Tradition & Discovery

The Polanyi Society Periodical

Volume XXXI11 Number 1 2006--2007
S = (oSSR 2
NEWS QNG NOLES.......couiiiiiiiere ettt e bbb bbb se e e e e nes 3
I nfor mation on Polanyi Society Electr onicDiSCUSSION LISt ......ccccecvieereeinseeseeie e 3
Polanyi Society Travel Fund and Procedur efor ApplyingFor ATravel Grant............... 4
2006 Polanyi Society ANNUal M EELING .......coveiieeeeeee et 6
Submissionsfor Publication/WWW Polanyi RESOUI CES..........ccverereeerieeieseseseeeseeees 7
“DiscerningtheSpiritsof Moder nity and Postmoder Nity” ..........ccoveeeveeresceeseeieseenenns 8
David Nikkel
“David NaugleoN Wor [AVIEWS ........ccoiieieeiereerie et eae et e e e e nesneens 27
DaleCannon
NOLESON CONTITDULOIS.....eiviiiiieieeiee ettt enes 31
“A Responseto Cannon’s Commentson My BOOK” .........ccceevuereeieseeneecieseene e 32
David Naugle
Polanyi Society M ember Ship........cooveiieeiice e 35
REVIBWS.....cceeee ettt sttt be e be s aeesae e s be et e s beebeeneesreenteaneans 36

J. Wentzel Van Huyssteen, Alonein the World? Human Uniquenessin Science and Theology
Reviewed by Walter Gulick

Malcolm Gladwell, Blink: ThePower of Thinking Without Thinking
Reviewed by Dick M oodey



The Polanyi Society

General Coordinator/Board President
Book Review Editor

Walter Gulick
MontanaStateUniversity--Billings
Billings, MT 59101
(406)657-2904/WGulick@msubillings.edu

John Apczynski, Board Treasurer
Box 12/Saint Bonaventure University
St. Bonaventure, NY 14778
apczynski @sbu.edu

Dale Cannon

Divisionof Humanities
Western Oregon University
Monmouth, OR 97361 USA
cannodw@wou.edu

Richard Gelwick

12 Prosser Rd.
Harpswell, ME 04079
rprogel @juno.com

C. P. Goodman

Alpines, 2 Cliffe Lane/ Hathersage
Hope Valley, Derbyshire S32 1DE UK
cpgoodman@lineone.net

Walter Mead

4 Kenyon Court
Bloomington, IL 61701-3320
wbmead@ilstu.edu

Esther Meek

GenevaCollege

Beaver Falls, PA 15010
longingtoknow@earthlink.net

Martin X. Moleski, S.J., Board Secretary
CanisusCollege

Buffalo, NY 14208

(716)888-2383FAX (716)886-6506
moleski @canisius.edu

Jere Moorman

1020 Partrick Road
Napa, CA 94558
JEREMOOR@ao0l.com

Andy Sanders

Faculty of Theology

Nw. Kijk in ‘t Jatstraat 104

9712 St. Groningen / Netherlands
af.sanders@theol.rug.nl

© 2006 by the Polanyi Society
ISSN 1057-1027

Associate Editor/Board of Directors
Paul Lewis

Mercer University

Macon, GA 31207

(478) 301-4166
lewis_pa@mercer.edu

General Editor-Tradition & Discovery
Phil Mullins

Missouri Western State University

St. Joseph, MO 64507

(816)271-4386 FAX (816)271-5987
mullins@missouriwestern.edu

Preface

This issue includes David Nikkel's “Discerning the Spirits of
Modernity and Postmodernity,” which is an interesting effort to chart the
courseof what hetermsa“ moderatepostmodernism.” Alongtheway tothis
path, Nikkel provides interesting criticisms of modernist and immoderate
formsof postmodernism. DaleCannonhasareview articleonDavidNaugl€e' s
book, Worldview: TheHistory of a Concept. Cannon both appreciatesand
challenges Naugle' sanalysis of the concept of worldview, whichisdrawn
from an Evangelical Reformed perspective with the aim of converting the
concept. to Christian use.

The program for the upcoming Polanyi Society annual meetingin
Washingtonisincluded. “NewsandNotes” identifiesanew book on Polanyi
and reports on anumber of changeson the Polanyi Society web site. Again
in this issue, there is information about the Polanyi Society Travel Fund
which was created to help supplement meager travel funds for those who
wishto cometo theannual meeting. At thiswriting, | think there have been
a couple of applicants. While the deadline is past, it might be possible to
squeeze one moreallocation into thisallocation cycle. The Travel Fund, of
course, welcomes contributions. Simply mark any donation asintended for
the Travel Fund. Inthisissue, thereis stuffed the colorful flyer designed to
get your attention and remind you that thisis the beginning of the season
in which members are requested to pay dues.

Phil Mullins

Tradition and Discovery is indexed selectively in The
Philosopher’s Index  and Religious and Theological Abstracts
pnd is included in the EBSCO online database of academic and

fesearch jourpals
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NEWSAND NOTES

Mark Mitchell’ s introductionto Polanyi’ s thought, in
theLibrary of Modern Thinkersseriespublished by the
Intercollegiate Studies Institute, has just been pub-
lished. Thebook is titled Michael Polanyi: The Art
of Knowing. Go to http://www.isi.org/books/

titles.aspx?SBy=Title& SFor=Michagl %20Polanyi for
moreinformation.

The Polanyi Society web site's collection of primary
materials (http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/
polanyi/essays.htm) now includes anaudiofileof the
1966 dia og between Michael Polanyi and Carl Rogers.
Y ou can play the MP3file or you can download it. A
text version of thisdialog that waslater publishedin
WilliamR. Coulsonand Carl R. Rogers, eds., Manand
theScienceof Man (Columbus, Ohio: CharlesE. Merrill
Publishing Co., 1968), pp. 193-201isasoavailableon
thesite. ThanksgotoWilliam Colesonfor permission
to use this material, and to William Coleson, Jere
Moorman, Phil Mullins, and John Flett for working to
put this together.

Plansarebeing madesoonto postlinks, onthePolanyi
Society’s web site, to audio files of Polanyi’s 1962
McEnerney Lecturesin Berkeley, California. Polanyi
gave these four lectures in February and they were
recorded by alocal radio station, KPFA, that isowned
by the Pacifica Foundation. The lectures were appar-
ently playedonairinthesummer of 1962, but havebeen,
since then, a little-known recording in the Pacifica
archives. The lectures had the general title “History
andHope; AnAnalysisof Our Age.” Thefour lectures
had thefollowingtitles: “ The Destruction of Reality,”
“The Realm of the Unspoken,” “The Vindication of
Reality,” and“ A Society of Explorers.” John Flettand
Phil Mullinshavebeenworking onthismateria along
withthefolksat KPFA.

Two additional photographs have been added to the
colletiononthePolanyi Society website. Thereisnow
a photograph of some faculty, including Michael

Polanyi, of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institutes from about
1930. Thereisaso aphotograph of Polany standing
with other members of the physical chemistry faculty
of Manchester University from 1933 or 1934. These
photographs were donated to the Polanyi Society by
JohnMartinswhosefather camefromtheKaiser Wilhelm
Institutes to Manchester with Polanyi and served for
aperiod as Polanyi assistant in Manchester.

The Polanyi Society web site now has a link to the
findingaidfortheGuidetotheMichael Polanyi Papers,
1900-1975inthe Special Collection Research Center at
theUniversity of ChicagoLibrary. Therehasfor several
yearsbeenalink totheversion of the Guide published
inTAD 23:1(1996) but that version of theGuidehasnow
been updated.

ElectronicDiscussion L ist

ThePolanyi Society supportsan electronicdis-
cussion group that explor esimplicationsof thethought
of Michael Polanyi. Anyoneinterested can join. TO
join your self, go to thefollowing address: http:/
[groups.yahoo.com/group/polanyi_list/join. |f
you havedifficulty, send an e-mail toDougM asini
(masini @etsu.edu) and someonewill seethat you
are added to thelist.
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Support Welcomed For Polanyi Society Travel Fund

The assumptions and paradigms that Michael Polanyi brilliantly challenged in the middle of the
twentieth century still, sadly, dominate much of academic thinking to thisday. Nearly half acentury after the
publication of his major epistemological and social works, it isnot at al unusual to receive blank stares from
philosophers, social scientists, and physical scientists—eveninmajor collegesand universities— at themention
of Polanyi’s name.

For several decades the Polanyi Society has devoted its efforts, through itsjournal and its annual
meetings, and — more recently —through itsinternet discussions and website, to the dissemination and
further development of Polanyi’s seminal ideas. Many of those who have taken alead in these efforts find
themselvesin the ranks of graying emeriti and are acutely aware of the urgency of reaching out to more
young people — undergraduates, graduates, and post-graduates — to assure the perpetuation of Polanyi’srich

legacy.

To promotethiseffort, the Society has established amodest Travel Fund to assi st those young people
who have an interest in attending its annual meetings but whose financial conditions make this difficult.
Recently, as we have attempted to spread the word regarding the availability of this fund, an unprecedented
number of prospective beneficiaries of this assistance have been brought to our attention.

Thisisisamost encouraging development in terms of the Society’s central objective of furthering
Polanyi’ sinfluence within academiaand the larger society. However, it appearsthat we may end up thisyear
with considerably moreeligible candidatesthan availablefunds. We canthink of few projectsmoreworthy and
in-line with our common purpose than the expansion of the resources of thisfund.

Any contributions, however modest, that Polanyi Society memberswoul d careto maketothisfundwill
bewelcomed. They arefully tax-deductible. Checksfor thispurposeshould bemadeout tothe* Polanyi Society
Travel Fund” and sent to Walter Mead, the coordinator of this fund, at the address below, for deposit in the
Society’ sfund account. If you wish to consolidate a contribution to the Travel Fund with a check for annual
duesor agenera contribution to the Society, be sure that you clearly identify your intentions. Questions can
be addressed to Walter Mead by regular mail (4 Kenyon Court, Bloomington, IL 61701) or e-mail

(wbmead@ilstu.edu).



ProcedureFor Applying For A Polanyi Society Travel Grant

The purpose of the Polanyi Society Travel Fund is to assist those with a strong interest in Michael
Polanyi — especially undergraduate, graduate, and post-graduate students —who have an interest in attending
the Society’ sannual meeting in November but whose financial conditions makethisdifficult.

Although the Society is interested in providing funding sufficient to make attendance at its annual
meeting possiblefor eligible candidates, because of the modest amount of funds available, the Society must be
selective in awarding alimited number of travel grants. The decision to award agrant and the amount of that
grant will depend upon an evaluation of the following information to be provided by the applicant:

(2) theapplicant’ sinstitutional affiliation, mailing address, e-mail address, and phonenumber
(in each case, aternate summer addresses and phone numbers should al so be supplied);

(2) theestimated cost for traveling to and from the Polanyi meeting by themost cost-efficient
means (perhaps a shared automobile, where distances are short);

(3) the most affordable housing for one night’s lodging between the two days of Society
meetings;

(4) thedegreeto which the applicant and/or the applicant’ sinstitution can contributeto these
costs; and

(5) abrief statement (300-500 words) indicating (a) the applicant’s program of studies and/
or research, (b) any background of reading or coursesrelating to Michael Polanyi’ sideas, ()
the particular interest the applicant has in attending the program of meetings, and (d) the
applicant’s present or future career plans.

