefinal version of Tillich’s“PK” still largely coincideswith ST |, thereisone new idea:
aproposal inthethird paragraph fromtheend asto how knowl edgecaninclude, besidesthemoment of separation,
alsothemoment of unionwhichtranscendsthesubject-obj ect structure. Thekey, hesays, istemporal aternation.

Itisthetimedifferencebetweenthemoment of uniting participation and separating objectivation
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whichmakesrdigiousand—in somedegree—all knowledgepossible. Thisdoesnot meanthat
aformer participation isremembered and made an object of cognition. But it doesmean that
the moment is present in the cognitive moment and viceversa. Participation still persistsin
themoment of cognitive separation; the cognitive encounter includes momentsof predomi-
nant participation, which | have called the perceptive moments, as well as moments of
predominant separation, which | have called the cognitive moments. These alternate and
establishintheir totality acognitiveencounter. Thisisthesituationinall realms, anditisthe
structure which makes religious knowledge possible. [Main Works, |, 389.]

Dowefind anything likethiselsewherein Tillich? One hasto think amoment, but thenyes, wedo, inST1II's
elucidation of the mystical element in a Protestant theology determined by faith.

The question which arises about faith and mysticism in Protestant theology is that of the
compatibility and, even more, theinterdependence of thetwo. They are compatible only if
theoneisanelement of theother; two attitudestoward theultimate coul d not exi st besideeach
other if the one were not given with the other. Thisisthe casein spite of al anti-mystical
tendenciesin Protestantism; thereisno faith (but only belief) without the Spirit’ s grasping
the personal center of himwhoisin the state of faith, and thisisamystical experience, an
experience of the presence of theinfinitewithin thefinite. Asan ecstatic experience, faithis
mystical, although it does not produce mysticism asareligioustype. The sameistruefrom
theother side. Thereisfaithin mystical experience. [ST 111, p. 242.]

Here Tillich desists from the “temporal alternation” floated in “PK.” Histhinking of “one within the other”
suggestsrather the “ eschatol ogical panentheism” affirmedatthevery endof ST 111 (p. 423). However, temporal
movement reappearswhen normative Protestant mysticismisdescribed as* every serious prayer leading into
contemplation” (ST 111, p. 192). Incontemplation,“ theparadox of prayerismanifest, theidentity and non-identity
of himwho praysand Himwhoisprayedto: God as Spirit” (ibid.) . What isnotableinthewrestling with these
matters, inrelationto Polanyi’ sepistemological project, isTillich’ sevident awarenessof a cognitivebifocality
fusing— without being abolished— into aunity. Oneterm ismore participatory, the other more detached. At
themuchmoreprimitivestageof “PK” preserved by Peter John [p. 3of histranscription], Tillichgetsintoheated
discussion with Prof. Hendel of Yaleasto how cognition must participateintermsof the presence of sense
impressions, otherwisewecannot haveeven controllingknowledge. | am surePolanyi’ searswould havepricked
up at that! Histacit dimension theory compasses sensation far more thoroughly than does Tillich, butitis
surprising how much the two of them, mutually unaware, fished in the same waters.

7. Thispertains not only to cognition’s sensory or “material” component but also to what Aristotle
further taught Western philosophy to call the*formal” andthe*final” aspectsof any causativetransaction. Note
inTillich’ spublished “PK” what he dubsthe“ structural presuppositionsof experience”’ [Main Works, p. 384].
“Thereis,” heinsists, despitethe disputes over particular renditions of these—whether by Plato (the ideas),
Kant (the categories), Husserl, Scheler, or whomever— “an irreducible though indefinite minimum” of such
presuppositions in every cognitive encounter. They comprise a medium of inescapable participation of the
subject in the object of knowledge and viceversa. Math andlogic are of coursein the front rank here, without
whichthe“hardest” of thephysical scienceswould dissolve. Actually, fromearly on, Tillichisasawareof this
asisPolanyi. Wecould certainly wish, at thispreciseapposition, that thelatter would somehow have read the
former’ s Systemder Wissenschaften of 1923! Beyond the“PK” text Peter John reportsTillichrelating, at that
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open house in 1951, that some of his philosophical acquaintances, apparently in the club that met monthly at
Columbia, had urged himnow toturnhiscreativepowers, still at hightide, toamajor work inepistemology. Having
completed the arduous task of getting ST | into galley proofs, if he plowed on with the system he faced the
controverted terrain of Christology and Pneumatology where hewasless systematically au courant. Besides,
he seems to have experienced a somewhat galling frustration in not having secured yet better underpinnings
in the philosophy of cognition, where he once scintillated prodigiously. Hence the somber remark of Paulus
rememberedby Sarah Terrien: “1 will bedamnedfor my mystical theory of knowledge.” Tillichaskedthestudents
in hishomethat evening, saysPeter, after they heard the resume of “PK,” what they thought he should do. It
wasatypical gestureof thetheological giant. But theseminary middlers, of course, wereway out beyond their
depth. Providence decreed, if partly by default, that the magnum opus should be completed. Maybeit was, as
some thought might be true of Barth’s Kirkliche Dogmatik, that the Lord God could not bear to miss the
denoument of such magisterial constructs. InTillich’scase at |east here on earth most would rejoice that the
ST got finished. Y et who can doubt who hasread both Tillich and Polanyi that, in epistemology and thewhole
gamut of culture aswell, something still profoundly needed could have commenced to flower had the one's
immensegift for theophil osphical conceptual izing somehow mel ded withtheother’ spropheticgeniusinempirica
scientific and cultural diagnostics. Suppose after that April evening Peter Johnwasprivy to, Paulushad tabled
the ST and goneto Britain to hear Polanyi deliver the Gifford L ectures. Suppose Michael, settlinginBerlinto
do science at the Faber Institute inthe20s, had also walked blocks away to the Kant Gesellschaft and let his
irrepressiblemindingest disparateyet dynamically pairableTillichianstemcells? Dreamon, yefatuous! Or maybe
get busy, for the need—our cultura crisis, darkened by deadly feud with fanaticism—is no less ominous.

8. But we' vegotten ahead of ourselves. Becauseitissoimportant also to Polanyi, | want to bring out
Tillich’ semphaticrecognitionfor all knowledgeof thedeterminingval uational Gestalt. Insociety aswell asthe
individual or the research team, knowing isalways established and sustained, expanded or corrected, withina
contextualizingtradition. M eaning, devolving fromultimateval uation and commitment, shapesthewholematrix
within which physicsas much if not more than theology transpires. Thisisthezone of the Aristotelean “final”
orteleological cause, which, asmodernity unfolds, FrancisBaconand Galileo, unknowingly preparingfor Laplace
and Skinner, will bracket for untrammeled study of nature. Polanyi as physical chemist (ipso facto becoming
philosopher too) blowshereashrill whi stleand engagesthenow humongousphal anx of purposel essobjectivism
inno-holds-barreddissent. After much earlier lightning flashes, thisbeginsto happen programmatically, | take
it, by thetimehewritesthelecturesfor Science, Faithand Society, 1946. [Cf. Moleski/Scott, Michael Polanyi,
2005, pp. 200,258, 100, 154, passim| Itgainsagrandif sprawlingfruition, of course,intheGifford L ectures, 1951-
2. Tillich's contemporaneous ST |, wherein Polanyi found salient points of agreement, contains upfront the

following pregnant passages.

Inevery assumedly scientifictheol ogy thereisapoint whereindividual experience, traditional
valuation, and personal commitment must decide the issue.... If an inductive approach is
employed, onemust ask inwhat directionthewriter looksfor hismaterial. Andif theanswer
isthat helooksin every direction and toward every experience, one must ask what character-
istic of reality or experienceistheempirical basisof histheology. Whatever the answer may
be, anapriori of experienceandvaluationisimplied. ...Inboththe empirical and metaphysical
approaches, it can be observed that theapriori which directs theinduction and thededuction
isatype of mystical experience. Whether it is‘being-itself’ (Scholastics) or the ‘ universal
substance’ (Spinoza), whether it is‘beyond subjectivity and objectivity’ (James), or the
‘identity of spiritandnature’ (Schelling), whetheritis‘ universe' (Schleiermacher) or ‘ cosmic
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whole’ (Hocking), whether it is ‘value creating process (Whitehead) or ‘progressive
integration’ (Wieman), whetheritis' absolutespirit’ (Hegel) or ‘ cosmicperson’ (Brightman)—
each of these conceptsis based on an immediate experience of something ultimatein value
and being of which one can becomeintuitively aware[pp. 8-9].

9. Inthesepassages, Tillichistalkingfocally about religion and theology, butitisclear what hesays
intendsto apply to cognition generally. Herepeatsthisinthe“ PK” essay. When did hebegintothink thisway?
Herelet mecite from Systemder Wissenschaften thematizati on which isthe obvious preformation of what was
just quoted from ST | three decades later: “Erkannt ist, was als notwendiges Glied einem Zusammenhang
eingeordnet ist” [Main Works, p. 115]. (Known iswhat is categorized as a necessary part of a context). The
necessary Zusammenhang, if ittoo shall belongto knowledge, must finally fitintoanall embracing system, and

“ DielebendigeKraft eines Systemsist sein Gehalt, sein schoepferisches Sandpunkt, seine
Urintuition. Jedes Systemlebt vondemPrinzip, auf dasesgegriendet und mit demeserbaut
ist. Jedes letzte Prinzip aber ist der Ausdruck einer letzten Wirklichkeitsschau, einer
grundlegenden Lebenshaltung. So bricht durch das Formalsystem der Wissenschaten in
jedemAugenblick ein Gehalt hindurch, der metaphysischist, d.h. der jenseitsjeder einzelnen
Formund aller Formen liegt, und darum nie nach Art einer falschen Metaphysik selbst eine
Form neben anderen sein kann. Das Metaphysischeist der Iebendige Kraft, der Sinn und
dasBlut desSystems|[p. 118]. (Thevital forceof asystemisitsmeaningful import, itscreative
standpoint, itsprimal intuition. Every systemlivesfromtheprincipleonwhichitisgrounded
andwithwhichitisconstructed. Every ultimatesystemhowever istheexpressionof anultimate
view of reality, agrounding attitudetoward life. Thusin every moment there breaksthrough
theformal system of the sciencesameaningful import that ismetaphysical, i.e. that liesbeyond
every individual form and all forms, and therefore never canitself beinthe manner of afalse
metaphysic a form aongside others. The metaphysical substance is the vital force, the
meaning and blood of the system.).

By no meanshad Tillich always so envisaged the basic layout of knowledge. Inthisfrenetically creative phase
of hismaturation, spurred by favorableattentionfromErnst Troeltsch, conceptual breakthroughswereattaining
warpspeed. Only four yearsearlier, inthethunderclapthat first gained himwideattention, heopenedhislecture
“Ontheldeaof aTheology of Culture”’ by contrasting the“empirical sciences’ with the“ systematic sciences
of culture” injusttheway Polanyi wouldlater indict asnefariously deceptive. “ Inder Erfahrungswissenschaften”

(In the sciences of experience), avers the opening sentence of that lecture, “ist der Sandpunkt etwas, das
ueberwundenwerden muss,” (thestandpointissomethingwhich must beovercome) whereas, continuesthenext
paragraph, “in den systematischen Kulturwissenschaften .... gehoert der Standpunkt des Systematikers zur
Sacheselbst” [MainWorks2, p. 70] (inthe systematic sciencesof culture ... the standpoint of the systematizer
belongs to the matter itself). In other words, at thispoint Tillich was quite aware that both participation and
detachment wereintegral to (what helater mainly calls) the Gei steswi ssenschaften, but hedoesnot yet see what
Polanyi woul d become particularly concerned to drive home, viz., that participation (or indwelling, or amatrix
of personal/subjective presuppositions) is pervasively involved also in the natural (also dubbed empirical)
sciences, including theso-called “ hardest” of them. However, thetext of Das Systemder Wissenschaften shows
that Tillich just four yearslater had wised up—at | east to some extent—to what wasto be the Polanyian insight.
Thisisfurther confirmed in Tillich’s Marburg Dogmatics of 1925, which he sometimes spoke of asthe ST's
beginning. [Cf. Dogmatik, ed. W. Schuessler, pp. 100, 238, passim.“Bei nacheremZusehenergibtsich...dass
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diesedrei Gruppen (the mathematical, empirical, and geisteswissenschaftlich sciences) gar nicht so radikal
geschieden sind, dass jedes Element in jeder mehr oder weniger vertretenist” [p. 100] (On closer inspection
it emerges...that thesethree groups (xxxxx) areindeed not soradically separated and that every element ismore
or less represented in each). It is also fully reflected in The Religious Stuation’s overview of science [Die
religioese Lageder Gegenwart, 1926, trans. 1930].

