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

Harry Prosch died peacefully on the morning of March 11, 2005, in Saratoga
Springs, New Y ork, where helivedin retirement after 25 yearsas a Skidmore College
faculty member. InMay 1991, not long after theK ent State Polanyi Conference, Prosch
had a debilitating stroke and was unabl e to continue his scholarly work.

Prosch was born on May 4, 1917, in Logansport, Indiana, the son of an
independent grocer. He was disappointed to learn, when heregistered for high school
inLogansport, that hewasnot eligiblefor the college preparatory classbecause hehad
not studied L atin. Hewasplacedinthelndustrial Artsprogramfromwhichhegraduated
in1935and becamean apprenti cepattern-maker at amachinecompany whereheworked
for several years. Later heworked asaclerk at thelocal post office until heentered the
armyin1942. ProschservedinthePacificin New Guineaandthe Philippinesasasupply
sergeant inWorld War I1. Prosch’ swidow Dorisreportsthat he often spoke of thejoy hefelt when asasoldier
he heard the news about the new G. I. Bill, which meant he could realize his dream of attending college.

Afterthewar, Prosch becameastudent at the University of Chicagowhereheearnedan AB withhonors
(in1948), an AM (in 1950, theyear Michael Polanyi first visited the University of Chicago) andfinally aPh. D.
in Philosophy in 1955. His master’s thesis was titled “Methodological Pre-Requisites for a Practical Social
Science” and hisdoctoral dissertation, “ The Current Impassein Ethics.” At Chicago, Prosch becameinterested
inthethought of Michael Polanyi. Proschtaught at | daho State College, Shimer Collegeand Southern M ethodi st
University before joining the faculty in 1962 at Skidmore College. He served as the Chair of the Philosophy
Department for atotal of 15 yearsbefore heretired from Skidmorein 1987.

Prosch’s former colleagues and students report that he was a committed and talented philosophy
teacher. Two of hiscolleaguesremembered his specia approachto teaching Plato. Inaseminar when treating
Symposium, Proschinvited hissenior students(of legal age) tohishomefor atrue Greek-stylesymposium, where
they were served retsina, which the students did not like. One of his fellow philosophers mused that this was
Harry’ sway of warning students not to overindulge. One of Prosch’sformer students who did graduate work
in philosophy, Cynthia Ai, offered the following tribute to Prosch’ s pedagogy and his influence:

I will remember himasthefine, brilliant, generousteacher hewas. Hisgentle, yet firm, method
of sharing knowledge, hiskindnessto us students, his sense of humor, and gentle chuckle—
all thiswill remain. Indirect andin subtleways, Harry influenced our lives. Because of his
example, | pursued studies in philosophy with a love of learning and
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exploration | never experienced elsewhere. In large measure, whatever | have become
is due to having studied with Harry for whose friendship | shall aways be grateful.

Another former student, Susan Jennings, commented inasimilar vein:

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

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

! Thanks go to Doris Prosch and her family aswlglpgsr}]g(te?gmith from Skidmore College who provided rich
material about Harry Prosch, including reflections of former students, local newspaper obituaries and the
announcement about Harry's death that the President of Skidmore, Philip Glotzback, sent to the Skidmore
community. This obituary has borrowed generously from this material.

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

WWW Polanyi Resources

ThePolanyi Society hasaWorld WideWeb siteat http://www.missouriwester n.edu/orgs/polanyi/. In
addition to information about Polanyi Society membership and meetings, the site contains the
following: (1) the history of Polanyi Society publications, including a listing of issues by date and
volumewith atableof contentsfor recent issuesof Tradition and Discovery; (2) acompr ehensivelisting
of Tradition and Discovery authors, reviewsand reviewers; (3) digital archives containing many past
issuesof Tradition and Discovery; (4) infor mation on locating early publicationsnot in thear chive; (5)
information on Appraisal and Polanyiana, twosister jour nalswith special inter est in Polanyi'sthought;
(6) the“ Guidetothe Papersof Michael Polanyi”, which providesan orientation to ar chival material
housed intheDepartment of Special Collectionsof theUniversity of ChicagoL ibrary; (7) photographs
of Polanyi; (8) linksto a number of essays by Polanyi.
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This essay traces the history of Harry Prosch’s work with Michael Polanyi. It analyzes the Prosch-Polanyi
archival correspondence as well as other correspondence records in an effort to make clear the scope and
nature of Prosch’ sworkintheir collaboration on Meaning, a book published under both namesat alate stage
of Polanyi’s life when his mental capacities were diminished.