In addition, the applicant should request someone acquainted with his or her interests and qualifications to
provide directly to the Fund Coordinator, by e-mail, abrief |etter of reference. The writer should indicate that
his or her assessment of the applicant has not been shared with the applicant. All materials will be held
confidentially by the Polanyi Society Board of Directors.

Applicantsare encouraged to submit their requestsasearly aspossiblein order to be ableto securethe
most economical travel and overnight accommodations and to assure the availability of funds. Deadlinesfor
application for thefollowing November annual meeting are: March 1 (resultsto beannounced by April 1) and,
giventhefurther avail ability of funds, August 1 (resultsto be announced by September 1) and, again, giventhe
availabhility of funds, October 1 (results to be announced by October 15).

TheBoard of Directorsof the Polanyi Society will collectively decideontheawarding of grants. Some
applicantsfor either theMarch 1% or the August 1% deadlinesmay bedesignated as” stand-bys’ for consideration
in the following round of evaluations.

The above information, including letter of reference, should be received by e-mail no later than the
intended application deadline. All materials (and any questions) should be e-mailed to (Fund Coordinator)
Walter B. Mead (wbmead@ilstu.edu).



2006 Polanyi Society Annual Meeting Program

The program for the 2006 annual meeting of the Polanyi Society is printed bel ow; thisyear’ ssessions
will beinWashingtonD.C. onNovember 17 and 18, 2006. Asinrecent years, papers, listed bel ow, will beposted

on the Polanyi Society web page (http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/) in October (as soon asthey
becomeavailable).

The Polanyi Society annual meeting again thisyear is an “Additional Meeting” held in conjunction
withtheannual meetingsof the American Academy of ReligionandtheSociety for Biblical Literature. Theprogram
belowislistedintheAAR/SBL Annual Meseting Program (p. 31 and p. 38). For information about the AAR/SBL

meetings, go tothe AAR/SBL web site: http://www.aarweb.org/annual meet/default.asp. It isnot necessary to
register for the AAR/SBL mestingsin order to attend the Polanyi Society annual meeting.

Friday, November 17,2006--9:00p.m.-11:00p.m.
Washington Convention Center, Room153

9:00 Walter Mead, IllincisStateUniversity
“A Polanyian Resolution of the Age-old Conflict between Faith and Reason”

10:00 Tony Clark, University of St Andrews
“Torrance, Polanyi, andImaginativeVision”

Saturday, November 18, 2006--9:00a.m.-11:30a.m.
GrandHyatt Washington, Bullfinch Room

9:00 Chair: JereMoorman, Polanyi Society

Blythe Clinchy, Wellesley College
“Epistemological Development asthe Aim of Education: A Polanyian Perspective”

Respondents:

Dale Cannon, Western Oregon University
Esther Meek, GenevaCollege

ZhenhuaY u, East ChinaNormal University

11:15 BusinessMesting
Walter Gulick, MontanaState University-Billings, Presiding



Submissions for Publication

Articles, meeting noticesand noteslikely tobeof interest to personsinterestedin thethought of Michael
Polanyi are welcomed. Review suggestions and book reviews should be sent to Walter Gulick (see addresses
listed below). Manuscripts, notices and notes should be sent to Phil Mullins. Manuscripts should be double-
spaced type with notes at the end; writers are encouraged to employ simple citations within the text when
possible. MLA or APA styleare preferred. Becausethejournal serves English writersacrosstheworld, we do
not requireanybody’ s standard English.” Abbreviatefrequently cited book titles, particularly booksby Polanyi
(e.g., Personal Knowledge becomes PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are preferred, although longer
manuscripts (20-24 pages) will be considered. Consistency and clear writing are expected. Manuscripts
normally will be sent out for blind review. Authors are expected to provide an electronic copy as an e-mail
attachment.

Phil Mullins

Missouri Western State University

St. Joseph, Missouri 64507

Phone: (816) 271-4386

Fax (816) 271-5680

E-mail: mullins@missouriwestern.edu

Walter Gulick

Montana State University, Billings
Billings, Montana 59101

Phone: (406) 657-2904

Fax (406) 657-2187

E-mail: WGulick@msubilling.edu

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, two sister journals with special interest in Polanyi's
thought; (6) the“ Guideto the Papersof Michael Polanyi”, which providesan orientation to ar chival
material housed in the Department of Special Collections of the University of Chicago Library; (7)
photographs of Polanyi; (8) linksto a number of essays by Polanyi.



Discer ningtheSpiritsof M oder nity and Postmoder nity
David Nikkel

Abstract Key Words: Absolutism, relativism, controlling assumption/picture, critical, postcritical, acritical,
precritical, modernity, postmodernity, deconstruction, postliberalism, theology.

| characterizecontrolling picturesor assumptionsand concomitantsof fir st moder nity and then postmoder nity.
In brief, these assumptions ar e the possibility of absol ute transcendence of one’ s body, language, and culture
versus the inescapability of some immanence in the same, of standing in the world. | trace the historical
trajectory of the modern spirit and conclude that the move from moder nity to postmoder nity has been a long,
gradual one that continues today. Modern thought increasingly recognized the historical relativity and
conditionedness of everything human, yet held on to at least one version of absolutism. Recognizing that all
of even one' sownthinkingisalwaysincarnateand conditioned isthedecisive point for entering postmoder nity.
Thecritical and non-critical aspectsof the postmodern spirit aredescribed. | next offer an evaluative overview
of modern theol ogy, eval uate two movementsin moder n theol ogy and phil osophy—existentialismand process
thought—with important postmodern elements, and commend liberation theol ogies for exposing absolutistic
assumptions of modern theology. Finally, with some trepidation | evaluate three types of self-consciously
postmoder n theol ogy (which can find possible or actual counterpartsin all the disciplines of the humanities).
Radical or deconstructive postmoder nism hypothesizes total immanence in our representations of reality. It
alternates between the relativistic standing everywhere of equally endorsing all interpretations and the
standing nowhere of nihilism. Inits hidden standard of absolute truth and itsrefusal to (claima) stand in the
world, radical postmoder nismreveal sitselfto bemoder nrather than postmoder n. Conser vative postmoder nism
or postliberalism emphasizes the importance of enculturation in a tradition. Hypothesizing immanence in
incommensurateworldviews, itspostureisdefensive. Protestant postliberalism, including Radical Orthodoxy,
postmoder nly claims Christianity as a self-authenti cating context of meaning, but then incoherently shiftsinto
the posture of modern or pre-modern absolutism and claims it as the one true religion. Only moderate
postmodernism can adequately reflect the postmodern spirit. It charts a course between absolutism and
relativism. It givesthecritical aspect itsdue, affirming limited human transcendence. 1t grantsthat all persons
are rooted in the world, that all are embodied and enculturated in some meaning.

I count myself among alargenumber of scholarsof religion (and other disciplines) who believethat we
liveinthemidst of amajor shiftinWestern culture—that we aremoving from themodern ageinto apostmodern
age.1 Inthe opening sectionsof thisessay | will delineate somedistinguishing characteristicsof the postmodern
versusthe modern spirit. | will proceed by describing respective controlling assumptions and concomitants of
first modernity, then postmodernity. Onepostmodern assumptionisthat every individual and culturehasbasic
assumptions, models, images, picturesthat control theway oneviewstheworld. Such controlling assumptions
function like eyeglasses—one looks with or through them, but does not normally look at them. (And indeed
some assumptionsare so basic or prereflectivethat, like one’ sown eye, one cannot look at them at all .)2 Next
| will discuss historical and logical relationships between the modern and postmodern spirits.

Postmodern sensibility would caution against any absolute postulating of the essence of an era,
especialy in contrast to another era. So | offer my understanding of the modern versus postmodern spirit not
as an absol ute or monoalithic schemathat disallows countervailing tendencies or alternative schemas, but asa
general description of some contrasting tendenciesinvolvedinthiscultural shift. Addingtothisgeneral caveat
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my judgment that the movement from modernity to postmodernity has been long and gradual, | expect astute
readerswill have no problem identifying exceptionsto my distinctions.

Inthefinal sectionsof the essay, | will consider the relationship of the postmodern spirit to theol ogy,
primarily through the use of selected and hopefully representative movements and figures. In light of the
judgment that the moveto postmodernity hasbeen aprotracted one, | will ook at sometrendsintheology, from
Schleiermacher to the contemporary scene, interms of their affinity with the postmodern spirit. Finaly, | will
examinethreetypes of self-descriptively postmodern theology and assessthem in relation to the spirit or logic
of postmodernity as| have construed it. While | intend this construal to be acceptableto all three camps—the
radical or deconstructionist/poststructuralist, the conservative or “postliberal,” and the moderate, animportant
purpose of this essay isto take a stand for moderate postmodernism. So | write asa critical and constructive
theol ogian of the moderate postmodern strand, contending that it alone among the types consistently draws out
theimplications of the postmodern spirit—while the other two end up being more modern than postmodernin
crucia respects. This project thus counters the use of “postmodern” as a synonym for “deconstructionist” or
“poststructuralist” by some scholars, both sympathetic and unsympathetic to radical postmodernism. My
attempt to define“ postmodern” isthus an enactment of the postmodern insight that reality is (in part) defined,

enacted by us.

|.TheModern Spirit

Anoriginal hallmark of modernity hasbeenitsstressontheindividual anditsgreat faithinindividual
critical reason.3 Religiously speaking, Martin Luther’ s standing al one before the Diet of Worms dramatically
signaled the coming of modernity. While the Protestant Reformation elevated the authority of Scripture,
individual critical reason and conscience—hopefully guided by the Holy Spirit—received new freedom to
interpret Scripture and makejudgments. Correspondingly, thisdevelopment greatly diminished the collective
authority of institutions and tradition.

Certain Renai ssancepaintingsrepresent thearti sti c begi nningsof modernity asthey reveal acontrolling
assumption or “picture” of modernity (Poteat, 59). In contrast to actual vision, everything in these paintings,
includingall elementsof theforeground and background, appearscrystal clear. A basicassumptionof modernity
is that the individual can leave behind all limitations of one's body and perceptual equipment, temporality,
language, and culture and reach an absolutely privileged position where one can “see” everything (including
oneself) with complete clarity. Descartes, controlled by this picture, signaled the beginning of modern
philosophy. Findingthat all of hisknowledgefailed accordingto suchacriterion of absolute—andexplicitable—
certainty, Descartesfinally felt hereached the privileged positionin hisreflexive and self-conscious subj ectiv-
ity—"I think, therefore | am.” In comparison with the Reformation, the ensuing Enlightenment of course
radicalized therole of critical reason with respect to Scripture and tradition.4

I will now consider some ramifications of this controlling picture of modernity, mostly confining my
remarksto the realm of Western thought5:

1) Probably the most significant consequence of modernity’ s picture of the absolutely lucid and self-
possessed subject was its dualisms between subject and object, mind and matter, including the body. If the
individual human subject or mind isthe absolutely privileged starting point, it becomesdifficult or impossible
toreach or haveany meaningful connectionwiththeobject or thephysical (especially by thecriterion of absolute
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certainty). The question becomes, how can mind impose meaning on inherently meaningless matter? For the
flip side of the absol ute subject isthe absolute object: critical, distancing reason tendstoturnwhat isinitsgaze
intonothingbut anobject. If, conversely, thesimply material object and senseperceptionthat supposedly mirrors
the object serve asthe absolutely privileged starting point, then it becomes difficult or impossible to reach or
find any meaningful rolefor the human subject—whichtendsto bereduced to simply an aggregate of matter and
energy. Aswith Humpty Dumpty, no onecould put subject and obj ect back together again, giventhecontrolling
assumption of modernity.