10. Polanyi’ssummary of the Berkeley dialogue shows heisemphatically unsatisfied with Tillich’s
attempt to envisageparticipation alsointhenatural sciences. [Cf. Gelwick’ sarticlereferenced above.] But how
well has he understood Tillich’s attempt? | don’'t see how we can ever know, but prima facie he seemsto
misrepresent Tillich in the opening assertion that “The method of absolute detachment you [PT] ascribe to
scienceincontrastingitwith philosophy andreligionisamethod which scientistsfal sely ascribetothemselves.”
[If Gelwickisright that Polanyi did not attend theafternoonlectureat UCB on Science, Philosophy and Religion,
then Tillich must have lent him the text before the dialogue commenced. | have already noted | cannot now
discover anything about thistext—evenwhether it existed; it seemsif ithaditwouldbeintheHarvardarchives).
But can we believe that at UCB that afternoon, before what was said to be the largest audience ever to crowd
the gym, Tillich would have diverged drastically from what had been for decades his standing view? Well, he
did in public presentations sometimes foreshorten his complex positions, and there are many odditiesin what
hascomedownto usabout thewholeaffair. Why, for example, would Tillich parry Polanyi’ sopening thrust the
way hedoes—i.e., by reminding that hislecturehad al so noted thewider responsibility of scientistsfor our shared
world—if thelecturehad morerelevantly addressed Polanyi’ spivotal concern. Polanyi’ sfollowingintervention
justifiably dismisses Tillich’sriposte asirrelevantly adducing a“dual function” (the social responsibility of
scientists). Of course, we must not forget we are enclosed here within Polanyi’s notes; which hardly can
accurately embody all Tillichsaid. Theplaintruthiswenever can precisely know what went back and forth that
evening between our dynamic duo, but it isincontestably about as uncoordinated as one can get.

11. Itisdisappointing that Tillich knowsnothing about Polanyi. Further, itishardtoavoid concluding,
inspiteof epistolary courtesy, that healsofailed tolearnanythingfromtheinterface. Renate Albrecht had reason
for not mentioning Polanyi among themany “ Encounters’ of TillichsherecordsinVolumeXI| of the Gesammelte
Werke[Begegnungen, 1971]. ThePauckssimilarly did not regard anything that happenedinBerkeley in 1963
asdeserving noticeintheir account of Paulus'slife[Paul Tillich, I,1975]. ST, whenitappearsthefollowing
summer, doesshow passageswe might argue aretinctured Polanyianly, except for knowingthey werein press
when our heroesmet—andthat, asseen, propitiousTillichiansoil forthemexistedearlier. Tillichnever didbecome
privy to Polanyi’s courageous and brilliant expeditions in the infrastructure of empirical science. He never
grasped, or even confrontedinitsprimethrust, thetheory spelled outin The Tacit Dimension. Nor could Tillich
assimilate Polanyi’ scompl etely unintimidated attitude of bearding practitionersof scienceintheir ownden. He
felt keenly hislack of credentials—which Polanyi had—to debunk scientific dogmatism at thelaboratory level.
Besides, Tillich, especially asheaged, wasalmost overly “nice,” close sometimesto being unctious. Notehim
saying (in Polanyi’s resume) that when philosophers like Nagel “would accept none” of the“PK” essay’s
inclusion of participationinevery branch of knowledge, he* did not dareto pursueit further.” Eventhoughwhat
he states here (i. e., what Polanyi says he states) is rather misleading, since he had long previously held and
kept right on holding thereis participationin all knowledge, the utteranceis attitudinally trueto Tillich. It
resonatescompletely with hisdeferencevis-a-visMartin Buber, HansRei chenbach and others whenthey visited
Unionduring my student daysthere. [1 think what Tillichmust actually havesaidto Polanyi isillumined by Peter
John’ sreport fromtheopen house(cf. supra). Afterthepresentationof “PK” at UCB inearly 1951, somefriends
of Tillich urged him to shelvethe ST and undertake amajor work in epistemology, but Ernest Nagel, who had
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great prestige around NY C and certainly with Tillich, advised against it. Though astringent positivist, Nagel
fraternized genially with Rabbi L ouis Finkelstein and othersin thelocal theological community.]

12. How could Tillich be so nescient of Polanyi prior to the meeting? Was not thisthe Paulusjustly
famoussincethetwentiesfor an almost too watchful eye on contemporary culture, especially philosophy, with
whichto“correlate” histheological work? Y es, but it seemsevenwould-be polymathscan overbook. For one
thing, Tillich’sspeedin English never matched what it wasin German; he concentrated on learning to write.
Meanwhile aspate of invitations had pulled from every direction since Time' s cover (ca. 1950) christened him
“Mr. Theology.” But for the last years pressing anxiety to complete the system overhung everything, as his
anginapectorisworsened. Hedid for that matter read valiantly—Heidegger, Whitehead, Hartshorne, recently
Teilhard, even novelslike 1984, derigeur scholarly papers for meetings and dissertations, alwaystrying as
well toscrawl apersonal word ontheterm papershisassistantsgraded. Ontheather hand, for whatever reasons,
at Unioninthe mid fifties Polanyi’ swork was hardly known by anyone. Beforel leftin 53, the only sounding
of hisnamel ever heard washby Aristotleexpert Richard M cK eon of Chicago. Hehadto spell it ashetold Rabbi
Finkelsteinand hissteering committeeof the Conferenceon Science, Philosophy and Religion of this* Hungarian
scientist now livingin Britain” who argued Aristotle€' spistis(inthePrior Analytics) wasaskeletoninthecloset
of modernnatural science. Someat Unionwould havepicked up onapossiblerelationtothecredo utintelligam
of medieval Christiantheology, but Tillich wasnot one of those. | don’t know when he may first have heard of
Polanyi, butitwasrelatively late, after becoming preoccupiedwith ST 11 and |11 andall thefolderol of moving
to Harvard and then Chicago. Then, following the Berkeley dialogue, Tillich had but ashorttimetolive. He
returned to Chicago absorbed in hishistory of religionsteamwork with MirceaEliade, worried at East Hampton
about glitchesintheEnglishtext of ST 111 ashetriedto overseeitsGermantranglation, kept frenetically responding
tomultifariousinitiatives, includingapostat New Y ork’ sSchool of Socia Research, andbarely mustered strength
for that notable swan song lecture in Chicago. There was just no chance to mull over Polanyi. Among my
puzzlements about the tangled skein of how comeand what if iswhy the Conference on Science, Philosophy
and Religion did not seek out Polanyi, ashisinterestsand qualificationswerevery muchintheir ball park. From
about 1940 they had acosmopolitan program going annually in New Y ork to which he could have spoken very
incisively, and then amuch more receptive Tillich would perforce have become aware of him. Did theanimus
toward Polanyi (in British analytic philosophy, e.g), or hisendorsing Jewish assimilation, also poison more
distant waters? [Even today one notices, in the quite recent Oxford Companion to Philosophy, edited by Ted
Honderich, thereis(for al the hundreds of modern trivia) no entry at al for Polanyi.]

13. All theinitiativefor andin theBerkel ey encounter wastaken by Polanyi. Hehad beensignificantly
impressed by Tillich’ swriting for at |east adecade. But, that being thecase, why isheasunsteeped asit seems
heisinthe complexity of Tillich’ sthought? Polanyi was aphenomenally omnivorousreader. Why would he
not have digested, if not earlier then down at Stanford where he was spending the semester, Tillich’ streatise
onthesciences? [I happentoknow itwasinthelibrary there.] Even closer in, why would he not have carefully
reread ST |, which hepraisedinhisGifford Lectures? During or after theencounter, hetellsusinthePhilosophy
Today article, someonehadto call hisattentiontothe passagefromthat volumewhich heacknowl edgesiscloser
to hisown position. Therearein fact lots of passagesin the volume that resonate quite deeply with Polanyi’'s
concern and“calling.” Hereisonefurther example (from ST 1, pp. 98-9):

M ost cognitivedistortionsarerootedinadisregard of thepolarity whichisincognitivereason.

Thisdisregardisnot simply anavoidablemistake; itisagenuineconflict under theconditions

of existence. Onesideof thisconflict isthetension between dogmatism and criticismwithin
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social groups. But there are other sidestoit. Controlling knowledge claims control of every
level of reality. Life, spirit, personality, community, meanings, values, even one’ s ultimate
concern, should betreated in terms of detachment, analysis, calculation, technical use. The
power behind this claim is the preciseness, verifiability, the public approachability of
controlling knowledge, and, above all, the tremendous success of its application to certain
levelsof reality. Itisimpossibletodisregard or eventorestrainthisclaim. [ Thelast clausehere
isNOT acceptableto Polanyi, and yet theresi stance and frustration he experiencesin pursuit
of his“calling” exemplify itstruth—or let merather say itspartial truth. For Tillichhimselfis
pursuing the same calling—and so are otherslike Karl Jaspers and Buber, and the cause has
never been altogether lost.] The public mind is so impregnated with its methodol ogical
demands and astonishing results that every cognitive attempt in which reception and union
are presupposed encounters utter distrust. [Shall we here call Prof. Nagel to the stand?] A
consequence of this attitude is arapid decay of spiritua (not only of the Spiritual) life, an
estrangement from nature, and, most dangerous of all, adealing with human beings aswith
things. Inpsychology and sociology , in medicine and philosophy, man hasbeen dissolved
into elementsout of which heiscomposed and which determine him. Treasuresof empirical
knowledge have been produced in this way, and new research projects augment those
treasures daily. But man hasbeen lostin thisenterprise. That which can be known only by
parti cipation and union, that whichisthe object of receiving knowledge, isdisregarded. Man
actually has becomewhat controlling knowledge considers him to be, athing among things,
a cog in the dominating machine of production and consumption, a dehumanized object of
tyranny or a normalized object of public communications. Cognitive dehumanization has
produced actual dehumanization.

ThisisvintageTillichiantheology of culture. Polanyi’ sdistinct and original voice harmonizeswell withit, and
wecan begratified and hopeful inthe power of their modulated consonance. But any actual duet to comeforth
from our duo is one we shall need ourselvesto arrange.