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

Prosch’s Early Work with Polanyi

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

TheMeaning Project

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Finally, | have got the * Acceptance of Religion’ (Chapter Seven) put in some sort of shape.
11



Thisoneisvery much reorganized initsactual shape. But it followsthe pointsthat youwere
making. | have supplemented it with more examples and with what else you have written
about religion. From the conversations we had | would think you would approve of the
general form of this—maybe, | hope, of its precise text. But we shall see.”®

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

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

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

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

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

| am coming more and moreto doubtsasto advising youin your work. Much of thematerial
we could consider for publication by ourselves seems open to choices, in which | do not
effectively want to adviseyou. Themain point isthat your decisionisso much nearer to our
present material that | am tending to refrain from giving effective advices.”
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Prosch’s work in finishing up the introduction (the first three chapters of Meaning) was somewhat
delayed by the death of hisfather, but he assured Polanyi that the introduction would treat some of the matters
Polanyi seemed anxious about.®® In early October, Prosch sent Polanyi the three introductory chapters, along
with acareful description of which earlier Polanyi publications he had adapted to frame these chapters; healso
proposed the title “meaning” for the book.”® In the fall of 1973, Polanyi’s letters become extraordinarily
confusing documents, suggesting afurther declineof Polanyi’ smental capacities. At thisstage, Polanyi seemed
increasingly hesitant to make any decisions; he seemed sometimesto have ideas but they remain vague and he
put themforth very tentatively. SometimesPolanyi seemed to be suggesting that Prosch publish Meaning under
hisown name;® sometimes he seemed to suggest further revisionsto thetext, but it isnot clear what precisely
Polanyi intended Prosch to correct or modify. In late November, Polanyi cabled Prosch “have read your
excellent manuscript and wish to beits fellow author.”®* But just four days later, Polanyi wrote: “Y ou have
introduced in your last chapter a treatment similar to my own, but essentially departing to away of yours. |
mean your image of residual conceptions open to afurther perspective. Thisdiffersessentially from my way
of handling such animportant unfinished element.”? Theeffect on Prosch of Polanyi’ s changes of perspective
andtheincoherenceof Polanyi’ sarti culation must have been maddening, though no trace of frustration appears
in any of Prosch’sletters or interviews.®® What is clear in Prosch’s letters to Polanyi during the fall of 1973
and thereafter isthat Harry recogni zed that he was now dealing with afriend and collaborator whose capacities
were very seriously diminished. Prosch wasinfinitely patient with Polanyi, assuring him he could take extra
time to study the manuscript and assuring him that he would help him with the new collection of his essays
that Polanyi now seemed to be contemplating. He repeated explanations offered in earlier letters about the
organi zation and sourcesof material in Meaning, since Polanyi seemedto haveforgotten or to be confused about
such matters.® In late November, Prosch proposed that he approach the University of Chicago Press about
publishing Meaning.%®

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Harry Prosch and the Post-Meaning Discussions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7 Polanyi to Prosch, May 3, 1973, Box 16, Fol der 13. Prosch acknowledged Polanyi’ sfinal admission:
“As| understand theselast three letters, you areleaving the drafting of the manscript to me and you will assist,
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under hisname at the sametime. It seemslikely that this collection of essaysisthe same material that Polanyi
was also seeking help from Richard Gelwick to organizein late 1973. See the discussion below.
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