In either its idealist or physicalist manifestations, modernity’s controlling picture leads to loss of
meaning and, in the extreme, to personal and cultural insanity: idealism by sundering us from our bodies and
emotions and our embodiment in the world; physicalism by having no place for the sacredness of human and
animal life. Whilephysicalismemphasizesthebody asphysical system, itisasdiscarnatingasidealism, dienating
usfromour experiential, intentional bodies. Idealismdivorcespurposefromtheworld; physicalismdivorcesthe
world from any purpose.

2) Having (assumedly) left behind thenitty-gritty of existenceintime, modernthinkershavebeenwont
to claim to see the essence of being, human nature, history, the Bible, or Christianity. Such claims have often
involved the positing of absolute categories, often paralleling the fundamental subject-object and mind-matter
dualisms, oftenhierarchical. Examplesincludethehumanworldversusnature, inner versusouter, reasonversus
emotion or sense perception, an enlightened age versus past benighted ages.

3) In principle, everything could come under the gaze of the absolute subject; everything should be
assimilableto theindividual’s critical knowledge. What critical reason’ s categories and logic could not
assimilate tended to be ignored, dismissed, or destroyed. Diverseimagesthat come to mind include Thomas
Jefferson’ s version of the New Testament with all supernaturalistic passages del eted, the humanities
attempting to establish their relevancy before the bar of science, and the unparalleled ideological violence
(at least in scale) of the modern age.

4) The model of the absolutely privileged and neutral position assumes all objects of knowledge as
already fully constituted apart from theindividual’s coming to know. Truthissimply correspondenceto a
reality already “out there” (for those on the object side of the dualism) or already “in here” (for those

favoring the subject side).6

[1.ThePostmodern Spirit

The contrasting controlling picture of postmodernity is a person standing in the world, with always
at least “onefoot in” one’s body, temporality, society, culture, language, history, tradition, etc. While
humans do indeed have reflexive, critical, transcending capabilities (far greater than those of any other
animals on earth), such capabilities are not absol ute as modernity tended to assume. One's ahility to take
off the eyeglasses through which one looks at reality and to look at those eyeglassesislimited. One cannot
get out of one’sown skin! Oneimplication of the postmodern controlling assumption is that a person
always stands embodied, enmeshed, enculturated in meaning and value. Normally we do not need critical
reason to establish or justify meaning ala Descartes and his successors. Rather, critical reason can come
into play when questions arise in our practice or when meanings break down.
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Following are ramifications of postmodernity’ s controlling assumption paralleling and contrasting
with those of modernity:

1) Neither subject nor object constitutes the privileged starting point for postmodernity. Interms
of individual epistemology—granting an inalienable social component —someone knowing or perceiving
something is the only starting point. Any attempt to completely “get behind” the act of knowing, to reach
the subject “initself” (that is, in total distinction from any object known) and likewise to reach the object in
itself (that is, in total distinctness from any subject knowing it), isrejected. The postmodern spirit disowns
this attempt not just because of its practical impossibility, but as misguided in principle: thereis no absolute
or pure subject to abstract out of the world and society in which oneis embodied. It regards aperson asa
mindbodily continuum or whole. “Mind,” as our awareness of and our attempt to make sense of things, and
“body,” asthat with which we relateto anatural and social world, are radically interrelated, and both come
into play at somelevel inall our acts.

2) In similar fashion, postmodernity views related distinctions or polarities—such asinner versus
outer, reflective versus prereflective, the human versus the natural world, linguistic versus prelinguistic—as
continuous, interrelated, and relative to context (never absolutely distinguishable). Besides eschewing
dualisms, the postmodern spirit also runs counter to attempts to find the (necessary) essence of being,
human nature, history, areligion, or atext. Ingeneral, it distrustsany rigid or absol utistic scheme of
classification or categorization, on the grounds that such totalizing endeavors miss the richness, complexity,
and contextuality of life, especially initstemporal and changing character and it its prereflective and tacit
dimensions.

3) Compared to modernity’s overemphasis on the individual, postmodernity elevates the value of
what transcends theindividual. Descriptively and prescriptively, the cruciaity of the social dimensions of
life, including the authority of the group and tradition, are (or should be) recognized.

For the postmodern spirit, what appears different from or other than one's self, beliefs, or values
should not ultimately be either assimilated or dismissed or reduced to a mere object. Instead one should
encounter—an encounter that partially defines oneself—or engage in dialogue with the other, dialogue that
appreciates and respectsreal differences (without entailing that one must ultimately equally accredit al the
differing beliefsand values). In postmodern logic no privileged or neutral position existsto which contrary
viewsmust summarily reconcileor elsefaceelimination.

4) The postmodern spirit holds that our perceiving, knowing, and acting play asignificant rolein
creating the world we experience. On avery prereflective level, the truth of this contention becomes evident
by imagining how different alakelooksto abird flying over it or to afish swimming in it than to ahuman
being. Each creature’ s perspective brings what isthere into definition—there is no fully determinate lakein
itself nor any perspectiveless perspective on the lake.” (A laHeisenberg' s uncertainty principle, our
“measuring” or perceiving always has some effect on what we know—our knowing always leaves some
trace!) Onamorereflectivelevel, the vast array of languages, cultures, worldviews, and religions acrossthe
globe and through the ages suggests humanity’ s vital role in creating the worlds of meaning in which we
dwell.
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[11. Discerningthe Spirits

Some have characterized modernity as an era (increasingly) aware of the historical and cultural
conditionedness of everything human, an erathat diminished or vanquished absolutisms (e.g., Wall, Hopper).
Canwesquarethat characterizationwithmy claimthat thepictureof theabsol utely privileged subject controlled
modernity? Whilemodernity’ scritical reason slew the authoritarianismsand absol utisms of the past, it tended
todo sowithan assumption of itsown absolutely privileged position! Theideasand valuesof agrowing number
of individuals and cultures were exposed as historically relative, but modern thinkers tended lessto sense the
conditioned natureof their own critical reflection. Marx and Hegel saw therel ativity of all past periodsof history,
but nonetheless constructed an absolute master plan and final period of history. Freud discovered the falsity
of the model of total and explicit human consciousness and self-control, yet he used his general awareness of
the subconscious realm to devise absol utistic explanations of such things aswomen’s nature and the origin of
religion.

Premodern absolutisms were uncritical and relatively prereflective. The absolute authority and
rightnessof atradition or away of lifewere (again relatively speaking) simply assumed. They represent afirst-
order naivete. M odern absol utismswere/arereflective. Supposedly neutral critical reasonarrivesat them. They
represent asecond-order naivete. Thenaiveteof critical reasonislikeachildwholearnsanew skill, suchasriding
abicycle, andis so giddy with the newfound power and possibilitiesthat the limitations of this capability, like
all things human, escape notice.

Realizing or assuming the unavoidably incarnate, finite, temporally and culturally conditioned nature
of even one’' s own thinking and valuing constitutes the crucial notion for admission into the postmodern age.
To say that the postmodern spirit can be“realized” or “assumed” allowsitsappropriationto beeither relatively
reflective or relatively prereflective. Thus, the postmodern spirit overcomes or circumvents the second-order
naivete of modernity.

Describing the rel ationshi ps between the modern and postmodern spiritsas | have aboveimpliesthe
inappropriateness of selecting one circumscribed period asthetime Western cultureleft modernity and entered
postmodernity. By thenineteenth century intell ectual sarose who were* postmodern” in certain aspectsof their
thought, including SorenKierkegaard and William James. Asart had“ announced” thebeginningsof modernity,
so also of postmodernity. Impressionist renderings of the same scene at different times of day pointed to the
inescapability of temporality and perspectivalism. Cezanne's* out of focus’ paintings suggested the necessary
human component in bringing our world into definition (Poteat, 59). We have been gradually entering the
postmodern age and continue to do so. The combination of the modern spirit slaying many authoritarianisms
and agrowing postmodern spirit has| judge been influential in an overall (if uneven) trend of the lessening of
absolutism and a growing tolerance for diverse viewpointsin Western culture.

Parenthetically, | will mention an ambiguity pertaining to the postmodern truth of the embodied and
conditioned nature of everything human. On the one hand, this truth contains a summons to self-criti-
cism—it hasacritical side. It is sometimes both possible and appropriate to look at our individual and
(sub)cultural eyeglasses and consider whether our lenses need a correction. In this enterprise, those
wearing different spectacles can help us to see assumptions we ourselves miss. Also, the postmodern spirit
calls us to guard against absolutizing our own perspective (or assuming we do not have one, which is
tantamount to absolutism). On the other hand, the inescapability of our embodiment and enculturation has
an acritical or precritical side: it isoften inapp1r<£priate or impossible to look at our eyeglasses. Michael



Polanyi noted the acritical nature of all tacit acts of knowing (PK, 264). We can only devote alimited portion
of timeto thereflective enterprise of making explicit the normally tacit or prereflective—therest of thetime
wemust live. And any such reflective attempts can only partly succeed, for critical reflection entails some
temporal and perspectival distancing and separation. Finaly, asindicated earlier, some assumptions are so

basic that one cannot get behind them—they are more like one's eye than like eyegl asses.8

IV. ThePostmodern Spiritand M oder n Theologies

If postmodern sensibilitiesal ready emergedinthenineteenth century, they manifested themselvesmore
strongly in Protestant theology than in most other areas of Western thought. The modern spirit had
unceremoniously dethroned theology as “queen of the sciences.” Theology's past pronouncements on
scientific and other “secular” matters were clearly recognized as historically limited. While theology’s
competence or worth was under challenge with respect to more narrowly “religious’ spheres, the cultural
conditionedness of its religious formulations had not been as clearly established. Friedrich Schleiermacher,
anticipatingthefurther reach of critical reason, madearather remarkableand rather postmodern acknowledgment:
all of our characterizations of “the Absolute” arelinguistically, culturally, and historically conditioned. With
some justification this“father of modern theology” might also be called the “father of postmodern theol ogy.”