14. Alas, thesetwo “kingsof high C" never get to sing together. When they meet in Berkeley, why
doesPolanyi [onceagainif wefollow hisresume, our soledefinitivesource, unlessRichard Gelwick will correct
it] so aggressively pin Tillich to thewall with his summation of thelatter’ sposition? And then follow with a
staccato recital of hisown views? Why not ask Tillich whether he has him right? Polanyi’simpatience does
show athrobbing earnestnesswe cannot but salute. On to the Sache selbst! Still, might we not have expected
morescrupulousprior review of hisfavoredreligiousthinker? Andwhy noreferenceat |east tothe Earl L ecture
givenjust several minutesbefore, which Polanyi cametohear, andinwhich Tillichhadindicted“ Skinnerism's”
turning persons into things as the current extreme of “calculating reason” run amok [Irrelevance, pp. 25, 31,
passim|? Focusonthispoint alonewould show theinadequacy of casting Tillichsimply as theseminary teacher
countering fundamentalism, vastly important asthatis. True, Paulusseemsto acquiesceinthissettlement with
Polanyi, likeaharried businessman “ agreeing quickly withthe adversary” so asto get on with hismain agenda.
But there are bonesto pick that Wednesday evening that are still far from ever having been stripped clean. One
wealready notedisthat Tillich doesnot perceive how manifoldly and thoroughly theempirical sciencesintheir
experimental infrastructureandtheir existential underbracingand control dependtacitly uponafiduciary matrix
of social and personal preconditions. Ontheother hand, he isawed by theachievementsof science whilebeing
unexposed to the sweaty disconnects and seat-of-one’ s-pants guesswork that Polanyi knew all too well. Of
courseeven morethan Tillich, Polanyi also reveres science, but he can and doesloudly sound the note aswell
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that in monotone was projected by the book Scienceisa Sacred Cow [by Anthony Standen, 1950]. That was
akind of book Paulus tended to deprecate.

15. Unaware of the weight of Polanyi’s scholarship, Tillich could have gotten the impression his
interlocutor was too exercised, not to say obsessed, by his pivotal insight, however correct and important it
doubtless was. We have no objectively intended utterance to the point from Paulus, the courteous
blandishments can hardly count. Certainly hewould havedeemed it too simpleto ascribe our universal human
malaise only to the false ideal of objectivity, since for him the human predicament was compounded
transcendentally of unfaith, hubrisand concupiscence—thisbeing our fallennessor sinful ness—continuously
issuing in more concrete configurations and specific actions of estrangement. Not that Polanyi really was so
tunnel-visioned! The grounding and range we know from Personal Knowledge—as well as (post-Tillich)
Meaning with its incisive addressal of the whole scope of culture—would have doubtless evoked even in a
preoccupied Paulus much morehermeneutic alacrity. Itisashametohaveto say the Claremont Hotel dialogue
of our dynamic duo waslargely areciprocal fizzle, and yet for Polanyi too it seemsto have pretty well finished
turning himoff to Tillich, withwhom oncehehad been comingon sostrongly. | canfind nosubsequent expression
of interest in Paulus other than the Philosophy Today article which is mainly predicated on Polanyi’'s
disenchantment with Dynamicsof Faith, publishedin1958. Hisdisillusion—rehisown cutting edge—probably
began whenever it was he perused that work. His deep respect for the “upper story” of Tillich’s theology
apparently stayed in place, even while he pigeonholed Paulus off to the side of the axial quarrel with science.
Inany case animadversiontothe” separatedimensions’ strategy [cf. Par. 3above] for mutually pacifyingreligion
and science seems in Berkeley to have gone on engrossing his attention in a practical paralld to Tillich's
overloaded agenda. Helikewisedoesnot appear to havelearned anything new about hisinterlocutor by coming
up from Stanford that day, or later—settling instead for the rhetorical concord of histackling scientific false
consciousnessand Tillichreligiousfundamentalism. Thisisall thefurther borneoutif Richard Gelwick iscorrect
that Polanyi never did get aroundtolooking uptheHorkheimer festschrift essay. But for metheprincipal earnest
of it isthe fact that, in Meaning crucially, the theophilosophical work in which Polanyi has latterly become
interested isthat of emergent evolution and Whitehead. There are sanguine reasons why he would have, as
we shall see below. But, as he obviously did not realize, there was much morein Tillich too that might have
creatively boosted the project to which he was called.

16. Intheresume, after Polanyi presentshisposition, Tillichinguires, “Isthisview based on Gestalt
psychology?’ Farfromjust makingapt conversation, asit might appear, thespecificity of thequestionisloaded
withresidual Tillichiana. In Systemder Wissenschaften, Paulushad proposed Gestalt psychology asthe pivot
to overcoming the stultifying conflict of methods especially within the “sciences of being” vis-avis the
“sciences of thought.” 1t seemsworth our while to adduce here further the flavor and stringency packed into
this1923volumewhich| continueso muchtowish our same-year Hungarianimmigrant to Berlinhad somehow
managed to ingest—or, indeed, even more, emulate with acomparable “ Systematik” of the sciences. Tillich
was not out simply to arrange concepts but was intent on solving live problems:

Nachdemim V orhergehenden di e seinswissenschaftliche Systematik positiv begruendet ist,

moege ein Blick auf den Stand der Debatte zeigen, dassunsere Auffassungim Standeist, die

aktuellen Problemezuloesen. Esringengegenwaertig miteinander einemethodischeundeine

gegenstaendliche Richtung. Die methodische Richtung, die mit erkenntnistheoretischem

Idealismusverbundenist, teilt dieWissenschaft einin Natur- und Kulturwissenschaften. Die

gegenstaendliche, erkenntnistheoretische realistische, teilt ein in Natur- und
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Geisteswissenschaften. Fuer die erste Richtung gehoert die Psychologie zu den
Naturwissenschaften, dasie methodischwiediese, naemlich generalisierend verfaghrt. Fuer
diezweiteRichtungist diePsychol ogie Grundlageder Gei steswissenschaften, dasiemitihnen
den gleichen Gegenstand, das geistige L eben bearbeitet. Die Stellung der Psychologie ist
alsodasKriteriumbeider Richtungen. Dadurchgewinnt dieser anscheinend soformalistischer
Streit eine hoechst reale Bedeutung. In ihm entscheidet sich das Schicksal der
Geisteswissenschaften, die Auffassung des Geistes und der Kultur. Ist die Psychologie
grundlegende Geisteswissenschaft, so verliert der Geist seinen individuell einmaligen

Charakter, er wird aus einer schoepferischen Folge zu einem Strukturgesetz; das Denken
zerstoert dasSein, dierationaleFormsiegt ueber denWiderspruch desirrationalen Gehaltes.
Dem entgeht die methodische Richtung, aber sieselbst leidet an zahlreichen Maengeln. Sie
unterscheidet nicht die seinswissenschaftliche Historie von den reinen systematischen
Geisteswissenschaften und treibt diese gleichfallszu einer rationalistischen Auffassung, in
wel cher der schoepferischer Charakter des Geistigen verloren geht. Siewird aber auch dem
Einwand nicht gerecht , den die gegenstaendliche Methode erhebt, dass Psychologie etwas
anderesist a's physikalische Naturwissenschaft; sie kann es nicht, denn sie uebersieht das
zentrale Gebiet der Gestalt-Wissenschaften, in deren Mitte die Psychologie steht. Sieist
endlichunfaehig, den historischen Elementeninder physikalischen und organischen Gruppe
gerecht zuwerden, dasiediehistori scheM ethodeauf dieK ulturwissenschaften einschraenkt
und den Unterschied von autogenen und heterogenen M ethoden nicht kennt. DieWirklichkeit
ist reicher, alsdass sich zwei Methoden in sieteilen koennten und gerade die Methode der
Gestalten, dieim Streit um der Methoden vergessen wurde, ist die eigentlich zentrale und
konkrete Methode: Die Methode, die der denkgeformten Wirklichkeit gemaessist und die
darumim Standeist, dasProblem der Methodezuloesen” [MW 1, p. 140]. (After grounding
in the preceding the systematic of the sciences of being, aglance at the state of the debate
may show our conception is capable of solving the current problems. Contending with each
other contemporarily areamethodol ogi cal and an objectivetrend. Themethodol ogical trend,
which is bound up with epistemol ogical idealism, divides scienceinto natural and cultural
sciences. The objective, epistemologically realist trend makes the division between natural
sciences and those of spirit. According to the first trend psychology belongs to the natural
sciences sinceit proceedsmethodol ogically asthey do, namely generalizingly. For thesecond
trend psychology isthebasisof the sciencesof spirit, sinceit workswith the same object they
do, the spiritual life. The placing of psychology isthusthe criterion of both trends. Thereby
thisseemingly soformalistic conflict gainsan extremely real significance. Initisdecidedthe
fate of the sciences of spirit, the way of conceiving spirit and culture. If psychology isthe
determinative science of the spirit, the spirit losesitsindividually unique character, froma
creative emergence it becomes a structural law, thinking destroys being, the rational form
triumphs over theirrational import. The methodol ogical trend escapes the latter, but itself
suffers numerous shortcomings. It does not distinguish the history of the sciences of being
from the pure systematic sciences of the spirit and drives these likewise to a rationalistic
conceptualizationinwhichthe creative character of thespiritislost. It however al so doesnot
meet the protest raised by the objective metrhod that psychology is something other than a
physical natural science; it cannot do so, since it overlooks the central area of the Gestalt
sciences, at the center of which psychology stands. Finally it is unable to do justice to the
historical el ementsinthephysical and organicgroups, sinceit constrictsthehistorical method
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to the cultural sciences and does not recognize the difference between autogenic and
heterogenic methods. Reality istoorichfor twomethodstodivideit betweenthemselves, and
the Gestalt method, which isforgottenin the conflict of methods, isthe authentically central
and concrete method: the method which suitsthought-formed actuality and thereforeisable
to solve the problem of method.)

Hisarchitectonic grounding, particularly in psychology, was ever alargeresourcein Tillich’ songoing career,
reanchored in enduring friendships with the Gestalt neurophysiologist Kurt Goldstein and such psychothera-
pistsasHarry Bone, KarenHorney and RolloMay. Fructifyinginsightsdevolved not only for depth psychology
but also Paulus's fresh thinking in ST |11 regarding the wholeness and centeredness of personal life—thus
fortifying him to stand up to B. F. Skinner during the Harvard professorship. An inestimable catalyst to the
co-thinking he did in those very late years with Goldstein and others might have but sadly did not come from
Michael, forwhomsimilarly wemay desideratemorehel pful “think tank” context than heappearsto havegarnered
from fellow scientists or philosophers (with the beneficent exception of Marjorie Grene, Bill Scott and afew
others).

