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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
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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.®

Endnotes

! Thereisadisagreement between CharlesM cClQ)/' sdate, Feb. 21, 1963 on thismeeting with the date,



Feb. 20 on Paul Tillich’ styped notesfor his addressto the University of California. Polanyi in hisnotes says,
“Pointsfrom aconversation with Paul Tillich on Feb. 21, 1963. | wasasked to discusswith him hisUniversity
Lectureon‘Religion, Science, and Philosophy’ and hissecond Earl Lectureon Thelrrelevance and Relevance
of Christianity’ both delivered onthat day.” See Tradition & Discovery, XXII, No. 1, 1995-96, pp. 5,14.

2SeeBrown, MackenzieD., Ultimate Concern, Tillichin Dialogue, New Y ork, Harper & Row, 1965.

3 Scott, William T. and Moleski, Martin X., Michael Polanyi, Scientist and Philosopher, New Y ork,
Oxford University Press, 2005; Tyson, Ruel, “ From Salon to I nstitute: Convivial SpacesinthelIntellectua Life
of Polanyi,” Tradition & Discovery, XXXII, No. 3, pp.19-22; Polanyi, Michael, Personal Knowl edge, Chicago,
University of Chicago Press, 1958, Chapter 7,“ Conviviality,” pp. 203-248.

4 For therange of Polanyi’ sintellectual and spiritual outreach see John M. Cash, “ Guideto the Papers
of Michael Polanyi,” Tradition& Discovery, X X111, Number 1, 1996-97, pp. 5-47.

5 Personal correspondence, Oct. 4, 2007. Stackpolethought it was 8,000 but review of the seating at
Harmon at that time suggeststhat it would have been morelikely 6,000.

8 From1963-66whilewriting my dissertation, | knew Savioascampusminister for theNorthern California
Conference of the United Church of Christ at the University of Californiaat Berkeley and with the United
Ministriesworking with the students during the Free Speech Movement. | recorded Mario Savio ontapeinthe
men’ sroomof Sproul Hall duringthestudent sit-in. Savio’ stapewastranscribed andfirst publishedinHumanity,
An Arena of Critiqgue and Commitment, No. 2, December, 1964, for which | worked under my doctoral advisor,
CharlesMcCoy. Savio'sarticle,“ AnEndtoHistory,” isin Lipset, Martin Seymour and Wohlin, Sheldon S., (eds)
The Berkeley Sudent Revolt, New Y ork, Doubleday, 1965, pp. 216-219.

"Typed copy, Richard Gelwick received 1963 either from CharlesM cCoy at Pacific School of Religion
or Joann Nash, Westminster House at University of Californiaat Berkeley.

8Polanyi, Michadl, “ Jewish Problems,” ThePoalitical Quarterly, X1V, January-March, 1943, pp. 33-45,
and Knepper, Paul, “ Polanyi, ‘ Jewish Problems’ and Zionism,” Tradition & Discovery, XXXI1, Number 1, pp.
6-19.

9 Scott and Moleski, p. 45.

101 hidem.

11 Scott and Mol eski, p. 46.

121949, 1951, London, SCM Ltd. On p. 240 Moberly refersto Polanyi asfollows:. “ That isthe Stateis
not morally freeto mould theuniversity toitswill, nor istheuniversity morally freeto goitsownway atitsown
pleasure. Their relationwill only be healthy when both recognizeahigher loyalty. Similarly Professor Michael
Polanyi has pointed out that the basis of the intellectual conscience of the scholar or the scientist is his sense,
indiscovery, of making contact with aspiritual reality by which heiscontrolled. Professional tradition may be
corrupt. Butitisproperly rootedinaccessto spiritual reality andinaconsequent moral compulsion. Hier stehe
ichund kannnicht anders. Hisclaimtofreedomisinthenameof this, morefundamental, allegiance. Hemakes
it not asagifted or privileged, but as a dedicated person. The university must be free, as the Church must be
free, to obey God rather than man.” Thisthemeremained constant in Polanyi’ sthought until theend of hislife.

13 Another exampl e of this underlying drive in Polanyi’s philosophical work is seenin an addressin
England, “ Can ScienceBring Peace?’ in TheListener, April 25, 1946, wherePol anyi suggeststhat beforereligion
canguidehumanity againonacultural scaletherewill havetobeareforminthepublicoutl ook that reduceshuman
nature and morality to materialist levels.

14 Scott and Moleski, p. 47.

15 Completed 1965. Michael Polanyi: Credere Aude, His Theory of Knowledge and Its Implications
for Christian Theology, University of Michigan Microfilms.

16 Garden City, New Y ork, Doubleday ziréd Company, 1966. University of Chicago Press, 2009.



”New Haven, YaeUniversity Press, 1952.

18 Science, Faith and Society, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1946. Personal Knowledge,
Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1958. University of Chicago Press, 2009.

¥ Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1951 andNew Y ork, Harper and Brothers, 1952. For Polanyi’'s
discussion of Tillich’'s theology see Personal Knowledge, p. 283.

2 For a copy of these “notes’ and subsequent correspondence between Tillich and Polanyi see
Tradition& Discovery,XXIl,No. 1, 1995-96, pp. 14-18.

2 Philosophy Today, V11, Spring, 1963, pp.4-14

21bid., p.11.

2 | bidem.