However, Schleiermacher could not let go of one area of absolute privilege, one absolute human
connectionwiththedivine: theallegedly universal human*feeling of absol utedependence.” (Notethat theissue
here is not the absoluteness of the divine, but the absoluteness of the claimed human connection.) Granted
attemptsto expressthisfeeling are always conditioned. Granted, too, thisfeeling manifestsitself only in and
through the particular contingencies of each moment of experience. Nevertheless, as anecessary component
of every human experience rather that just a potentiality that some peopl e realize some of thetime, thisfeeling
heraldsitsunconditioned and absol utecharacter. M oreover, that theparti cul ariti esof thismoment of experience
versus that one finally do not make any difference—we have the basic sense of our absolute dependence
regardless, in that sense thisfeeling remains unconditioned and purein relation to any linguistic and historical
particularities.

M ost nineteenth and twenti eth century theol ogy followed Schleiermacher inclinging to oneabsol utely
privileged divine connection. For Tillich, it wasthe “mystical apriori”; for Whiteheadian process theology,
awareness of the “initial aim” for each occasion; for neo-Thomism, implicit awareness and love for God; for
existentialist theol ogy, thecouragetoliveauthentically despiteexistential anxiety. Notetheprereflectivenature
of al these connections. Modern theol ogy had abandoned the attempt at an absol ute reflective knowledge of
God. But there remained the attempt to get underneath all cultural conditions through the prereflective.

Karl Barth, of course, denied any absolute or other connection coming from the human side. Instead,
theabsol uteconnection comesfrom God'’ sintentional revel ationin JesusChrist. Aswith Schleiermacher, human
attempts to express this connection are relative (and Barth would add prone to idolatry). But this human
connection (albeit provided by God) receives absolute privilege.

I will now givegeneral considerationto somemovementsintwentieth century thought which, though
in some aspects very much imbued with the modern spirit, evidence important postmodern elements and
implications. Existentialist philosophy and theology in good postmodern fashion attacked modern and earlier
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attemptsto abstract out and reify an atemporal human essence. Existentialismalsofound earlier categorizations
of reality too abstract and out of touch with the temporal and historical character of existence. Much of
existentialism, though, turned only outward in postmodern critique, not recognizing the historical limitedness
and tendenci esto absol uti sm of itsown definitionsof human natureand categorizationsof reality. For example,
human beingsinmany contextsdonot feel “thrown” intotheworld, but rather feel quiteat homeinit. Onarelated
note, our normal embodi ment and encul turationinsomemeaning beliesthenotionthat onecoul d or shouldalways
explicitly decide to take on authentic meaning. (My faulting of this aspect of existentialism does not deny the
fiduciary and interpretative elements of personal commitment in all knowing and valuing.) Indifferent ways,
therefore, existentialismtended to shortchangeboththe self-critical andthe precritical aspectsof thepostmodern
spirit. In one aspect most of existentialism remained under the sway of the modern spirit: its pronounced
individualism.

In contrast to existentialism, process philosophy and theology is postmodern in its focus on, and
consistently positive evaluation of, the social nature and inter-connectedness of reality. Its emphasis on the
temporality of all existence (whichit shareswith existentialism) anditsdenial of anything concreteabout theself
that is unchanging through time also resonate with the postmodern. On the “down side,” its Whiteheadian
metaphysical system seemsfirmly entrenchedin therationalist or idealist branch of modernity, arising out of a
desireto pleasethe (absol ute) thinking subject withitsall-encompassing neatness. |dealism animatesitstheory
that “ occasions of experience” compriseall reality, with matter in effect only apparent, as our abstracting from
numerous|ow-grade(subatomic) experiences. |dealismalsoimbuesitstheory of causation, inwhichall causation
isamatter of experience, prehension, or sympathetic feeling. To befair, Whitehead does write of prehension
in “the mode of causal efficacy”—we cannot help but to take account of what entersinto our experience from
thepast. Y et the metaphorical reliance on experience and on our taking in or grasping what affects us does not
adequately account for materiality and exteriority, that is, causal efficacy that happensquiteapart fromany type
of awareness or desire.?

Even as modern theol ogians subscribed to the notion that their work was relative to their era, they
generally didnot noticeitsrelativity totheir identity asWestern European and North American middleand upper
classwhitemal es—they typically assumed they spokefor thewholeof cultureof their era. Assuggested earlier,
postmaodernity’ srecognition of thedifficulty of looking at theembodied, historical, and subcultural perspective
withwhichweview reality entail sthat often those from another perspectivecanlook at our “ eyeglasses’ better
thanwecan. Liberationtheology hascertainly performed thisservicefor mainlinetheol ogy, showinghow it has
traditionally ignored or subsumed the otherness of persons of color, women, gays, leshbians, or the underclass
and ignored or complied with their oppression. Theology should prioritize the other voices of homosexuals,
women, blacks and the Third World to fulfill the postmodern spirit’s call to mutually engage the other.

V. ThePostmoder n Spirit and Postmoder n Theologies

Theologiesconsciously or self-descriptively postmodernhavetendedtofall intoradical, moderate, and
conservative camps over the past generation. | now take up the (perhaps presumptuous) task of evaluating the
contributions and prospects of those three types in light of the postmodern spirit as | have construed it—a
postmodern scorecard, if youwill 10 Thethinkerswhoinform thistypology aremostly North Americansinthe
Christian tradition (though the radicals would generally characterize themselves asinfluenced by, rather than
part of, that tradition).



A.TheRadicals

Thepostmodern theol ogy that has caused the biggest splash, or themost waves, istheradical branch—
deconstruction and other forms of poststructural ism.11 Asatool, it performs avaluable postmodern function
in critiquing or “ deconstructing” —exposing the assumptions and contradictions attending—the absol ute and
self-contained subject, absolute text, or absolutely privileged place in or beyond time. As an a/ontology,
poststructuralismismore problematic.

Thistypeof theology hasbeenlabeled” severe” or “negative’ (Beardsee) or “ eliminative’ postmodernism
becauseit purportedly eliminatesconceptsof God, self, history, and truth (Griffin). Thelate JacquesDerridais
thepremier philosophical influencebehindthisbranch. Representativesof thistypeof theology intheProtestant
traditionwereMark C. Taylor and thelate CharlesWinquist; D.G. L eahy and John Caputo offer versionsinthe
Catholictradition(thoughin L eahy’ scasemorerootedin American pragmatismthanin French postructuralism).
Though Taylor has since moved beyond his deconstructive phase, | judge that he most consistently devel oped
theimplications of Derrida’ s philosophy for theology (especially before Derrida himself began to write about
religion). Therefore, | will bein conversation with him morethan any other poststructuralist theologian.

Poststructuralism arises from a problem or “crisis of representation” growing out of modernity’s
controlling pi cture—whichassumedthat wecouldtranscendtoreality “initself,” areality which our perceptions
or wordsmerely represent or towhichthey merely correspond, but in noway constitute. The postmodern spirit,
of course, sensesthat interest, desire, perception, interpretation, commitment, personal and communal history
influence every experience. Deconstruction reacts radically against modernity’ s picture of transcendence and
interprets postmodern insight to entail the total immanence of aperson in one’' s experiences. We are trapped
inour perceptions, our words, our interpretations, our constructionsof reality—and thereisnothing el se (except
perhapsthe* nothingness” of utterly unpresentabl edifferance). Becauseof itsrelianceon linguistic metaphors,
some have falsely accused deconstruction of denying non-linguistic elements of experience. 12 what
deconstructionists have maintained is the heavy influence of language on most human experience (a position
which other postmodernists would accept). The key point here, though, is that no reality exists beyond our
constitution of experience through language, perception, etc.

As with the modern and general postmodern spirits, art heralded deconstructive postmodernism,
through much so-called “modernist” visua art and literature. While William Beardslee may be correct in his
generalization that aesthetic modernism did not, unlike deconstruction, abandon the quest for “avision of the
whole’ (64, 149), | believethat therelated observationsof Stephen Mooreand Karl Raschkearemoretothepoint:
Modernism did tend to downplay or abandon the attempt at representation or realism.

Tobetotallyimmanentinone’ srepresentationsis, inDerrida’ swords, to plungeinto“thehorizontality
of apuresurface” (1978:298). For deconstructionistseverythingissurface, appearance, horizontality. Notonly
do they deny absolute transcendence, but even relative height or depth. This conflicts with Polanyi’sinsight
that knowing involves levels where tacit components contribute to wider, deeper, or higher focal contexts of
meaning. Critical reason or reflective distancetakes apenultimaterolein deconstructing particul ar contexts of
meaning, but from an ultimate perspective (although deconstruction’s “ a/theistic” premises disallow such a
perspective) human beings are trapped in the largest context of meaning, a (predetermined?) humanly
undecidable, flowingwhole. 13 Everythingisasit oughttobe, leavingnoroomfor sinor guilt (Taylor,1984:121,
151-58,166-69).
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In keeping with the postmodern spirit, deconstruction emphasi zestherel ativity of meaning to context,
the connectedness of the elements within a context, and the openness of a context to further and future
interconnections. Thisopennessimpliestheinexhaustibility of reality. Ironically, though, by placing everything
on the same level of “appearance,” deconstruction instead offers a one-dimensional, flat, exhausted reality,
lacking any sense of mystery. Similarly, deconstruction underminesitsvaluing of othernessand difference by
reducing all alterity to distances between points on the same plane—or as components of an enclosed,
fragmented self. Thisisone of theironies of radical postmodernism its advocates have overlooked.

Inthefirst place then, deconstruction holdsthat we are immanent and incarnated, totally inscribedin
our bodies, culture, contexts of meaning. Forgoing explanation of how we can transcend our interpretations
enoughto cometo such asecond-order conclusion, deconstruction’ snext moveisthis: sinceonly interpretation
or appearance exists, and given diverse, competing, and even apparently contradictory interpretations, one
cannot seriously commit to any one interpretation. Indeed, the microcosm of the self and its meaningsis so
fragmented that it mirrors the inconsistencies and incoherencies of the macrocosm. Hence deconstruction’s
sharprelativisticturntoirony or playfulness. Hereinliesthe supremeinternal irony of radical postmodernism:
the human being isregarded astotally embodied, immanent, committed, interested and at the sametime called
to be totally discarnate and disinterested. If per impossible, one could fully take to heart deconstruction’s
anthropol ogy, schizophreniawould result. Deconstruction’ sfreedom from commitment to particular valuesor
worldview can never work in practice; deconstructionists like all creatures are standing somewhere. (One
commitment driving many radical postmodernistsisoppositiontototalizing ideol ogiesthat pretend to speak for
theinterests of al.)