17. AttheClaremont Hotel, Tillich’ srich background goesuntapped. Polanyi hasstarted thebidding
and remains completely in charge. When asked about Gestalt psychology, he acknowledges its initial
significance for his“way of discovery” [to use Richard sfine phrase] but immediately conveys his severe
disappointment with thetack taken by Wolfgang K oehler, thenamemaost of usreadily associatewiththe Gestalt
movement. Thiscould have opened the door for atruly basi c Ausei nandersetzung between our dialoguers, one
withimmenseimport for the Polanyi project and also for Tillich’ stheology. The crux of theissueisthe causal
role of purposive freedom in the cognitive process. In other words, we are propelled headlong hereinto the
solar plexusof Aristotle's grammar of causality—thefourthor final (tel eological) cause. Koehler’ sexperiments
with apeslearning to join sticksto reach food had promisingly cued Polanyi toward his climactic insight into
tacit knowing [cf. PK, Torchbook ed., pp. 340-1, passim]. In Tacit Dimension, the most succinct statement of
hisflagship theory, Michael favorably refersto HansDriesch, noting that “ Biol ogistswho recognizethebasic
distinction between mechanistic and organismic processes consider living functions to be determined at all
stages by a combination of amechanism with organismic regulation.” Note how close we areto theterrain of
Tillich’s ruminations in the long passage just cited [Par. 16] from System der Wissenschaften. “Gestalt
psychologists,” Polanyi continues, “have often suggested that the processes of regulation are akin to the
shaping of perception, but their insistence that both perceptual shaping and biological regulation are but the
result of physical equilibrationbrought thissuggestiontoadeadend” [Anchor Books, 1967, pp. 43-4]. Koehler,
and in Polanyi’ sgeneralization thewhole school, had capitulated to impersonal physical determinism. This is
not how Tillich saw the situation in 1923 when he firmly held “jede Gestaltwirklichkeit ist eine Einheit von
aequivalenter und produktiver Kausalitaet [ibid., 145] (every Gestalt actuality is a unity of equivalent and
productivecausality), nor doesit coherewiththeviewpoint of such neuroscientistsasGoldstein, by whom Tillich
felt aided and abetted in depicting human being as finite freedom. Maybe the general situation had by 1963
considerably worsened, with Crick and Watson, for instance, simply taking for granted that “religion was a
mistake” or Stephen Weinberg announcing “the more we understand the universe the more meaningless it
becomes.” But whatever may have been happening in Gestalt theory—or later in Prigogine, Eccles, Wilber et
alii —itisnoteworthy that Polanyi and Tillich solidly agree the meaningful creativity of human personal and
cultural lifeisurgently challenged by current science’ sreductionist causal determinism. They agreedefacto,
thatis. Polanyi hasno inkling of how much the preceding, or how surprisingly some of thevery late, thinking
of Tillichmay agreewithhim.
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18. Thereatthehotel, why doesn’t Paulusjust tell him? Weal ready spoketothis, but moreneeds saying.
Increasingly, as| go on reimagining thedialoguel poignantly regretted havingtomiss, | amvery glad| wasn't
there. Pauluswaswinded, doneinfromagruelingday of orating andinteracting. Hewasset back onhisheels
by Michael’ spent up steam. Hewas 75, with aheart condition. Assomeone who always spokefrom noteshis
mind was juggling possible tacksto take on the morrow to round out the final Earl Lecture. Then, as Polanyi
approachestheend of hisconcentrated all ocution, hereassertsthe fixedideathat Tillich completely acquiesces
inthe falseideal of strictly detached scientificknowledge. Thiswasprecisely thekind of point at which Paulus
would always emit asigh too deep for wordsand simply shut up. The only thing left to do was keep smiling
and get somerelevant reading into Michael’s hands, asthe followup letters attempt. Okay. But thereistill
morethat could explainthe mutenessof Tillichif theforegoing wereinsufficient, and these not yet mentioned
factors considerably thicken the plot |eft over for us, the Polanyi and Tillich societies, to untangle.

19. Thefirst of these more subterranean itemsisthegreat disparity between themeaning of faith for

Polanyi anditsmeaning for Tillich. Atfirst blush, Polanyi’ smeaning isthe more commonplace. Itismore or
lesswhat Aristotle meant by pistis 2300 yearsago; namely, aconvictionthat lackscertainty. A synonymfor
this meaning of faith is belief. [In German there is one word—" Glaube’—for the English pair, while
“Ueberzeugung” (“conviction”) also overlaps English use of “belief”] As Polanyi says in the next to last
paragraph of hisresume, “it isof the essence of knowledgeto be held to betrue by aman’smental effort.” But
this meaning of “faith” (which as here put could al so be expressed as effortful Fuerwahrhalten in German) is
exactly what Tillich tried strenuously to insist religious (and Christian) faithisNOT. Dynamics of Faith (on
another but not unrelated aspect of which Polanyi had gotten hung up) from stem to stern triesto drive home
an absolutely pivotal difference between belief (conviction lacking certainty about a matter of fact) and faith
(beinggraspedby “ God” or ultimateconcern). Ironically, thesmudgingandevenwidespread modernobliteration
of this difference sometimes seemed comparable in Tillichian diagnostics to the false ideal of detachment in
Polanyian. For Paulus, as he saysin his magnum opus, authentic faith is always and only “the state of being
grasped by that toward which self-transcendence aspires, the ultimatein being and meaning” [ST 111, p.131.].
Above [especially Par. 8] | compared to Polanyi’ sinsight into faith being presupposed by scienceTillich’ slong
standing recognition of a“ mystical apriori” inall systemsof thought. But eventhoughit createsahermeneutical
circleanal ogoustothat of Christiantheol ogy, Tillichnever callsthisapriori faith. Weal sohave seenthroughout
thisdiscussion that subjective“ participation” was ascribed in somedegree by Paulusto all cognitive domains.
But again henever callsthisparticipation faith. Now therewerearound Union Seminary when | wasthere (* 46-
'53) variousversionsof theidea that every worldview restsultimately onafaith.” Augusting' s nisi credederitis
non intelligeris or the medieval motto credo ut intelligam were cited in support, and it was taken to be an
apologetic corollary of thistruth that one might not need worry about critical attacks coming from alien faith
systems—which meant in effect coming from anywhere, since therewasreally no neutral science ungrounded
inafaith. |1 wasreminded of thisattitude sometimeago in Tradition and Discovery by the slant of Evangelical
Biblical Professor Esther Meek, whowantedto claim support fromMichael Polanyi innot havingtoworry about
radical criticism. Thereisaproblem heretowhichweshall haveto speak beforeconcluding, but for themoment
| want simply to bring out that Tillich wasnot among thosewho espoused thiskind of apologetics. Several times
inmy hearing, hemadeclear hisunhappinesswithit. | hastentoadd | personally feel henever cogently established
mutual exclusion between faith and belief, even though it was axiomatic for some of hisutmost theological
concerns. Itisnowonder so many, including hiswould-be friend Polanyi, have been incredulous or uneasy
about Paulus’ edict of total separation of faithfromthe“ preliminary” findingsof science. Inany case, coming
back totheBerkel ey dialogue, the profound problematicthat |oomsinandunder their disparatenotionsof faith—
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though Michael is quite unaware of it—would have been al too palpable to Paulus, and very understandably
would have clinched his motivation at 10 P.M. or soto call it an evening.

20. Ourinterest, of course, isnot chiefly inwhy Tillich (normally powerful indialogue, as Richard says)
clammed up that evening, but in the substantive issuesinhering then and now in his face-off with Polanyi.
Therefore we are impelled on from divergence of faith and belief to a therewith-entangled aporia that is if
anything even more challenging through the whole history of theology and philosophy. Thisistherole of
freewill incognition. From Socratesto Scotus, Augustineto Arminius, CalvintoKant, Jansenismtothe Jesuits:
itisall over themap andthen some! Let mesay for myself that Polanyi’ shandling of thisenigma [epitomized,
e.g., inTheTacit Dimension, Anchor Book ed., pp, 42-5] hasbeen groundbreaking. | deem hisenvisagement
of theemergent causality of purposivecommitmenttobethemost significantelementin what hecallsthe*from-
to” sequence from a“fiduciary matrix” of subsidiary cluesto thefocality of accomplished knowing. It picks
upinafresh,empiricaly convincingway fromPeirce, Jamesandso many othersafull parsing (whichisimpossible
here) would require. As for Tillich, trying to discern how cognition, freedom and faith converge in the
hemispheresof hiscerebrumisindeedaformidabletask. Thereisfirstthefactthat Paulusisalwaysamphibious,
always" ontheboundary” or going back andforth acrossit—theboundariesherebeing saliently those between
science, philosophy and theology. Butin additiontoterritorial adaptationsthereoccurin Tillichmajor changes
over time, and—mirabiledictu—one wasjust then underway asour duo sat together inthe Claremont. To say
the great systematizer was constantly evolving is heresy to some interpreters, though | salute it as a
corroboration of his remarkabe openness—one thing about him that never changed. From early on thereis
plenty in Tillich’s utterances re science and philosophy wherewith to support arobust yet sensible doctrine
of humanfreedom. Uptoa pointthisislikewisetrueof histheology. Asbearing onthe human factor, inany
dimensionbut the vertical, wehavethedeciding self-center. Then, inthedipolar structual ontology, dynamics,
individuation and freedom are equally enfranchised with form, participation and destiny. Pauluswould never
have wantedtoretract Systemder Wissenschaften’ sdefinition of freedomas*dasindividuell Schoepferische”
[MW, p. 144] or that work’ sculminating mandatethat “ Nur inder vollkommenen Einheit von Theonomie und
Autonomie kommt die Wissenschaft, wiejeder sinnerfuellende Akt, zuihrer Wahrheit® [p. 262]. (Only inthe
perfect unity of theonomy and autonomy doesscience, likeevery act that fulfillsmeaning, arriveatitstruth.) One
canonly concludethat ahefty part of hisconceptual visceracould and did buy Michael’ sinsight that willing
commitmentisintegral toknowingthetruth (withunavoidablerisk of fallingintoerror) But Michael construed
thisaswhat faith was about, and here Paulus had amassive block. In spite of his scientific, philosopical and
humanological espousal of freedom, aprimetaproot of hisspiritual beingvon Hausaus[very literally whenwe
think of “Vaterchen,” hisauthoritarian dad] wasthevenerableChristian and especially L utheran principlethat
“faith isnot ahuman act” [ST |1, p. 178] but rather entirely awork in us of divine grace. Tillich saw thisas
indispensableto St. Paul’ s “justification by faithalone” which L uther had madethe* articleby whichthechurch
standsor falls.” IntheMarburg Dogmatik [1925] Pauluswent so far asto deny that even the humanity of Jesus
contributes anything to our salvation. “Dasin Jesus Christus erchienene Heil ist allein durch sich selbst
bedingt. SeineWirkung ist unabhaengigvonjeder durch den Menschen geschaffenen Voraussetzung, sowohl
vor wie nach seinem Durchbruch” [p. 375]. (The salvation that has appeared in Jesus Christ is conditioned by
itself alone.lts working isindependent of any presupposition created by human beings, as well before as after
itsbreakthrough.) Thiswashisdetermined orientation over against any qualification by liberalslike Brightman
or Hartshorne. His celebrated message“Y ou are Accepted” gained its force precisely through the “in spite
of” of our total lack of areciprocating condition. Itwaspredicated indispensably—so onewoul d havethought—
on “the basic theological truth that inrelation to God everything isby God” [ST I, p. 135].
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21. Something strange, however, was going to happen shortly, and it must have been fermenting that
nightin Berkeley. When ST |11 appeared inthelate summer of ' 63, theresurfaced about 20 pagesfromitsend
the Tillichianly unprecedented motif of essentialization, which thereafter arguably dominates the denoument
of Paulus swholemagnumopus. [Cf. my article“Tillich’sNotion of Essentiaization,” in Tillich-Sudien 3,
ed. Hummel & Lax, 2000, pp. 365-83. | amtill tryingto pindown exactly when, how andwhy thisnovel epiphany
inTillich’stext occurred. Asof now it cannot beruled out that theencounter with Polanyi wascausally involved.]
Theword wasborrowed from Schelling, but “ essentialization” [ German Essentifikation] wasused by Tillichto
express ontological fructification significant for God that is achieved by finitely free creatures. “The world
process means something for God,” he can now intone[almost asif proleptically privy to Polanyi’sMeaning,
pp. 162-3, written adecade after Paulus' sdeath]. God “isnot aseparated, self-sufficient entity who, driven by
awhim, createswhat he wants and saves whom he wants. Rather, the eternal act of creationisdriven by alove
which findsfulfilment only through the other one who has the freedom to reject and to accept love” [ST 111, p.
422]. Itisthisamplifying of histhinking—after prolonged jousting with processthought—that justifies Tillich
finally dubbing it “eschatological panentheism” [op. cit., p. 421]. CharlesHartshorne noted the change[in
Kegley, TheTheology of Paul Tillich, rev., 1982, pp. 230-31], buttheonly Tillich scholar (of whom| amaware)
toanticipatemy own perceptionof a“radical reversal” inPauluswasAlex McKelway [inhis|964 overview The
Systematic Theology of Paul Tillich, p. 244]. My point about the whole matter at thisjunctureisin the first
instance merely that internal seismicrumblingsaround theissueof human“vertical freedom” (freedomtoward
God) may well helpexplainTillich’ ssomewhat unusual taciturnity at the Claremont Hotel dialogue—or should
we almost say monologue? Bethat asit may, the substantive importance of theissue initself putsit onthe
overarching agenda of sorting out where the contacts and disconnects of our dynamic duo leave us today.