24 Parti cipationand K nowledge: Problemsof an Ontology of Cognition,” isin EnglishintheFestschrift
MaxHorkheimer zum60 Geburtstag publishedin Sociol ogica, pp. 201-9. hrsg. Adornoand Dirks, Frankfurtam.,
1955, bound in Frankfuerter Beitrage zur Soziologie, Bd. 1.

% On ontology of commitment see Personal Knowledge, pp. 379ff and on “comprehensive entities’
seePhil Mullins, “ Comprehension and the* Comprehensive Entity’: Polanyi’ sTheory of Tacit Knowingand Its
Metaphysical Implications,” Tradition& Discovery, XX XII1,No. 3,2006-2007, pp. 26-43.

% Mullins, op. cit.

27 Parti cipation and K nowledge: Problems of an Ontology of Cognition,” pp. 202-203.

2 The Tacit Dimension, pp. 10-11, et passim.

2 Participation and Knowledge: Problems of an Ontology of Cognition,” pp. 204-205.

%0 | bidem.

31bid., pp. 203-204 and Polanyi, Meaning, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1975. Chapter 4 et
passim.

32 Participation and Knowledge: Problemsof an Ontology of Cognition,” pp. 203-204.

33 | bidem.

%1bid., 207-209.

% | bidem.

%bid. pp. 204-205, 207-209.

57| qualify Tillich’ sreligiousknowledge here with theword “ primary” becauseit seemshemeansan
experience about which reflection and discourse in theology occurs secondarily.

%1hid., 200.

% Meaning, pp. 74-75.

4 Meaning, p. 180.

41“ Scienceand Religion: Separate Dimensionsor Common Ground,” Philosophy Today, V11, Spring,
1963, pp.4-14.

“2|hid., Note 1, p. 14.

“Pp. 81-82.

4 Tillich, Paul, The Irrelevance and Relevance of the Christian Message, ed. Durwood Foster,
Cleveland, Pilgrim Press, 1996, pp. 23-41. Thischapter, “ TheNatureof Present Day Thought and ItsStrangeness
to Traditional Christianity,” isthe second Earl Lecture that Polanyi heard that evening.

4 Polanyi in“The Two Cultures,” reprinted in Grene, Marjorie (ed.), Knowing and Being, Chicago,
University of Chicago Press, 1959, pp. 40-46.

“lbid., pp. 41-42.

47" Scienceand Religion: Separate Dimensionsor Common Ground,” p. 4.

19



“8 Personal Knowledge, p. 284, et passim, and pp.308-312.

49 Parti cipation and Knowledge: Problems of an Ontology of Cognition,” pp. 202-203.
%The Tacit Dimension, p. 11 et passim.

SIMullins, p.36.

52 Personal Knowledge, p. 199.

Notes on Contributors

Durwood Foster isatheol ogianwho taught for many yearsat Pacific School of Religion/Graduate Theol ogical
Union. Foster took an A.B. at Emory University andthena B.D. and Ph.D. at Union Theol ogical Seminary and
wasastudent of Paul Tillich. Hehaswrittenscholarly articlesonTillich (and other topics) and, in 1996, heedited
Thelrrelevanceand Relevanceof theChristianMessage, (Cleveland, Pilgrim Press). Thisbook isthe 1963 Tillich
Earl Lectures given at Pacific School of Religion, the occasion of Tillich's meeting with Polanyi.

Richard Gelwick isProfessor Emeritusof Medical Ethicsand Humanitiesof theUniversity of New Englandand
Adjunct Professor of Bangor Theological Seminary. Earlier, he chaired for twenty one yearsthe Religion and
Philosophy Department at StephensCollege. When hemet Michagl Polanyi in 1962, Polanyi hadjust published
his address on “Faith and Reason”given at the assembly of The World Student Christian Federation in
Strasbourg. Gelwick approached Polanyi about doing hisdoctoral dissertationon Polanyi’ stheory of knowledge
anditsimplicationsfor Christiantheology. Polanyi invited himtowork withhimthefollowingyear at the Center
For Advanced Studiesin Behavioral Sciencesat Stanford; Gelwick hel ped organized the 1963 meeting between
Polanyi and TillichwhenTillichwasgivingtheEarl Lecturesat Pacific School of Religion. Fromt1962on, Gelwick
worked closely with Polanyi, prepared thefirst bibliography and microfilm of Polanyi’ ssocia and philosophical
papers, published The Way of Discovery, An Introduction to the Thought of Michael Polanyi, wasthefounding
editor of TAD and served for many year as General Coordinator of the Polanyi Society.

Donald Musser is Senior Professor of Religious Studies and Hal S. Marchman Chair of Civic and Social
Responsibility (Emeritus) at Stetson University, Del.and, Florida. With Joseph Price, heisco-author of Tillich
inthe Abingdon Press“Pillars of Theology” seriesthat will appear in February 2010.

Robert J. Russell istheFounder and Director of the Center for Theol ogy andtheNatural Sciences(CTNS), and
thelan G. Barbour Professor of Theology and Sciencein Residence at the Graduate Theological Union (GTU),
Berkdey. Hewasastudent of Durwood Foster , anearly supporter of Russdll’ sproj ect of settingup CTNS. Russell
isthe author of Cosmology from Alpha to Omega: Towards the Mutual Creative Interaction of Theology and
Science (Fortress Press, 2008), and author and/or editor many articles and collections in the “theology and
science” area

20