Inaradical appropriation of the postmodern rejection of modernity’ s search for absolutetruth, Taylor
offerswanderingor “ erring” astheprimary metaphor for thehuman quest for meaning (esp. 1984:13, 149-58,179).
This accords with deconstruction’ s belief that we can only reach the “sign” but never the destination. Given
the postmodern insight that we humans can never possess absol ute presence or truth, deconstruction’s claim
that each moment of experienceinvolvestheinterplay of the presence and absence of meaningiscorrect. From
my Christian and my personal perspective, though, even granting thesetwo equal billinginapolar relationship
errs: the presence of meaning ismore basic and stronger in normal human and animal experience. 14 However,
deconstruction goes further and gives pride of place to the pole of absence. Itsvocabulary and metaphors—
such as erring, trace, shiftiness, undecidability, appearance(s) (and disappearance), marginality, darkness—
suggest the insecure, unsettled, insubstantial, abysmal, and deconstructing nature of all meaning. Given the
postmaodern recognition of theimpossibility of absolute self-presence, truth, and value, one might notethat the
cup of meaningiseither relatively empty or relatively full. Why doesdeconstructionopt for (rel ative) emptiness?
Perhaps pessimistic or skeptical personalities of its proponents play a part in deconstruction’ s temperament.
Undoubtedly, deconstruction’ semphasi son absenceispartly rhetorical , an effort to counter-bal ancemodernity’ s
(andtheWestern Greek-rooted phil osophical-theol ogical tradition’ s) emphasi son absol ute sel f-possessionand
truth. But thedecisivefactor, asl haveimplied, now claim, andlater will argueisthehiddenyet controlling spirit
of modernity and its haunting standard of absolute truth.

With its emphasis on the absence of meaning, deconstruction takes its standing nowhere in ironic
relativismtoat least thebrink of nihilism. Having radically undermined all particul ar meanings, deconstruction
can avoid the standing nowhereof nihilismonly by tryingto stand everywhere—by unqualifiedly affirming the
interconnectedtotality of all that hasor will transpire(Taylor, 1984:151-58, 166-69, 182)—whichistantamount
to standing nowhere relative to competing and contrasting possibilities, interpretations, and choices for
individual sand societies. Practically speaking, ?%Ch auniversal attachment toevery particularisnomorepossible



than the ironic detachment that constitutes the flip side of the same coin.

Deconstruction’s primary images for humanity and divinity cohere: Even as the person is wholly
immanentinone’ sbody and experiences, sodivinity iswholly immanent with respect totheworld. Taylorwrites
of “the ever-never-changing-same [that] isthe eternally recurring play of the divine milieuinwhich all things
[emphasishis] ariseand passaway.” (1984:112-20, 183). L eahy al soexpressestheradical postmodernist vision:
“ Asnever beforethedivineflowsabsol utely. Inthisflow every notion of self iscompletely dissolved.” (1989:786).
In this conception of divinity, more radical than most historical forms of pantheism, no place remains for
transcendence, personality, or purposiveagency ontologically prior totheworld(Taylor, 1984:118). Deconstruction
takes*" thedeath of God”—meaningthedenial of any divinetranscendenceor selfhood—to beconcomitant with
the absence of any absolute human meaning. Here deconstruction “errs’ in asense different than Taylor's, in
assuming that the contextual relativity of all human existence and meaning contravenes the existence of an
Absolute Reality.15 The absence of any absolute human connection to the Absolute does follow from a
consistent uphol ding of thecontextuality of all human meaning; but theacknowl edgement of human contextuality
does not at al settle whether the Absolute exists and can be known—relatively, of course. Without denying
deconstruction’ sclaimthat thetraditional understanding of God reinforced modernity’ spicture of the absolute
human subject, one can regard God as having a perfect knowledge and self-possession impossible for human
beings(without entailingimpassibility orimmutability).

Thegreat historical irony of deconstruction, which often denigrates* seriousness,” isthat it hastaken
modernity’ scontrolling picturefar tooseriously. Itsextremereactionagainst that pictureof neutral and absolute
truth—its affirmation of total immanence with itsimplications of relativism—forms the mirror image or the
undersideof thecoinof modernity. Radical postmodernism’ spessimism regarding meaningisquiteappropriate
relativeto modernity’ sstandard of absol ute presence and meaning that must becritically established, but quite
inappropriatein light of postmodernity’ sassumption of our inalienable embodiment and enculturationin some
meaning. Anabsol utisticreflectivemove—thepositing of total immanencein divergent meanings—permitsthe
reversal of postmodern optimism about our embodiment inmeaning. In spiteof thispessimism, Peter Hodgson
discerns an irony stemming from the obsession with absolute presence: deconstruction ends with a “total
“having’ of divinity,andanundialectical immediacy,” withGodas*totally incarnateinworldly inscription.” (37).
While on onelevel theradicals strenuously denounce modernity’ s quest for the place of absolute privilege, on
adeeper (or perhaps better, more shallow) level—in the human possession of the highest possible meaning of
an experience, the “surface” meaning, which is aso the possession of totally immanent divinity, and in the
unqualified affirmation of thetotality of experiences—the absol utistic spirit of modernity reigns.

Tobefairto Derridaand hislegacy, wemust finally consider hislater writingsthat explicitly deal with
religion. Inparticular, somewritingsdevel op aconcept of messi ani sm—endorsed and expounded upon by John
Caputo—but amessianism* without content and without identifiablemessiah” (Derrida, 1994:28). WhileDerrida
grantsthat thismessianic concept perforcecomesfromtheparticul aritiesof tradition(s), itisintentionally aformal
concept, awholly other that challengesinthenameof justicetheprivileged claimsof any historical socia structure
or meaning. Theselatter worksreveal boththeethical intent of radical postmodernismto undermineabsol utistic
regimes and its insufficient ontological base on which to do so. Here Derrida comes to sense the absol utistic
dangers of immanentism (as Taylor explicitly did [1991]). But in doing so he posits athird companion on the
transcendent sideof thebinary, togowithironic detachment and unpresentabl edifferance. Just aswiththeother
two, we lack any direction for deciding on the justness of concrete structures and meanings.
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Descartesinhisexerciseinradical doubt at the phil osophic beginning of modernity failedto recognize
his inevitable standing in the world and in meaning. Even as those controlled by the modern picture believe
(falsely) that they stand nowhere in the world, so radical postmodernism, in itsrefusal to go beyond either a
version of transcendental relativism or an unqualified affirmation of thewhole, refusesto (claim a) standinthe
world. Taylorwrote, “ Though alwaysenacted over abottomlessabyss, festiveplay isnever grave’ (1984:164).
If my preceding analysisis correct, rather than dancing over the abyss of meaning, radical postmodernismis

mourning at the coffin of modernity.

B.TheConservatives

Both Protestant and Catholic postliberal theologians emphasize the importance of enculturationina
tradition or worldview. The Protestantsregard secularistsasensconced inacompeting tradition or worldview,
whilethe Catholicstend to view them astradition-less, homel ess, and needing to return to (the authority of) the
Church. Protestant postliberalsinclude George Lindbeck, Stanley Hauerwas, and thelate John Howard Y oder,
with John Milbank and others adding a“ Radical Orthodox” twist. Theformer Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, now
Pope Benedict XV1, former Lutheran Richard John Neuhaus, and George William Rutler advocate Catholic
postliberalism. The Protestant postliberal s engagein sophisticated postmodern discourse whilethe Catholics
postmodernismlargely confinesitself tocritiqueof modernity foritsindividualism, materialism, and utilitarianism.

My following remarks on postliberal anthropology apply more directly to the Protestants who have
explicitly engaged in this postmodern argumentation. The conservative postmoderns join the radicals in
emphasizing human immanence in our experiences and viewpoints (though implicitly or explicitly parting
company onwhether areality existsbeyond our interpretations, especially inregard to ultimatereality). Noting
both the deep rooting of persons in differing cultural-linguistic frameworks and the absence of a privileged
position from which to adjudicate such differences, these thinkers have concluded that genuine understanding
between basi c perspectivesisunlikely orimpossible. Differentworl dviewsmust either contradict each other or—
drawing (or misdrawing, | believe) on Wittgenstein’s concept of different “language games’ for different
contexts—bypass each other. Even apparent similarities and commonalities between Christianity and other
cultural-linguisticframeworksallegedly provediscordant whenviewedwithintheir differing contexts. Interms
of the basic assumption or picture of postmodernity, such thinkers do not see human beings as getting even one
foot out of one' ssociety, culture, history, or tradition. Thecritical side of the postmodern spirit isdownplayed
or absent. Such aconclusion also violatesthe postmodern spirit’ srespect for otherness: The other poseseither
athreat or anirrel e'vancy.16

Suchtribalisticthinkingallowspostliberal theol ogiansto believethat theBibleor Christianity isitsown
world (view) in need of no authentication or corroboration by critical reason or any non-Christian perspective.
The posture of this conservative wing of postmodernity is defensive; the concern isto save Christianity from
further critical attacksby modernity. Postmodernlogicimpliesthat Christianity or any worldview carries (and
to some extent creates) its own self-authenticating context of meaning. However, it doesnot imply denying or
downplayingtheimportanceof corroboration and questioning by critical reasonand by alternativeperspectives.
AsAdam and Eve could not return to the garden of innocence, so asweleave modernity’ ssecond-order naivete
about critical reason, we cannot return to the uncritical first order naivete of premodern orthodoxy. Wewill be
the poorer in added misunderstanding and conflict and foregone cooperation if each worldview and religion
naively assumes its absol uteness—absol ute here in the sense of an entity unto itself, unrelated to others. In
addition, this notion of a more or less unbridgeable gap between differing worldviews has very negative

implicationsfor atraditional Christian concern—evangelism.
18



Postliberalsdo offer apositive contribution to contemporary theol ogy by challenging Christiansto be
genuinely immanentintheir tradition, torecognizeand claimwhat ismeaningful in Christianity, and by increasing
awarenessof how Christiansallow other viewpointstodefineus. (Anirony appearshere. Thepostliberal belief
intheincommensurability of worldviewsarisesintandemwithafear of Christianity’ scorruption by secularism,
yet postliberal sfail torecogni zetheimplausibility orimpossibility of such contaminationtotheextent of thetruth
of incommensurability.) Thoughinconsiderabletensionwithbelief inincommensurability, postliberalismdoes
providehopefor theevangdlistic efficacy of acommunity whoseauthority liesintheattractivenessof itspraxis.
(By contrast evangelistic hopefor Catholic postliberalsrests on the prospect that peoplein want of amoral and
religious authority will return to the Church.)

Having provided Christianity intellectual sanction through the postmodern notion of culture or
worldview as self-authenticating context of meaning, conservative postmodern theology then refuses to play
by the logic of the notion, by the rules of the postmodern game. Christianity escapes the application of the
relativity and contextuality at the heart of thispostmodernidea. Onwhat basis? On an absol utistic assumption
inthemodernor pre-modernspirit: that religioustruth entail sthat Godintentionally andinfallibly (though acting
through cultural-linguistic realities) constitutesareligion asthereligion. At most onereligion correctly claims
toknow anextra-cultural-linguisticand ultimatereality. Publicly speaking, intheshort termwecannot adjudicate
these competing claims of religioustraditions, in keeping with the postliberal immanentist assumption. Inthe
long term, the one truereligion established by God will survive, while other worldviews may not. Postliberals
recognize that Christianity appears as relative as any other religion to outsiders. But privately speaking, the
Christian can know this God-given absolute connection. Clearly thistheology will not settlefor Christianity as
one context of meani ng among many—it must bethe absolutereligion, theonegrand exception. Inthetradition
of Barth (whether or not Barthiscited), though thistheol ogy acknowledgestherelativity of everything human
ononelevel, ultimately God overrides human epistemol ogical finitude.