22. Itisexceedingly interesting that Polanyi, continuing his aggressivereadinginall cultural directions,
had delved hungrily—»by the time Meaning appeared—into Peirce, James and Whitehead, endorsing their
“looser view of teleology” asadesirable aternativeto what he had cometo seeas “the Good forcing itself”

oneverythingelse[Meaning, pp. 162-3]. Thiswasadecadeafter Tillich’ sdeath, andit seemsa shameMichael
could not have known about “essentialization” bursting on stage at the very end of Paulus's concluding and
to his own mind most authoritative testament, which the ST indisputably was. | have the impression that
following their timetogether, except for the courtesy of twoletters, Polanyi never read another line of Paulus.
| greatly wish | had more accessto Michael’ s candid reaction to the theological opportunities and occasions
that had reached out to him through the ‘ 30s and ‘ 40s as well asthereafter. He seems[in the Scott/Moleski
chronicle] to have keenly appreciated initially and then been rather frustrated by the British groups convened
by J. H. Oldham. Washedisappointed by their Barthianethos, whichfarless thanTillichwaspreparedtoaccord
any theological significance to human enterprise? One thing is unmistakable: Polanyi was unswervingly
inspired by the sacredness of human freedom, whereas Christian theology has no such consistent scoresheet.
By 1966, in The Tacit Dimension, Michael isconvinced modernity’s dilemma cannot be resolved “by the
enfeebledauthority of revealedreligion;” the reciprocating split betweencritical cynicismand moral fanaticism
(which hashounded humanity sincethe Enlightenment) must first be healed on secular grounds[Anchor Book
ed., p. 62]. Isthisinpart fall out fromhisTillichian disillusion? | continueto ponder such imponderables. It
isupbeat in any casethat Michael, in atheological codato hisown swan song [Meaning, p. 215], manages
tohitasurpassingly highnote, or actually achord, thatisquitereminiscent of Reinhold Niebuhr and Tillich where
they harmonized. EvenbeforehisGifford L ectures, acantusfirmusfor Polanyi had beenthe Paulinerendition
of the Christianmoral vision. Hisvaledictory summation of thisisasgood theology asReinieor Paulus ever
wrote.
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Perhapsit has been the clear moral call of Christianity that hasleft behindinusadistillation
which causes usto burn with ... hunger and thirst after righteousness. If so, it should be
possible for us to find in this same Christianity the antidiote for [the] poison of moral
perfectionism; for what this religionhasalsotold usisthat weareinescapably imperfectand
that it is only by faith and trust in the all- encompassing grace of God that we can project
ourselves into that supremework of theimagination—the Kingdom of God—wherewecan
dwell in peace and hope of the perfection whichis God'salone and thus wherewecan, in
awholly inexplicable and transnatural way, find our hunger and thirst after righteousness
satisfied at last—inthemidst of all ourimperfections. AsSaint Paul tellsushisGodtold him:
‘I will not removeyour infirmity. For my strengthismade perfect in weakness.’

23. | liketothink thispoignant paragraph speaksfor Polanyi himself, andyetitisnot hisvery last word.
Hegoesonto represent al sothe wider cultural oikumene, thosewhostand outside theChristianor any religious
stance, affirmingour world’ sneed—which hasmeanwhilebecomeall themoredire—for tolerance and mutual
understanding “within thefree society,” asinour common yet so differentiated humanity we seek universal
truth [ibid., pp. 215-6]. Michael seemsin fact to espouse this Christianly uncommitted stance, asthough he
is“ontheboundary” and/or crossing over. Wehave here, of course, the unfathomable problem of how Harry
Prosch’ sediting may have shaped thetext. Evensol cannot believeit stretches thingsto seeaparallel between
Michael’ sfarewell withess and that of Paulus, in hisOctober ' 65 Chicago addresson “The Significance of the
History of Religionsfor the Systematic Theologian” [ TheFutureof Religions, ed.J. Brauer, 1966, p. 94]. Tillich
too remains“rooted in hisown experiential foundation” which is Pauline Christianity, whileurginguponall
theendeavor to formulateour rootsin“universally valid statements”’ with* opennessto spiritual freedom both
fromone' sown foundation and for one’ sown foundation.” Just afew monthsearlier, inhiseulogy for Martin
Buber, [GW, XII, pp. 320-3] precisely that commitment to opennesshad beenidentified aswhat Pauluswould
most hopeto emulatein hisown life. | arguedin 2006, in apaper for the Tillich group in Washington, that in
that eulogy it comestolight that Paulus’ concept of sainthoodisbest of al fulfilledinBuber. | believe, however,
that had Paulus known Polanyi better he might well have canonized himtoo. For all their missed connections,
therewinds up being an amazing compatibility between them.

24. Note, forinstance, how Polanyi and Tillich both posit adoubl eregi stry—adi pol arity—of theultimate
fulfilment of meaning. Despite their uncoordination, they both finally embrace fully the indicative of
unconditional divinegrace and theimperative of free human creativity summoned to serve beauty, truth and

good inwhat Rilke calls“diewunderbare Sadt der Zeit (the wonderful city of time).” This correspondsto
what Christianity names (perhaps nowadays too obsolescently) “justification” and (perhaps nowadays too
moralistically) “sanctification.” Thegeneral history of religionmirrorsvariously the sameproblematic, and so
(onecan hardly not infer) doesthe human plight to which religion speaks. Thereis, on the one hand, aneed
for undiscriminating and absolute Divinehel p, and, ontheother, afinitebut still radical needfor creative human
effort to be needed and appreciated. In no theology has the integration of “grace and works’ ever been
completely or unparadoxically achieved, evenwhiledisputesabout their relationship haveinstigated terrible
religioushostility. | frankly think Polanyi could havehelped Tillichasmuch or morethan Kurt Goldsteinonthe
dynamicsin faith too of cognitive commitment, after Paulus at the last moment wasready for such help. Our
duo also share aprofound instinct with Karl Barthto “L et God be God”—to honor the unforethinkable Divine
mystery, evenintheir mutual devotiontointenseratiocination. They affirm categorically thesymboliccharacter
of religiouslanguage. Surely Polanyi would agreewith Tillich’smatureinsistence that the only non-symbolic
statement we can make about God isthat “everything wesay about Godissymbalic” [ST 1, p. 9], eventhough,
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like Buber, Michael has no taste for ontological language and the partially desymbolizing constructs (such as
“being-itself” or “theinfinite”) to which Paulus has recourse in relating Christian withessto the wider world.

25. Anoutcomeof the* Berkeley Dialogue’ might beseen asPolanyi’ sproposal heand Tillich should
thenceforth focusrespectively on combatting objectivismin scienceand fundamentalisminreligion. Though
Tillichgavehisnodtotheformula, it seemsinfact merely to signify themutual resignation of our duo that each
wouldgohisownway inattentivetotheother. That wasasit had been previously—entirely forTillichandreally,
so far asconcernsobjectivismin science, entirely for Polanyi too, since Michael was indebted to Paulusat key
theological points but never looked into his sweeping study of science. Then, after the Berkeley encounter,
aswe already noted, other than parting courtesiesthey paid one another no heed. But quite apart from their
not tuning in to each other, we need to ask what did Polanyi and Tillich actually do about the twin demons
of scientismand fundamentalism? Surveying this adequately extrudesway beyond my present contract and
isanongoing challengetoboththePolanyi and Tillichsocieties. Still, we cannotignorewhat tobeginwithmakes
our duo dynamic, and | first noteyet another irony inthewhole tableau—specifically intheir recipeof divided
tasks. For though they put it the other way around, fundamentalismwas arguably more Polanyi’s problem
thanTillich’s, and scientism (or thefalseideal of detached objectivity) wasat leastasmuch Tillich’s problem
asPolanyi’s. Thusthedivisional formulaof concordthey floated after the Berkeley meeting wasintrinsically
nonsensical. Happily, they both did go on counteracting both the more cultural abcess (scientism) and the
moreformally religiousone (fundamentalism,).

26. Tillich’ steaching pullstherugfromunder fundamentalisminhiscategorical premisethat religious
knowledgeis altogether symbolic. Then he a so removes from faith anything to be fundamentalist about—by
insisting its cognitive aspect, being a matter of ultimate concern, can in principle neither rest upon nor be
threatened by the preliminary concern operativeinempirical science (including especialy historiography, the
principal test casein Tillich’s arguments with peers, but also cosmology, and psychology where formidable
challengesloomed). But Tillich never spent any time contending with fundamentalists, who avoided him and
Union like the plague. Also, theidea (which he himself wafted to Polanyi) that he ever told students what to
put in next Sunday’s sermon, is completely fatuous. His insistence that “the biggest barrier to religious
understanding isliteralism” [oftenreiterated orally and frustratingly €l uding mefor documentation] fell equally
ontheearsof orthodox, liberals, neoorthodox , and scientistically brainwashed seekers—and was as pertinent
totheir respective confusionsasit wasto fundamentalism. A striking examplehereisAlbert Einstein, whowas
notably (albeit gently) critiqued by Paulusfor literaistically rejecting the Personal God[“ Theldeaof thePersonal
God,” UnionTheol ogical Seminary Quarterly Review, 11, 1, 1940, pp. 8-10]. Thoughitwashardly appropriate
for Polanyi to assign our duo to the separate operational theatres he did, Polanyi himself does seem to have
received direct help from Tillich in steering hisown religiousway around the shoal s of fundamentalism. His
reiterated envisagement “ of anindeterminate meaning whichfloatsbeyondall materially structured experiences
uiltimately pointing at unsubstantial existence” [ p.4 of Gelwick private collection of Polanyi quotationsfrom
Berkeley dialog] was his (ontologically unsophisticated) way of expressing the Tillichianly symbolism
culminatinginbeing-itself. However Michael consi stently depl oresfundamentalism al sobecauseit violateshis
norm of scientific integrity in defying the consensus of expertise he would rely upon to establish empirical
probability. [The best statement | have found of thisisin Meaning, Chapter 12, “Mutual Authority.] Nowin
spite of partial dependence on the notion of symbol shared with Tillich, Polanyi—as was noted above in
Paragraph 3—becameawareinreading Dynamicsof Faiththat heserioudly differedwith Paulus regardingfaith’'s
relationtoscience. Michael didnot believethetwo couldbetotally separated. Already inPK, apparently unaware
histhoughtisherecontrary to Tillich’'s, Polanyi writes“an event which hasinfact never taken placecan have
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no supernatural significance; and whether it has taken place or not must be established by factual evidence”
[p. 284]. Afterall, itisnot enoughsimply toreveal theoverreaching of scientism. Increasingly, Michael seems
concerned withtheintrinsicplausibility of faith. Towardtheend of Meaning, notehow hedesideratesempirical
and philosophical supportfrom emergent evol utionand cosmicteleology. Thinkingal ongtheselinesinevitably
brings one onto Tillichian-avoided terrain where, unless one becomes a fundamentalist, collision with
fundamentalism must occur. Michael, of course, was not about to become one or acquiescein anybody doing
s0. Butitisthiswould-be militant presence, so to speak, inthetheatre of operations wherefaith can conflict
with or receive support from science, that leads me to say—if we had to choose one of our duo to battle
fundamentalism—themorepl ausiblechoiceisarguably Polanyi. | say thispartly because, alongwith many others
who have carefully studied Tillich’ sposition on faith and science, | am not convinced these can be so cleanly
disioined as Paulus asseverates—either in historiography or cosmology or psychology. And | also would put
Michael intop command herebecause (presupposingwhat heshareswith Tillich) | find hismandateof universal
opennessto expert testing and consensusto bethe most plausible antidote we actually haveto fundamentalism
atgroundlevel. | believelanBarbour’ sappealing redefinition of objectivity, which| personally adopted decades
ago, islargely inspiredby Polanyi, viz., that post-critical objectivity hastomean “intersubjectivetestability and
commitment to universality” [Barbour, Issuesin Scienceand Religion, p. 177]. Thisisour motive, isitnot, in
coming to the American Academy of Religion meetings, asidefrom funwith friends?