Given the strong Polanyian influence on this project, | will address the thought of Esther Meek, who
hasauthored an excellent book onPolanyi’ sepistemol ogy. Postliberal sand theRadical Orthodox do not assume
the violation or superceding of natural processes in the unique authority of the Bible. By contrast Meek in
evangelical tradition doesholdto supernatural interventionismto guaranteethehistoricity of thebiblical witness.
On several interconnected fronts | find Meek’ s stance on revelation and biblical authority problematic from a
Polanyian perspective. Historical biblical criticism constitutesawell-established traditi on supported by general
evidence that pre-modern people judge truthfulness by mytho-poetic, theological, and existential rather than
modern historical standardsaswell asparticular evidencethat many biblical narrativesareinfact not historical.
Inthefaceof suchdirect challengeonecannot retreat toan uncritical haven. Thecruciality of sciencefor Polanyi
compoundsthedifficultiesinherentinMeek’ sposition, and not only inthebreaking or supercession of scientific
lawsthat groundsher view of religiousauthority. Whileanintuitive, unspecifiable, andtacit dimensionunderlies
all science, scientificknowledge often defiescommon senseor naiverealism. Likewiseweneedtorecognizean
unscientificnaiveteof ancient“commonsense” concerningthe historical” (seePK, 267). Inthetraditionof liberal
Protestantism (and Judai sm) we need to di stingui sh between theol ogi cal/ethical and historical truth, asPolanyi
himself suggested by endorsing “modern theology(’s)” acceptance of historical biblical criticism“asitsguide
for reinterpreting and consolidatingthe Christianfaithinatruer form.” (PK, 282-83). Only thencanwedojustice
to the “universal intent” of faithful scientific and historical investigation.

Whileradical postmodernism images humanity and divinity consi stently—total immanence
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prevails, conservative postmodernism downplays human transcendence and freedom, while stressing them
with respect to God. God choosesto reveal God' s self within one particular tradition. Personal particularity
wins out over awider, more consistently immanent revel ation—a revel ation consonant with both human and
divine universal intent and with indeterminate future manifestations. 1/

C.TheModerates

Not being awareof arepresentativemovement or figurethat hasspelled out therel evant characteristics
of moderate postmodernism, | now presumeto write constructively from that perspective. The moderate wing
takesto heart the postmodernfreedom fromthemaodern burden of explicatingandjustifyingall basicassumptions
and all meanings. It enjoys the postmodern assurance that Christianity has meaning for those incarnated and
enculturated in it. This assurance frees it to use critical reason appropriately to address problems and
opportunitiesthat arise. It alone of the three postmodern camps can be genuinely hopeful. Part of itsrelative
optimism stemsfromit alonefully disowning absol utism. It avoidsthedeconstructive emphasisontheextreme
tenuousnessor absence of meaning rel ativeto ahidden standard of absolutetruth. It alsoavertspostliberalism’'s
impossible burden of maintaining or proving to the Christian community itsreligion’s absoluteness.

| have delineated how both the radicals and the conservatives bounce back and forth between
immanenti st rel ativism and respectiveabsol utisms. Moderate postmodernism attemptsto chart acoursebetween
relativism and absolutism. For it, the absence of an absol ute beginning and end doesnot entail deconstruction’s
“erring” or “aimlessness.” Rather, humans and animalsin their bodily becoming in the world normally find
purpose and direction inamultiplicity of goalsand meanings, some moreimmediate or short-term, somelong-
termor overarching, somemoredefiniteor particular, somemoreprovisional or genera. Despiteforeclosurefrom
any absol ute perspective, creatures normally come to perceptual, kinesthetic, and cognitive closure, contrary
to deconstructive “undecidability.”

Tothe extent poststructuralistswould acknowl edge the above description of normal experience, they
might still contend that upon radical reflection (in the modern spirit, | would add) ironic skepticism isamore
appropriate attitude. But moderatesrealizethat lack of meaning and skepticism are parasitical upon meaning,
uponstanding somewhere. Innormal experiencewereaizeweareintouchwith sometruthandval ue, eventhough
upon reflection or further experience we discover that we erred in some (perhaps crucial) respect or missed the
greatest possible value (and, indeed, perhaps caused horrible evil in the process).

Crucially moderatesrealize and claim that we know reality, areality partly but not wholly constituted
by us. Thereisaways agivenness not constructed by any individual or cultural group. Except in the case of
other experients (and unless one accepts a panpsychic viewpoint without remainder, which | earlier rejected as
anexpressionof modernidealism), thegivene ementisnotitself already fully constituted or definite, nota“world”
apart from our participation, but open to our fuller definition. From a postmodern perspective, it is neither
necessary nor plausibleto postul ateeither aconcrete, compl etephysical realmor areified moral order completely
independent of aworld evolving and under construction. But neither isthegivensimply indefiniteor amorphous.
Certainly no one can directly or concretely describe the given, for any description involves our constituting
activity. Here we can helpfully contrast the moderate postmodern vision with other options. While radical
postmaodernism denies any world beyond our constituting activity and Kantian modernism postulates a fully
congtituted world independent of, but partially accessible through, our constituting activity, moderate
postmodernism sees given elements and our constituting activity as together forming the world.
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Because of the uncompromising commitment that we are embodied in reality, con both radicals and
postliberals, moderates reject any strong doctrine of incommensurability and credit others with some grasp of
truth. Evenradically divergent perspectives may at some level apprehend the same given element of reality.
M oderate postmodernismholdsthat error iscorrigible—not by someabsol utely privileged, infallible, inherently
different method, but by our normal ways of coming to know in theworld; that there are better and worse; that
in moving from one perspectiveto another, we not only achieve something aesthetically novel (asinLyotard’s
“paralogy”), but can stretch to fuller truth. In short, moderate postmodernism places usin the muck and mire
of real existence with all its ambiguity, where none of us has any absolute possession of the truth but none of
usistotaly blind either, wherewe may be* often perplexed, but not defeated,” wherewe can and should reach
for fuller truth and greater value.

Withtheradicals, moderates recognize that part of Christianity’ slargest context of meaninginvolves
itsinterconnectionswith differingworldviews. Whilemaintaining Christianity’ srelativeidentity, it eschewsthe
notion of Christianity’ sabsol utedifferencefromother religionsandworldviews. Itwillingly and hopefully enters
intodialoguewiththeother. Whileacknowledgingthat aWestern Christian cannot know Buddhism, for example,
precisely assomeoneenculturated in Buddhismfrombirth, it believesthat mutual trandlationand understanding
arepossible. It sharesitsviewpointsand commitmentsinthefaiththat they (andthoseof the partner indial ogue)
can have relevance to more than an isolated context, can have more universal meaning. Change and even
conversion are possible outcomes of dialogue. Such faith involves the basic assumption that continuous with
our rootedness in a particular culture and tradition is our rootedness in the being/becoming of the world.

Themoderatebranch recognizesourimmanencein contextsof meaninginaway that modernity did not
and disavowsits assumption or standard of absolute transcendence. But unlike the other two branches, it does
allow asignificant place for freedom and transcendence, asthe preceding analysis suggests. Humans have the
potential and sometimestheobligationto critiquesmaller andlarger contextsof meaning andtoembraceor reject
them, thepotential to changeour judgmentsregardingtruthand our moral commitments. Themiddlebranchalone
consistently gives the critical side of the postmodern spirit its due.

Asdoesradical postmodernism, the moderatesimage humanity and divinity harmoniously. As
some balance of transcendence and immanence pertains to humans, so too to God. A stronger sense of
divineimmanence prevailsthan in classical theology, even as greater immanence characterizesits portrait of
humanity. To the extent they address directly concepts or metaphors for God, postmodern moderates may

favor panentheism, as do Protestants Sally McFague and Peter Hodgson and Catholic David Tracy.

VI1.Epilogue

A sense of rootlessnessand of the arbitrariness of ways of life hasgrownin Western civilization over
the past century or more. Thisrootlessness and disembodiment derivesin part from the controlling picture of
modernity, a picture that denies our roots. Modernity initially hoped that critical reason would banish the
arbitrariness of individual and institutional beliefs and practices. Asreason failed to establish absolute truth,
hopes for overcoming arbitrariness increasingly banked on the prereflective; however, this hope was dashed
aswell. The past century also saw an increasing awareness of alternative cultures and worldviews.

While preliminarily acknowledging bodily and social rootedness, radical postmodernists, like some

existentialist forerunners, applaud rootlessnessand arbitrariness-relativism. Thedesiretofeel “at home” inthe
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world, for thingsto “ hang together,” isfinally inappropriate and unhealthy. Postliberalsby contrast attempt to
purchase at-home-ness by positing an absolute grounding in a tradition. Given an increasing sense of
uprootedness in modern and postmodern worlds, it should not surprise us that both radical celebration and
postliberal exorcism of rootlessness and arbitrariness have appeal .

Refusing either extreme, moderate postmodernism acknowledges both our rootednessin meaning—
through our bodies and traditions | would claim—and the element of arbitrarinessin all oursways of viewing
anddoing. Nothingisabsoluteor necessary inalogical sense, yet thisdoesnot preclude meaning and coherence.
Our rootednessin our bodies and world is not one of stasis, but of openness both to new constitutions of the
world and to fuller apprehensions of the world’s givenness.

The postmodern insight that everyone must stand somewhere can be startling. Radical and conser-
vative postmodernism see everyone as standing irreconcilably far apart. The radicals, though, attempt to
overcome such incommensurability by the standing everywhere-nowhere of endorsing equally every position.
M oderate postmodernism recognizesour differences, but affirmsthat through our embodiment intheworld we
do not stand irreducibly far apart.

The abandonment of the modern assumption of and search for the privileged position of absolute
self-possession, absolute transcendence with respect to time, and absolute clarity and certainty, will sadden
some. But perhaps renouncing any absolute human perspective should not be that unsettling. Those who
disbelieve in God presumably have no reason to expect any absolute perspective. Those who believein

God might well confess that there is only one absolute perspective, and that it belongs to God.

Endnotes

1 postmodern’ hasgained supremacy over theaternativeterms* postcritical’ and* postliberal’ . Michael
Polanyi’s‘ postcritical’ stands as probably the best single word for conveying the substance of the shift from
modernity as | construe it in this essay. The term, as | understand it, does not suggest the impossibility or
undesirability of appropriatecritical reflection, but rather modernity’ sfailureto recognizethelimitsof critical
reasoning. ‘ Postliberal’ doesconnect with* postcritical’ insofar asoneof thoselimitsistheimpossibility of (and
the wrong-headedness of attempting) totally to transcend tradition. However, one cannot answer the question
of how far onecan or should transcend traditionin aparticular cultural or religious context with generalities. It
should not surprise us then that ‘ postliberal’ is the term of choice for those with a conservative orientation.

2| amindebted to my mentor in postmodernity, William H. Poteat, for the concept of the controlling
“picture,” aswell asfor theidea, developed later inthisessay, that idealism and empiricism represent flip sides
of the samedualistic coin. (Poteat in turn wasinfluenced by French phenomenologist Maurice M erleau-Ponty
on thislatter idea.)

3in thisessay | usetheterm “critical reason” in ageneral sense, meaning reason asit questions and/
or attemptsto establish or justify or make explicit meaning and value.

4Martin Luther, taki ng a much more critical stance toward Scripture than subsequent Protestant
scholastics, foreshadowed critical activitiesof the Enlightenment by denying the historical accuracy of partsof
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the Bible and by judging astheologically invalid certain biblical books (Van A. Harvey).

S Though certainly both positive and negative practical and social consequences haveissued aswell.
For example, on the positive side: 1) many accomplishments of science, medicine, and technology 2) the
overthrowing of many superstitions3) asenseof universal humanrights; onthenegativeside: 1) theexploitation
of natureand ecological crisis2) thecommon practiceby physiciansof treating patentsasjust physical organisms
(apracti cethat many medical school snow discouragein something of apostmoderntrend). Givenmy contention
that postmodernity corrects excesses of modernity and isimpelled by amore truthful controlling assumption,
areader might gettheimpressionthat | regard modernity as“ bad” and postmodernity as* good.” Asmy preceding
remarks suggest, such simplism does not represent my overall position.

6\WhileK ant cameto deny that we can know any “thinginitself,” ashegrappled with theimplications
of modernity’s subject-object split, what is noteworthy is his very assumption of afully determinate object in
itself, albeit unknowable, behind any perception.

"Note that my wording entailsthat, in knowing, something isthere—something “ stands against” us.
Postmodernity’s logic does not permit the subjectivistic and solipsistic tendencies of modernity. We,
individually or collectively, only partly create the world we know. The correspondence theory of truthis not
altogether wrong.

8pgl anyi’ sterm* postcritical,” consonant withwhat | am calling “ the postmodern spirit,” takesin both
thecritical andtheacritical or precritical. Polanyi assented to—critically—"thegreatly increased powersof man,”
granting us a“ capacity for self-transcendence of which we can never again divest ourselves.” (PK, 268).

91tisno coincidencethat David Ray Griffintypically identifiesmodernity and itsnegativitieswithits
materialistic and sensationalistic side, whilelargely overlookingitsidealist side.

10For arelated evaluati on, seeDavid E. Klemm.

11Though radical pragmatism-historicism has affinities with poststructuralism, it has not been as
influential among theol ogians.

12Though it may well be that deconstruction’s reliance on reflective and linguistic metaphors for
reality—suchas, “writing,” “text,” “interpretation”—hindersit fromacknowl edging our (more) prereflectiveand
bodily grounding in meaning.

1?’By “meaning,” | connote both sense and value.

14| pelievesalieM cFaguegranted deconstructiontoo muchinModel sof God, inwriting that “ absence
isat least more prevalent than presence” (25). Thisconflicts, or at least isin tension, with her assumption that
Christianfaithis“most basically aclaim that the universeis neither indifferent nor malevolent but that thereis
apower (and apersonal power at that) whichison the side of lifeand itsfulfillment” (x).

15By “absolute,” | do not mean to suggest that God is unrelated to or unaffected by creation.
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16CharlesW. Allen describestribalism’ sthreat-irrel evancy polarity in* The Primacy of Phronesis.”

17see Dale Cannon, David W. Rutledge, and Esther L. Meek, Tradition and Discovery 31/3, for
additional discussion of Meek’ s theology relative to Polanyi’ s post-critical philosophy
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David Naugle on Wor ldviews

Dale Cannon

ABSTRACT Key Words: worl dview, hermeneuti cs, phil osophical theol ogy, Augustinian epistemol ogy, realism,
relativism, David Naugle, Michael Polanyi..

David Naugle' sbook, Worldview: The History of aConcept, offersa comprehensive, interdisciplinary history
and analysis of the concept of worldview froman Evangelical Reformed per spective with the aim of converting
it to Christian use—specifically, to disabuseit fromassociation with historicism, relativism, and anti-realism.
Despite his theological agenda, his wide ranging discussion provides good food for thought to anyone
interested inthe nature, history, and devel opment of the concept of worldview and the problems of historicism,
relativism, and anti-realism. While his account of Polanyi’ s under standing of worldview in connection with
the natural sciencesis sympathetic and sound, he does not draw as fully as he could have on the resour ces of
Polanyi’s thought in developing his own more general understanding of worldview.

DavidK.Naugle. Worldview: TheHistoryof aConcept. Grand Rapids, MI/Cambridge, UK : WilliamB. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 2002. Pp. xxii +384. |SBN: 0-8028-4761-7,$26.00, paper.

Naugle's book attempts a comprehensive interdisciplinary history and analysis of the concept of
worldview from aperspectiveof theinterestsand concernsof an Evangelical Reformed Protestant philosopher-
theologian. Thisisdeliberate; Nauglehasaspecific agenda. Hisaimisnot to produceawork of philosophically
and theologically neutral scholarship — rigorous scholarship that would satisfy philosophers and theologians
of whatever stripe, though at first thatiswhat | had supposed —but to clarify and refinethe concept of worldview
inaway that will “convertitto Christianuse” (259), renderingit “ useful for serviceinthechurchand acceptable
toher Lord” (290) and specifically freeingit from certain probl ematicfeaturesthat havebrought it under suspicion
among someEvangelical Reformed Protestant spokespersons(notably Karl Barth) astoitssuitability for general
theological use.

Why review abook of thissort in the Polanyi Society journal? Primarily because Naugl€' shistory of
how the concept of worldview has been deployed includes an entire chapter on its use in explaining the
disciplinary nature and methodol ogy of the natural sciencesthat draws exclusively upon the work of Michael
Polanyi and ThomasK uhn, who, Nauglenotes, wasdecisively influenced by Polanyi. Naugleexpoundsineight
pagesPolanyi’ sunderstanding of thetacit, fiduciary character of all knowing (188-195), embracingitwhol eheart-
edly, as seen inthefact that he expresses no critical reserve about it. To be sure, Naugleiswell prepared to be
indeep sympathy withthisAugustinianmodel of knowledgeasagift of gracereceivedinfaith, asitisaprincipal
strandwithintheoverall position hetakeswithinthebook and aview inwhich heisindependently, theologically
grounded. Hecasually but repeatedly alludesto Polanyi’ sunderstandingwithfavor intheremainder of thebook.
Anyonereasonably well acquainted with Polanyi’ sthought will find nothing new or problematicin hishandling
of Polanyi. Butit strikesmethat thereisagood deal moreinPolanyi’ sthought than Nauglebringsinto discussion
that isrelevant to sorting out what it isthat Naugle is attempting to get at in terms of worldview in this chapter
and el sewhere (e.g., Polanyi’ sentire discussion of “articulate frameworks,” among other things).
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That may beduein part to thefact that Naugle seemsto berelying primarily on secondary expositions
of Polanyi’ sthought --a practice evident in his coverage of the thought of several other major thinkersthat he
discusses at length, though not all--and to the fact that, for the most part, Naugle limits his discussion of the
thought of any one thinker to what that thinker has directly written about worldviews and/or closely related
concepts. What else athinker may have to say that may significantly bear upon Naugle's central concern but
doesnot explicitly do soislikely to be overlooked. Asaresult, and given thefact that an understanding of the
untreated larger context of athinker’s explicit account of worldview may significantly alter the meaning that
account seemstohaveonitsown apart fromthat context, Naugl erisksdistortionin hisexposition of that thinker’s
view. For example, | noticehishandling of Kierkegaard' sthought particularly suffersinthisregard: hisaccount
isnot just distorted but garbled and missesthe point of Kierkegaard’ scritiqueof thought—including worldview
thinking—that is not “doubly reflected” and oriented to “reduplicating” existence in thought and thought in
existence. Theforceof Wittgenstein’ scritiqueof conventional philosophy issimilarly missed: hetakesastrictly
relativist reading of Wittgenstein's appeal to language games and forms of life, thereby missing entirely
Wittgenstein’ spoint about how conventional philosophizing oftenlosesconnectionwiththeshared commonsense
groundsfor making senseinlanguage. Aswell, hemissestheforceof Husserl’ scritique: Husserl’ sradical quest
to attend so far as possible to the pre-reflective, pre-constituted given of our experience, beyond distorting,
constituting presupposi tions—such asthose pertai ning to worl dview, and especially towhat Husserl called “the
natural standpoint”—that we bring to our experience in an effort to determine its meaning, represent it to
ourselves, and so reflect on it, getslost. On the other hand, his handling of the thought of other figures—e.g.,
Dilthey, Heidegger for the most part, and Gadamer — seemsthorough, fair, and well balanced —well grounded
inaprofound acquaintancewiththelarger philosophical concernsof thework of thosethinkers. Though Naugle
doesn’t explore the resonances between Polanyi’s thought and that of Heidegger and Gadamer regarding
hermeneutics, thelucid way he expoundsthethinking of thelatter two in chapter 11, particularly in connection
with concelving aworldview as asemiotic system, serendipitously opens up alarge and fascinating horizon of
fruitful philosophical research for students of Polanyi’s thought.

Nevertheless and despite these criticisms, Naugle' s book isan extraordinary achievement —so much
sothat onecanlearnagreat deal fromit philosophically, evenif onehasno specia interestin Naugle' sprimary
intentionidentified above or hasno special sympathy with histheological perspective. It coversahugeamount
of ground and introduced meto aspects of thework of Dilthey, Jaspers, Michael Kearney and Robert Redfield
in Anthropology,among others of which | had little or no knowledge. Naugle starts out the book surveying
influential effortsto articulate a Christian worldview by several Reformed Protestant theol ogiansin thetwienth
century: James Orr, Gordon H. Clark, Carl F. H. Henry, Abraham Kuyper, Herman Dooyeweerd, and Francis
Schaeffer. In an effort to “balance” things theologically, he devotes a chapter to surveying paralel,
complementary efforts among a sampling of Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox theologians. From these
surveys he then turns to philology in tracing the etymology of “Weltanschauung”/“worldview” (and closely
relatedwords) in Europeanlanguagesback toitsorigininK ant, itsexpanded usein Fichte, and Schelling, itsrapid
appropriationamong Romanticthinkers, toitswidespread useinvirtually every intellectual field by thebeginning
of thetwienth century. Henext undertakesan exercisein philosophical history (moresoachronological sampler
of major philosophical treatments), tracing thefiliation of ‘ worldview’ asaphilosophical concept (not just aword)
from Hegel to Heidegger and to Donald Davidson. From thence, he ventures a“disciplinary history” of the
concept within the natural sciences and the social sciences.

Naugle' sconcerninthis*historical” section of the book isnot to tease out variations on the denotative
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meaning of the concept, which have been fairly limited in scope and non-controversial —“Roughly speaking,
it['worldview'] referstoaperson’ sinterpretation of reality and abasicview of life’ (260). Rather hischief concern
iswith principal developmentsin what he calls the connotative meaning of the concept (i.e., philosophical
elaborationsof what itinvolvesandimpliesby successivethinkers), for withthelatter hasarisentheproblematic
legacy that has heightened suspicion of the suitability of the concept for Reformed theological use — namely,
itsintimate association with historicism, relativism, and anti-realism.