27. Theother battlefront, scientific objectivism, isan arenawhere prima facie Polanyi might seem

amost ashoo-into head thefighting, especially to hear himtell it, and if theonly alternativeisTillich. But, as
wesaw, Polanyiisunawareof thecasefor Tillichinregardtoscience. Onalternatives, weareof coursetalking
here of our duo henceforth dividing their efforts, prescinding fromamuch larger field that could not exclude
contemporarieslike Buber, Marcel, Berdyaev, Shestov and numerousothers, notto mentionthecapital figures
likeWhitehead, Wittgensteinand Heidegger. Tillichusedtomentionespecially Bergsonand Simmel. AndJames
seems more and more important. Nor today do we dare omit Huston Smith. All these fecund minds do bear
relevantly on the“ sclerosis of objectivity,” touseJaspers incisivephrase. With dueallowancefor the fact
that Paulus and Michael were addressing just their own division of labor, thereissomething alittle unreal in
theirrhetoric (*'Y ouhavedonefor sciencewhat | havedonefor religion,” etc.)—onemore, perhaps, of theoddities
which stud thisintermezzo. For one senseshubris, | think, in neither of our duo. They aretoo consecrated to
their calling. WhilePolanyi isnaturally more surefooted intheforward trenchesof experimenta work andits
logical cal culusof uptake, andwhilenoonecanrival hispioneering exposeof scientisticpretense, Tillichoffers
amagisterially comprehensiveand deeply anchored matrixin whichtounpack, diagnoseandtreat thepathol ogy
of egregious and culturally tyrannical cognitive detachment. The suasive wholism of hisvision transcends
necessary critique in transparency to the gracious Unconditioned manifest as universal cruciform Love. As
the current world crisis widens under simultaneous onslaught of cynical reductionism and al too credulous
fanaticism, canweeventhink of dispensingwiththeservicesof either of our doughty duo? Asl cannotimagine
tryingtodo philosophy without both Platoand Aristotle, | adamantly refusetofurlough either Paulusor Michael
tosomemore circumscribedtask. Asfor Tillich, itisjust now becomingclear how very much unfinished business
thereisinthefull outworking of energies, horizonsand strategi c shiftssorichly packedintohisintellectual estate.
The early and the late phases of it—not to speak of the thick 1923 study of science—have not been at all
adequately assessed. Thereisaspecific crying need to pick up thesharp pang Paulusfelt when hewas tempted,
as Peter John reportsfrom that 1951 open house [above, Par. 7], to shelvethe ST and undertake amajor work
in epistemology, of which the“PK” essay isasuggestive nucleus. | havejust been zestfully reawakened to
Polanyi, andif | could only have back my worthy colleague CharlesMcCoy, | would never teasehimagainfor
ranking Michael the greatest mind since Plato. That may be dlightly exaggerated, but who cares? We need to
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have our consciousness raised. Polanyi has been shamefully ignored by the philosophical/theological
gatekeepers. Heisan extremely potent catalyst and resource, not only for going on further with Tillich butin
marshalling the best aid we can get to deal with the Richard Dawkins, Sam Harrises and al thevaried legion
who reductively deny or uncritically bloat the possibility of meaningful faith tolight our humanfuture. Inhis
last Berkeley lecture following the Claremont encounter, Paulus pleadswith usall “to fight an uphill battle”
[Irrelevance, p. 63] and at theend of Meaning thirteen yearslater Michael says“Wedo not seetheendinsight”
[p. 214]." The battle can be daunting, but our auspicious duo, our proactive pair, conjoining to evoke the best
inus, will preclude our ever despairing.
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Polanyi’s Enduring Gift to “ Theology and Science”

Robert John Russll

ABSTRACT Key Words: Michael Polanyi, personal knowledge, theology and science, lan Barbour, Thomas
Torrance, John Polkinghorne, Authur Peacocke, John Haught.

This essay is a brief assessment of the lasting impact of Michael Polanyi’s thought on the growing
interdisciplinaryfield of “ theology and science.” | noterepresentative examplesinthewriting of 1anBarbour,
Thomas Torrance, John Polkinghorne, Arthur Peacocke and John Haught, showing how Polanyi’s “ personal
knowledge,” as well as some other Polanyian themes, have been recognized and accepted.

Introduction

| amgrateful for theinvitationtorespondto my mentor andlifelong friend, Durwood Foster, on hissuperb
analysisof therelation between thethought of Michael Polanyi and Paul Tillich at thisremarkablejoint session
of the Polanyi and Tillich Societies. Durwood’ serudite and detail ed paper focusesto agreat extent ontheways
theirrelationiscontextudizedinthe* Berkeley Dialogue” of 1963andinlight of Tillich’ s1955 paper, “ Participation
and Knowledge.” However, as| told Durwood in arecent conversation, | need to makewhat for meisahighly
unusua move when invited to respond to another scholar’ s paper and simply state up front that | can add little
towhat Durwood hasso carefully and astutely writtenin“ Michael and Paulus: A Dynamic Uncoordinated Duo.”
| hopeyouwill takethisasan expression of my esteemfor hispaper fromwhich | havelearned greatly. 1t seems
all themore appropriatein light of thefact that many of theworld’ sleading experts on Polanyi, on Tillich, and
on their relation are gathered here today, and | welcome the opportunity to learn from them!

What | will do instead is respond to a second dimension of the invitation given me: namely to offer a
brief, initial assessment of the lasting impact of Polanyi’ s thought on the burgeoning interdisciplinary field of
“theology and science.”

ThemesIn Polanyi’sWritingsThat HaveHad A Lasting Influence
In*Theology And Science”

Thereareseveral themesin Polanyi’ swritingswhich havehad alastinginfluenceinthe*theol ogy and
science” literature. I'lI first present thetheme (actually acompl ex of themes) whichin my awarenesshashadthe
mostlastinginfluence: hisconcept of “ personal knowledge.” After offeringabrief definitiondrawnfrom Personal
Knowledge (PK)* and touching on four of its most salient subthemes, I'll point to the some of the waysit has
had suchaneffect throughthewritingsof threeof thekey playersintheol ogy and science: lan G. Barbour, Thomas
F. Torrance, and John Polkinghorne. Finally, I' [l list several other, rel ated, themeswhich seemto meto havehad
less of an effect on theology and science.

A. Persona Knowledge: The theme with the most lasting effect in theology and science
Definition: Of the many places where Polanyi discusses “ personal knowledge” the key definition

may well be taken from the Preface to Torchbook edition of PK:
40 Tradition & Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, 35:3



Comprehension is neither an arbitrary act nor a passive experience, but a responsible act
claiming universal validity. Such knowing isindeed objective in the sense of establishing
contact with a hidden reality; a contact that is defined as the condition for anticipating an
indeterminate range of yet unknown (and perhaps yet inconceivable) true implications. It
seems reasonable to describe this fusion of the personal and the objective as Personal
Knowledge. Personal knowledge is an intellectual commitment, and as such inherently
hazardous. Only affirmationsthat could befal se can be said to convey objective knowledge
of thiskind...I haveshownthat into every act of knowingthereentersapassionatecontribution
of the person knowing what isbeing known, and that this coefficient isno mereimperfection
but avital component of hisknowledge (PK, pp. xiii-xiv).

Subthemes:
According to Polanyi, persona knowledge involves at least four subthemes:

1. A scientist’sknack at choosing the right hypothesis to test: it is partly learned from the scientific
community and partly aninborn talent of the scientist: “ It isof the essence of the scientific method to select for
verification hypotheses having a high chance of being true. To select good questions for investigation is the
mark of scientifictalent...” (PK, p. 30).

2. Thefiduciary character of personal knowledge, theroleof commitment in personal knowledge, and
Polanyi’s indebtedness to Augustine.2 The scientist has “faith” that, — prior to its testing — the chosen
hypothesisisright and will provefruitful, afaith which issuesin the scientist’s commitment to that hypothesis
and which entails a sustained investigating of the hypothesis even if the scientist’s reputation is questioned.

(W)emust now go back to St. Augustine to restore the balance of our cognitive powers. St.

Augustine... taught that all knowledgewasagift of grace, for whichwemust striveunder the
guidance of antecedent belief: nisi credideritis, nonintelligitis. Hisdoctrine ruled theminds
of Christian scholarsfor athousand years’ (PK, p. 266).

Of course, such faith must be tested by the evidence, but even here the presuppositions of thisfaith definethe
limitsand scope of what countsasrelevant evidence. “ Our fundamental beliefsare continuously reconsidered
in the course of such a process, but only within the scope of their own basic premisses’ (PK, p.267).3 It also
involvesa fundamental circularity: “ Any enquiry intoour ultimatebeliefscanbeconsistentonly if it presupposes
itsown conclusions. It must beintentionally circular” (PK, p. 299).

3. The presence of tacit knowledge or subsidiary awareness aong with explicit knowledge or focal
awareness. tacit knowledge provides a background or context in which the focal knowledge is held and
interpreted. Thisinsight led Polanyi to hisfamous aphorism: “we can know morethanwe cantell” (TD, p. 4).
Tacit knowledgeis often passed on implicitly by apprenticeship (PK, p. 53).

4. The structure of commitment entails universal intent:

Theenquiring scientist’ sintimationsof ahiddenreality arepersonal. They arehisownbeliefs,
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which— owingtohisoriginality — asyet healoneholds. Y et they are not asubjective state
of mind, but convictionsheld with universal intent, and heavy with arduous projects (PK, p.
311).

Y ou can only believe something that might be false... Every act of factual knowing hasthe
structure of acommitment (PK, p. 313).

By hisown command, which bound him to the quest of reality, hewill claim that hisresults
areuniversally valid. Suchistheuniversal intent of ascientific discovery. | speak not of an
established universality, but of auniversal intent, for the scientist cannot know whether his
claimswill beaccepted. They may provefaseor, thoughtrue, may fail tocarry conviction.” (TD,
p.78)

TheEffect of “ Per sonal Knowledge” in Theology and Science:
Representatives Examples

1. lanG. Barbour?

a. Methodological “parallels of theology and science,” i.e., similarities in methods even with
independent content. In comparing scientific and theological methodologies, Barbour stressesthat hisis not
an attempt to deriveimplicationsfrom sciencefor theology but arecognition of rational and empirical attitudes
that are shared by scientists and theologians. For example, he draws on the work of Oxford physicist, C. A.
Coulson, who speaks about how scientists experience wonder about, reverence towards, and beauty in nature.
Hepointsout that scienceinvol vespresuppositionsand moral commitmentssimilar tothoseinreligion; e.g., that
the world is lawful and intelligible, that science requires humility and cooperation. In stressing that science
involveshumanfactorsincludingthescientist’ spersonal judgment andinvol vement inthescientific community
he cites both Polanyi (PK) and Harold Schilling, Science and Religion (ISR, p. 128n).

b. Theessential roleof community inscience. HereBarbour claimsthat theprogressof sciencedepends
essentially onscienceascommunity: “asocial enterprise(and) acooperativeventure” (ISR, p. 152). Thescientific
community carrieswithit aset of attitudeswhich, according to Schilling, includeideal s, acharacteristic way of
life, standards, mores, conventions, signsand symbols, ethics, theauthority of thecommunity’ sconsensus, etc.
Hethen quotes Polanyi aswriting: “Its members recogni ze the same set of persons astheir masters and derive
fromthisallegianceacommontradition, of which each carriesonaparticular strand” (PK, p. 163,inISRp. 152).

c. Scientificobjectivity asintersubjectivetestability thatincludespersonal involvement. Drawingagain
on Polanyi, Barbour arguesthat the eval uation of competing theoriesismorethan aformal process; it involves
apersona judgement by the scientist. The scientist issimilar to ajudge weighing evidence or adoctor making
adiagnosis. “ Objectivity isnot theabsenceof personal judgment but, asPolanyi putsit, the presenceof universal
intent (PK, p. 64f). Itiscommitment touniversality andrationality, not an attempt atimpersona detachment, which
prevents such decisions from being purely subjective” (ISR, p. 151). Universality, in turn, includes the
“conviction that the same structure of nature is open to investigation by other scientists” who constitute the
international community of scientists. Itinvolvesatranscendenceof one’ spersonal preferencesand of evidence
that challenges one’s presuppositions. Final thlzmiversal ity does not exclude but actually requires personal



involvement shaped by what Polanyi calls* universal intent.” Thussciencedoesnotrequire disinterestedness,”
a detached attitude without personal involvement; instead scientists may be passionate about their work.
Movinginto the humanitiesand especially religion, we till find “the personal involvement of the knower” but
hereit influencesthe process of inquiry more so than in science. Thusscienceand religion lie on a“ spectrum
with varying forms of personal involvement” rather than an absol ute dichotomy between scientific=objective
vs. religious=subjectiveknowledge (1SR, pp. 181-185).

2. ThomasF. Torrance®

a. God' sself-disclosureintheWord of God, theLogos, isparallel toour scientificknowledgeof nature.
Thisisso because, whilethefactsof natureare known through our rational experience, thesefactsdo not derive
their rationality from our experience, for that would bethe end of science. |nstead, science presupposesthat the
rationality of nature “transcends our experience of it” and we therefore let it “subject our formulations and
apprehensionstoitscriticismsandguidance.” TorrancecitesPolanyi whowritesthat “ thisreality beyond sense-
experience” gives to science its sense of objectivity. Its reality is warranted by the fact that its scientific
implications extend beyond their originating event/experience (PK p. 37). Torrance then arguesfor theformal
equivalenceof scientificandtheol ogical knowledge. “ Theological thinkingismorelikealisteningthanany other
knowledge, alistening for and to arational Word from beyond anythingthat we cantell to ourselvesand distinct
fromour rational elaborationsof it” (TS, p. 29-30).

b. Scientific knowledge is not purely objective, but rather it includes a “personal factor (which)
inevitably entersinto scientific knowledge ... It istherefore unscientific to pretend that the subjective element
iseliminated whenit cannot be... In natural science ... thevery nature of our inquiry, by which we createcertain
conditionswithin which we force nature to discloseitself to us according to our will, affects the content of our
knowledge, and givesit an unavoidable ambiguity” (TS, pp.93-94, cites PK).

c¢. Theroleof thescientificcommunity in personal knowledge: “ Our thinking presupposesthestructure
of our active personal inter-relations and takes place within them. Even the activity of natural science is
inextricably involved in the structure of science, and would be impossible without acommunity of empirical
subjects in which mutual questioning and criticism and communication provide the necessary condition for
verification and progressin knowledge” (TS, p. 163, cites PK).

d. Theological knowledgecanonly beverified not by usbut by “ (God) who a oneiscapabl eof justifying
them... our knowledge of God must cometo usfromwithout from God Himself... (Similarly) in natural science
verification requiresin thelast resort a personal judgement in assessment of the evidence” (TS, p. 197, second
sentenceinfootnote#1 where TorrancecitesPK, pp. 17,59, 63, 202, 264, 299).

e. Our experience pointsbeyond itself to auniversal rationality in nature: “What sustainsand fortifies
us at this point is the discovery of arationality in the nature of things that goes far beyond our understanding
and that transcends the clues on which we haverelied in attaining vision of it” (TS, p. 237, cites PK, p. 66ff).

f. Thetermsof theological language must be reformulated and shaped by the nature of their object for
then“asweusethemthey extend our apprehension of theobject.” Heciteswhat Polanyi called theindeterminate
anticipatory powersof an appositevocabulary” which arisesfromitscontact withreality (TS, pp. 266-267, PK,
116).
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g. Weonly know God through God' sfree self-giving in Grace. Thusthekind of inquiry appropriate
to theology is essentially different from that of science. Experimenta investigations are inappropriate for
theology for wewould beinvestigating anidol, not the Lord God. He citesPolanyi assaying that “Itisillogical
to attempt the proof of the supernatural by natural tests, for these can only establish the natural aspects of an
event and can never represent it as supernatural” (TS, pp. 299-300, citing PK, p.284).

3. John Polki nghorne6

a. Insomeplaces, Polkinghorneclearly drawson Polanyi without specifically citing him (although he
frequently cites Torrance). Polkinghorne claimsthat there are “two circularities ... involved in the search for
knowledge. Oneisthehermeneutic circle: we haveto believein order to understand and we haveto understand
inordertobelieve...Thesecond circleistheepistemiccircle: how weknowiscontrolled by thenatureof theobject
and the nature of the object isrevea ed through out knowledge of it” (FP, p. 32).

b. Elsewhere, hecitesboth Torranceand Polanyi. For example, Polkinghornewritesthatinscience* it
is possible for understanding to be attained without the possession of a detailed explanation....The ability of
understanding to outrun explanation isintimately connected with thereligious concept of faith” (FP, p. 38). He
then draws on Torrance who compares discursive argumentation with intuitive, ontological knowledge where
“something utterly new becomesdisclosed and our minds cannot but yield conceptual assent toits self-evident
reality... Genuinefaithin God, for example, washeld to involve aconceptual assent of thiskind...” (TS, p. 74).
Thus such aresponse of faith is“the exercise of those tacit skills which Michael Polanyi rightly diagnosed as
indi spensabletothescientificenterpriseand whichgiveitkinshipwithall other formsof humanrational inquiry”
(FP, pp. 37-38). And in discussing the open future of theworld of becoming and for new horizons of discovery
(specifically about “ emergent-downward” holistic chaostheory yet to be discovered), and about the difference
between executing al gorithmsand human thinking, PolkinghornecitesPolanyi’ saphorism: “Wecanknow more
thanwecantell.” (FP, p. 26, note 35, citing TD, p. 4).

c. Finally, Polkinghorneoffersasuccinct and appreciativesummary of Polanyi: “ Belief that scienceand
theology are intellectual cousins under the skin encourages theological interest in the philosophy of science.
It will be apparent that | am considerably influenced by thewritings of Michael Polanyi... Theemphasisonthe
exercise of tacit skills of judgement, within aconvivial community but employed with universal intent, isboth
consonant with what goesonin science .. and it has obvious affinities with the procedures of other disciplines
— liketheology, whereit iseven harder to tell what we know and why we know it” (FP, p. 47).

Additional Themesin Polanyi That HaveHad an Influencein “ Theology and Science”
1. Conception of ageneralizedfield

Polanyi offersa* generalization of thefield concept in astrictly biological sense.” “Morphogenesis,
operating under thedirection of amorphogeneticfield, isasomatic processof thesamekind[ascomprehension],
but following mor phological rightnessasitsstandard of achievement” (PK, p. 398). Themorphogeneticprocess
isone of “inexhaustible resourcefulness.” The success of morphogenesisis defined in terms of the agency of
“the morphogenetic field (or itsorganizer, if thereisone)” (PK, p. 398).
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2. Boundary conditions asirreducible to the laws of nature.

Polanyi arguesthat thelaws of physics, for example, do not determinethe boundary conditionswhich
make aparticular physical object functiontheway it does, i.e., asatool. Henceagainst reductionism, thereare
emergentlevelsinnatureinwhichtheboundary conditionsarisethat superveneonthelower levels(PK, p. 401ff).

The effect of these additional themes in theology and science: representative examples.
1. Arthur Peacocke.

Regardinganti-reductionisminPeacocke’ searly thought (1971)7: “For Polanyi’ sanalysiseven of what
wemean by amachine showstheinvolvement in mechanismsof new principlesof ordering matter, of boundary
conditions, which could not have been predicted from aknowledge of thelaws governing the constituent parts.
So ‘ mechanism’ asaview of biological evolution hasto reckonwiththislogical feature of therelation of higher
organismsto lesscomplex (ones)” (SCE, p. 131). But wheredo these‘ boundary conditions’ comefrom? Does
natural selection answer this question, or “isit necessary to postulate, as Polanyi himself does, the existence
of a‘phylogenetic field' that governs the process of evolution and in which the organisms are guided by the
potentialitieswhich areopentothem, drawn on by anactivecentrefromwhich such strivingisdirected?’ (SCE,
p. 131, ref. PK, pp. 398-400, 405). Peacocke' sresponseisnottolink thisfield with God' simmanent activity in
nature as the continuous creator but rather to claim that nature displays a “ continuous creative development
governed by itsown inherent laws” (SCE, p.132).

Note: Sevenyearslater, with Peacocke' s Bampton lectures, all mention of “morphogenesis,” “ phylo-
genetic field,” and even Polanyi, are gone. Instead Peacocke turns to the “order out of chaos’ scenario as
discovered by Nobel laureate Ilya Prigogine in relation to dissipative systems such as found in non-linear,
irreversiblethermodynamic processesfar from equilibrium. Polanyi’ snamedoesn’t show upintheindextohis
Gifford Lectures (1993).8 Interestingly, though, throughout hiswritings Peacocke makes extensive use of the
ideathat boundary conditions affect the particular characteristics of adynamic system even while they cannot
be reduced to the basic laws of nature (what he calls “whole-part constraints’) in arguing against epistemic
reductionism in favor of emergence and in discussing non-interventionist models of divine action. It isnot
altogether clear to mehow much hedrew thisfrom Polanyi and how much hetook it fromwhat isreally astandard
point in mathematical physicswithwhichweareall familiar—i.e., theneed to specify boundary conditionsand
initial conditionswhen solving the equationsfor particular physical systems such asthe wave motion of sound
in arectangular room or the vibrations of adrumhead.

2. John Haught

Inhisearlier writings, John Haught makesinteresting useof someof Polanyi’ sideas, including personal
knowledge with itsfiduciary characterl0and tacit dimension,1! and the argument against reductionism viathe
appeal towhat arein effect boundary conditions, namely lifeand mind asthey “indwell” chemical processesand
whilerelying onthemthey cannot beunderstoodintheir terms.12 Polanyi continuestoinfluence Haught’ swork
in more recent writings, especially in comparison with the thought of Teilhard, Hans Jonas and Whitehead.13
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Conclusions

Itwould bequiteinteresting to undertake an extensiveexpl oration of thetheol ogy and scienceliterature
to determinejust how widespread and lasting isthe influence of Polanyi’ swritings. Perhaps 2008 would bea
fitting year for such a project in celebration of the fiftieth year anniversary of the publication of Personal
Knowledge.14

Endnotes

10Obviously a more extended paper than this very brief one would include Polanyi’s discussion of
personal knowledge in his other writings.

2Reminiscent, of course, of fides quaerens intellectum.

3AsNorwood Hanson famously remarked, “all data are theory-laden.”

“Thesecitationsarefromlan G. Barbour, | ssuesin Scienceand Religion (New Y ork: Harper & Row, 1971
[originally publishedin 1966 by Prentice-Hall]) (ISR). Other citationsof Polanyi in| SRnot used hereincludep.
148n, p. 156, p. 265. Polanyi figuresprominently in Barbour’ sGifford Lectures, Religioninan Ageof Science,
(SanFrancisco: Harper & Row, 1990).

SReferencesareto ThomasF. Torrance, Theol ogical Science(London: Oxford University Press, 1969)
citedas TS

6 John C. Polkinghorne, The Faith of a Physicist: Reflections of a Bottom-up Thinker (New Jersey:
Pri ncetor; University Press, 1994) cited asFP.

Arthur Peacocke, Science and the Christian Experiment, (OUP, 1971).

8Arthur Peacocke, Theol ogy for a Scientific Age: Being and Becoming— Natural, Divineand Human,
Enlarged Edition (Minneapolis: FortressPress, 1993).

% Peacocke, Theology for aScientific Age, Ch. 3. Seea so: “ Peacockeconsidershowto conceiveof God' s
relation to theworldinthelight of modificationsinthe scientific concepts of predictability and causality which
the phenomenaof deterministic chaosand dissipative systemson the one hand, and of ‘ whole-part constraints’
ontheother hand, haveinduced.... Peacocke arguesthat thenotion of ‘ whole-part constraints' ininterconnected
and interdependent systemsdoes provideanew conceptual resourcefor modeling how God might be conceived
of asinteracting with and influencing eventsin theworld. Thisis particularly truein conjunction with aprime
exemplification of the whole-part constraint in the unitiverelation of the*human braininthe human body’ - in
fact, thismodel of personal agency isthebiblical andtraditional model for God’ sactionintheworld. Heevokes
thenotion of aflow of informationasilluminating this* whole-part’” interaction of Godwiththeworld, whichcould
then be conceived of as a communication by God to that part of the world (namely, humanity) capable of
discovering God’ smeanings.” (Excerptedfrom my summary of Peacocke’ s God' sInteractionwiththeWorld”
Robert John Russell, Nancey C. Murphy, and Arthur R. Peacocke, eds., Chaos and Complexity: Scientific
Per spectives on Divine Action, Scientific Perspectives on Divine Action Series [Vatican City State: Vatican
Observatory Publications: Berkeley, California: Center for Theol ogy and the Natural Sciences, 1995]).

10 John F. Haught, Science & Religion: From Conflict to Conversion (New Y ork: Paulist Press, 1995),
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1 Haught, Science & Religion, 88.

12 Haught, Science & Religion, 91.

13 John F. Haught, God After Darwin: A Theology of Evolution (Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press,
2000),Ch.10.

“Thiswould certainly includeworks b¥1 EF;hi lip Claytonand Joseph Bracken, whom | know use Polanyi



(privatecommunicationsfrom Clayton). Seeal sorecent TAD articlesby Clayton (“ Emergence, Supervenience,
and Personal Knowledge”.29:3(2002-03): 8-19)and Bracken (“ Emergent Monismand Final Causality: A Field-
Oriented Approach” 31:2(2004-05): 18-26).

WWW Polanyi Resources

ThePolanyi Society hasaWorld Wide Web site at http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi . In
addition to information about Polanyi Society membership and meetings, the site containsthefollowing: (1)
digital archives containing al issues of Tradition and Discovery since 1991; (2) a comprehensive listing of
Tradition and Discovery authors, reviews and reviewers; (3) the history of Polanyi Society publications, and
information onlocating early publicationsnot inthearchive; (4) information on Appraisal and Polanyiana, two
sister journal swith special interest in Polanyi'sthought; (5) the* Guidetothe Papersof Michael Polanyi,” which
provides an orientation to archival material housed in the Department of Special Collections of the University

of Chicago Library; (6) photographsof Polanyi; (7) linksto anumber of essaysby Polanyi aswell asaudiofiles
for theMcEnerney L ectures(1962) and Polanyi’ sconversation with Carl Rogers (1966).
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A Response To The Papersof Robert John Russdll,
Durwood Foster and Richard Gelwick

Donald M usser

ABSTRACT Key Words: epistemology , heteronomy, method, ontology, participation, republic of science,
theology and science, Paul Tillich, Michael Polanyi, Karl Barth, T. F. Torrance, lan Barbour.

Thisessay isa brief response to Durwood Foster and Richard Gelwick’ s essays analyzing the 1963 encounter
of Paul Tillich and Michael Polanyi and to Robert Russell’ s assessment of the importantce of Polanyi’ sideas
for recent theology and science discussions.

Sinceabout 19751 havebeenamember of boththeNorth American Paul Tillich Society andtheMichael
Polanyi Society. A duespaying member, mostyears. Likeanon-resident churchmember, onewhoattendssociety
meetings sporadically. Seldom have | been more eager to attend and to participate as arespondent than in this
uniquejoint session. WhenWalt Gulickinvitedme, | did not havetoreflect onthechallengeof taking onanother
new and unplanned task; rather, | immediately consented.

A bit of autobiography will help you understand why. Inthe mid-1970s, at the age of thirty-two, my
wifeand | packed up our four-year old daughter, our seven-year-old dog, and drove our aging Ford Torino from
a pleasant pastorium in Pittsburgh to a small apartment in a three-story walk-up in Chicago’s Hyde Park
neighborhood. For the next sevenyears| spent my intellectual lifeindwelling thewritings of Michael Polanyi
and Paul Tillich.

Ontheonehand, | read Tillichwith University of Chicagotheologian Langdon Gilkey, oneof Tillich’'s
Union Seminary students. On the other hand, | became a mentee to the Lutheran first-name in science and
theology, Philip Hefner of the Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago, aswell asayoung associate of Ralph
Wendell Burhoe, future Templeton Award winner and co-editor with Hefner of Zygon: Journal of Scienceand
Religion.

Duringthoseidyllicyears, | wrote seminar papersand adoctoral thesisontheimplicationsof Michael
Polanyi’ s epistemology for theology. Through courses with Gilkey and as ateaching assistant to Hefner and
Joseph Sittler, and with adash of spicefrom Carl Braaten who introduced meto theinfluence of Martin Kahler
on Tillich, | alsoimbibed the ontological world of Paulus, often with an Old Stylein hand.

At the time, | was not focally aware that | was being prepared for a thirty-year career as a teacher,
researcher, and author whofrequently, evenalways, wasindwel ling theinsightsof thetwo luminariesweengage
today. Thisshort tripthroughmy life provides, then, thereasons| am so pleased to be apart of thisconvivial
gathering.

My deep appreciation goesto our convener, Walter Gulick, who in akairotic moment asked meto be
arespondent, which, unknownto himat thetime, eventacitly, led metoan ecstaticrevel ation about my intell ectual
identity, after all theseyears. | confessthistruthtoday, publicly, for thefirsttime: IchbineinTillanyian! Walt,
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thank youfor catalyzing my way tothisdiscovery of my truebeing. | haveaccepted my acceptanceasaTillanyian.

| now turn to my responses. First, | want to attend briefly to Robert John Russell’ s fine presentation
of theinfluenceof Polanyi onanumber of theol ogians, most who arevitally engagedintheconversation between
science and theology. | suggest that a fruitful way of engaging Polanyi and theology would involve asking
variations of the question: How is Polanyi’s thought used in theology? One way to pursue an answer might
be a comparative study of the way Polanyi is brought into theological discourse. | think, for example, that a
comparison of the use of Polanyi between, say, aBarthianlikeT. F. Torrance, with atheologian like myself or
Richard Gelwick who finds Tillich’'s method and epistemology commensurate with Polanyi would be worth
undertaking.l

Second, et meturnto Durwood Foster’ sfascinating reflectionsonthePolanyi-Tillich conversationand
subsequent interchanges of 1963. Foster’s fascinating piece is refreshing, vivid, erudite, emotive, and bold!
Foster, for example, states: “Paul Tillich knows nothing about Michael Polanyi.” And, he refers to their
conversation as“areciprocal fizzle.” And, further, he complainsthat Polanyi’ sthought has been “ shamefully
ignored” by philosophers. He also avers that a subtle prejudice obtained against the Jewish Polanyi because
of hisbaptismasaRoman Catholic. Foster’ sstylein hisessay embodiesthe“genes’ of “ personal knowledge”
inhisdiaogical treatment of our duo.

I concur with Foster that Polanyi wasamissto concludein hisessay, “ Scienceand Religion: Separate
Dimensions or Common Ground?,"2 that Tillich sees science and theology as independent of one another.
Although Tillich saysasmuchin Dynamicsof Faith, Tillichhasamuchricher position, ashisbackground paper
for this session shows clearly.3 Based upon that essay and Parts Four and Five of his Systematic Theology,
among others, | am quite certain that Tillich would today embrace what lan Barbour terms the attitude of
“dialogue’ and even “integration” with regard to science and theology.#

Despite our disappointment that the “uncoordinated duo”® did not seriously engage one another in
the 1960s, our session today could, and | hope it does, bring them into conversation as we continue to think
through their works.

Third, Richard Gelwick’s paper refreshes our memories about the context and content of the Tillich-
Polanyi nexus. Evenmoreimportantly for thetheol ogian, Gelwick enunciatesand supportsfour thesesthat, taken
together, beg for the intellectual engagement of the two thinkers, the philosopher-theologian Tillich and the
scientist-philosopher Polanyi. Although| believethey canbebroughtintofruitful dial ogueonnumeroustopics,
let mesuggest one. Theologians, like natural scientists, belong to professional groupswho authorize, or do not
authorize, the results and conclusions of their research. If, | suggest, theologians became acquainted with
Polanyi’ sdelineation of what he calls“therepublic of science,” and applied ideas from the dynamic structures
of scientific investigation, they would find an attractive parallel in Tillich’ snotion of the“ participation” of the
theologian in the knowing process.

| am not quite convinced of Gelwick’s claim about the import of the“ Christian” context of the 1963
encounter of thetwo. Hestrongly affirmsPolanyi’ scommitment tothe Christianfaith. Inmy reading of Polanyi
| do not find him seriously confessional with regard to faith. And, even if he considered himself aChristian, |
find little solace in that as a theologian. Whether a Christian or not, Polanyi’s thought, especially his
epistemol ogy, bears our attention asit is as an important resource for our thinking.
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Finally, picking up on Gelwick’ sother emphasiswhen hereferencesthe” context” of their meetingin
FebruaryinCadliforniain1963, | wouldliketourgethat our twothinkersareascontemporary asever inthetroubled
“context” of our world today. Theissuesthat confront the planet, the human race, and all living creatures can
beilluminedthroughtheir multifaceted writings. Attention, for example, tothecontemporary “moral inversion”
of truth (aPolanyian topic) and the “ heteronomy” of thought (a Tillichean notion) is sorely needed to combat
unbridledauthoritarianism, selfishambition, and vacuousclaimsto certainty, fromboth the“ right” andthe* | eft.”

Lest| turnthispodiumintoapul pit,and sincemy timehasel apsed, let mecloseby citing someconcluding
remarksin an essay | wrotein a 1986 essay that was based upon an oral presentation | made at a conference at
Hope CollegeinHolland, Michigan, onthe centennial of Tillich’sbhirth. | said that Tillich’ sview of reason has
the structural framework to buttress an ontology and an epistemol ogy that are dynamic and not static, subject
torational assessment, and personal (or participative). Withthefollowingwords| then concludedthat Polanyi’s
theory of personal knowledgeisapromising candidate: “Polanyi . ... developed anepistemol ogy and acorrel ative
ontology (a stratified universe) that provide the beginnings for a constructive philosophy that awaits
development and application to theology.”©

Endnotes

1Seemy essay “ Theological Reasoning: A Tillichean Perspective,” SoundingsL XIX (Winter, 1986):
pp.423-435.

2In Philosophy Today 7 (Spring, 1963): pp. 4-14.

3" Participation and Knowledge: Problemsof an Ontology of Cognition,” Main Works/ Hauptwerke,
Vol 1/Bd 1: Philosophical Writings/ Philosophi sche Schriften; Ed. by Wenz, Gunther. BerlinandNew Y ork: De
Gruyter, 1989, pp. 382-389.

4See Barbour, When Science Meets Religion, pp. 36-38.

5Foster’ sterm for them.

6Musser, “ Theological Reasoning,” pp. 433-434.

Electronic Discussion List
The Polanyi Society supports an electronic discussion group that exploresimplications of the thought of
Michael Polanyi. Anyone interested can join. To join yourself, go to the following address: http://
groups.yahoo.com/group/polanyi_list/join. If you have difficulty, send an e-mail to Doug Masini
(masini @etsu.edu) and someone will seethat you are added to the list.
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