Chapters9and 10, “ Theol ogi cal Reflections” and* Philosophical Reflections” onworldview, wherehis
project isto liberate the concept of worldview from these problematic associations, are the most interesting, as
far asl amconcerned, andthemost full of insight and creativepromise. HereNauglemakessomegenuinecreative
advanceinthinkingthroughfor himself theideaof worldview vis-a&Vvisthecurrent optionsof waning modernism
and postmodernism, rather than simply critically presenting thethinking of othersonthesubject. Inchapter 10,
he sets out to establish that any theory or definition of ‘worldview’ isitself afunction of the worldview of the
theorist or the definer; i.e., meta-worldview accounts are never worldview neutral or free of prejudicial
preconception — the Enlightenment presumptive prejudice against prejudice (i.e., the presumed possibility of
escaping prejudice—andthusall faithcommitments) notwithstanding. For exampl e, the presumptionto conduct
ametaphysically neutral account of worl dviewsandformacorrel ativeconception of worldview itself prejudicially
favors an anti-realist result. Given thisgeneral thesis, Naugle proposes, first, that a Christian perspective on
worldviews(not just aChristian worldview) will imply [ presuppose?] the knowabl e objectivereality not just of
theuniversebut al so of the Trinitarian God who establishesitsmoral order and governsitsevery aspect, inlight
of whichworldviewsthat do not acknowledgeit will befound wanting. Soalso, second, a Christian perspective
onworldviewsimpliesan orientation of human subjectivity rootedintheheart that will decisively shapeavision
of lifeandhumanfulfillment aswell asone’ sknowledgeand understanding of all other things—what hastypically
been ascribed to the concept of Weltanschuung. That is., “the heart and its content as the center of human
consciousness| particul arly highlightedinthe Augustinian spirituality of knowing] createsand constituteswhat
we commonly refer to as a Weltanschauung” (270). It is“avision of the heart,” “defining the person” and
supplying “the fundamental assumptions uponwhichalifeisbased” (291): “The human heart isitshome, and
it providesahomefor thehumanheart” (330). Itfollowsfor Naugle, third, that aChristian per spectivewill interpret
worldviews and relations between themin light of the Fall asfraught with idolatry and asthe locus of “cosmic
spiritual warfareinwhich thetruth about reality and the meaning of lifeisat stake” (274). Fourthandfinally, a
Christian perspective will understand the formation of a Christian worldview amidst other worldviews as a
primary function of graceand redemptionin Christ: salvation hasfundamentally to dowith atransformationand
rectification of one’ sworldview.

Chapter 11 advancesnew philosophical groundinexplainingwhat kind of thingaworldviewis, bringing
intoplay el ementsnot considered earlierinthebook. Heproposesthat aworldview is* asemiotic system of world-
interpreting stories” — narrative signs and symbols for interpreting the world — that provides “afoundation or
governing platform upon or by which peoplethink, interpret, and know” (291). Drawing on Collingwood and
Maclntyre (but not Polanyi, though he certainly could), Naugle contends that rationality is itself worldview
dependent: “not aformal, atemporal process, but away of thinking thatisgrounded inacommitment to asystem
of narrativesignsassociatedwithanhistorical tradition” (310). Enlightenment rationality issoaswell, heclaims,
thoughit deniesitscontextual dependence. Hethentacklestheproblem of thehermeneutical circle, startingwith
adiscussion of the Meno paradox (again, with no referenceto Polanyi): insofar asall interpretation isgoverned
by preunderstandings and governing commitments, how can one hope to transcend subjectivity? Drawing on
Heidegger and Gadamer (but not Polanyi, though heretoo heisrel evant), Nauglecritiquesthepreval ent modern
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understanding of the interpretive process--i.e., its prejudice against prejudice and itsradically individualistic
interpretivemodel --and fundamentally optsfor adynamic, communitarian, dial ectical understanding of interpre-
tation where both the meaning of atext and the preunderstandings brought to it are continuously questioned
withinone’ sowncommunity and, if | understand Nauglecorrectly, between communities: “ ahealthy mixtureof
ahermeneutics of trust with an adegquate amount of doubt or suspicion in relation to the tradition in which one
stands” (320). Naugle endsthe chapter with an fine clarification of the difference in reference to worldviews
between (a) naive, direct, or commonsenserealism, (b) creativeantirealism, and (c) critical realism. Inregardto
explaining critical realismwithwhich heidentifies, hedrawsupon Mikhail Bakhtin’ snotionsof “thedial ogical
imagination” and* creativeunderstanding” amongall partiesof an ongoingcritical conversationamong persons
of differing framesof reference, different worldviews, where each recognizesthe possibility that othersmay be
ableto seethingsthat areincapabl eof being seenfromone’ sownframework. Thisseemstometobeanimportant
concession that leaves me unclear asto how it can be reconciled with the absol utist perspective that otherwise
Naugle seemsto favor (e.g., p. 266) He endsthe chapter with acasefor the relevance to assessing worldviews
by thethreefamiliar criteriaof rational coherence, empirical correspondence (broadly understood), and existential
pragmatism.

Naugl€e' sconcludingreflectionsinchapter 11 givean overview of what hetakesto bethe philosophical,
theological, and spiritual dangersand benefitsof utilizing the concept of worldview. Intwo appendicesNaugle
givessynopsesof Evangelical worldview articul ationsadditional tothosecoveredinhisbook and abibliography
of books on the Christian worldview he does not address.

| havetwo additional comments. First, in reading through the book, | was puzzled by what seemed to
mea recurrent shiftinmeaningin Naugle' sconcept of worl dview that never quitegetsresol ved, thoughhecomes
closeto doing so in the last three chapters. |saworldview something reflectively constituted (a determinate
representati on of theworl d) or isit something pre-refl ectiveand theref orelessdeterminate? | sit arepresentation
of the world (an account of how a certain person or persons understands the world) or isit the world as they
experienceit? Indeed, towhat extent for Naugleistheworld aspre-refl ectivel y experienced something more(as
in Polanyi’ snotion of reality asinexhaustibleinitsintimationsof future manifestations), less, or other thanthe
account one succeedsin articulating of theworld; or canweever safely presumethat these aresimply the same?
All thisrelates, as | seeit, to the philosophical question whether human knowledge is primarily a matter of
progressively refined explicit representation — the conventional philosophical understanding — or amatter of
ongoing tacit relational acquaintance that permits and calls forth an indeterminate range of always partial
representations— Polanyi’ sunderstanding. Sometimes a given author that Naugle discusses leanstoward one
or the other of these alternatives. But Naugle doesn’t attempt to sort it out along the way and only beginsto do
sointhelast two chapters, alluding to it in what he identifies as the philosophical danger of objectificationin
thefinal chapter. It seemsto methat hewantsto haveit both wayswith asingle worldview somehow being both
at once — both reflective representation (as refined by philosopher-theologians) and pre-reflective relational
acquaintance — yet the authors he has covered (especially the phenomenol ogical authors) pointedly challenge
that possibility inways| amnot convinced herealizes. My point isthat each articul aterepresentative rendering
of theworld (and of ourselvesplaced within that world) makesadifference, changingit and usinsignificant and
indeterminately predi ctableways, asPolanyi and othershaveclaimed. Theworldisnotthesamepre-reflectively
experienced asitisarticulately rendered, at least for usfor whomitissorendered. Because of that, noneof our
articulate representations of the world can ever be decisively and finally determinate — despite the hope and
supposition of dogmatists(of whatever stripe, even Evangelical Reformed Protestant). Therewill alwaysbethe
possihility of challenge, change, and new insi ght unassi milabl eto any former rendering because of our deepening
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tacit rel ational acquai ntancewiththingsthat forever iscapableof outrunningour explicit representational reach.
Isthis understanding of worldview itself aworldview? Yesand no. It isaworldview that recognizesitsown
finitude, partiality, opennessto change, and sitz-in-leben quaworldviewinthefaceof areality that isinimportant
respectsinexhaustible and that recogni zesthe existence, place, and value of other worldviewsthat it can never
hope to completely incorporate within itself. Totalization that closes off this unpredictable uncertainty is
impossibleandthequest for totalizationismorally problematic. AttimesNaugleseemstoagree, particularlyin
chapter 10. But what then of Naugle’ s hankering for “an absol utist perspective onlife’ (266) that heclaimsis
required of atruly biblical and Christianworldview? What, inthisconnection, would such aperspectiveamount
to? Need “absolutist” require “reflectively determinate” ?

Second, | wonder about the placeand role of thepersonin Naugl €' sresulting conception of worldview.
For Polanyi, a word means nothing apart from some person (or, strictly speaking, persons) taking it up and
integratingitsubsidiarily toitsmeaning. Thesameistruefor asymbol, asentence, anessay, atheory, oranentire
articulate system (which opens up not a specific meaning but awhol e horizon of meanings). The sameisalso
truefor aworldview —so far asit isat all something articulable, distinguishable from the person who holdsit,
sharable, transferable, etc. A personismorethanaworldview, and aworldview ismeaninglessand lifel essapart
fromapersonat |easttemporarily inanact of imaginativeempathy tryingit onfor size. A worldview canbetaken
up inagreat variety of different, sometimes significantly consegquential ways by any one person. My paintis
that thisessential role of the personin relation to any worldview is pretty much left out of account in Naugle's
book (asit isleft out in most of the accounts of worldview he covers) —at least until chapters 10 and 11, where
he only beginsto takeit into account. In any case, the world we actually live in — and within which we hold
thisor that worldview (thisor that view of theworld welivein) —isnot thesameas, nor isit reducibleto, theview
wehaveof it (i.e., theworldisnot reducibleto our worldview), however much wemight wish or pretend it was.
Ideally, our worldview should take account of that transcendence of ourselves and of theworld to the view we
haveof it; but even whenit does, that doesn’t makeit theworld weactually and literally livein. However good
amap happensto be, it still is never territory.

Notes on Contributors

Dale Cannon (cannodw@wou.edu) is professor emeritus of Philosophy and Religious Studies at Western
Oregon University. He has written many essays on Polanyi’ s thought, several published in Tradition and
Discovery. With the help of several other members of the Polanyi Society, heis currently endeavoring to
compose an introductory reader on the thought of Polanyi.

David K. Naugleischair and professor of philosophy at Dallas Baptist University where he has worked for
seventeen years in both administrative and academic capacities. He earned a Th.D. in systematic theology,
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David Nikkel (david.nikkel @uncp.edu) is Assistant Professor of Religion at the University of North Carolina
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A Responseto Cannon’s Commentson My Book

David Naugle

ABSTRACT Key Words: worldview, Weltanschauung, objectivity, church, embodied, heart, vision, person, reflective,
pre-reflective, pllausibility structure, Kierkegaard, Michael Polanyi, Wittgenstein, Husserl.

Inthisessay, | respond DaleCannon'’ scritiqueof mybook, Worldview: TheHistory of aConcept. | amsurprised
that Professor Cannon, as a presumed devotee of Michael Polanyi, expected meto offer a scholarly objective
discussion of the history of the concept of worldview. That | did attempt to do in part, but | also had the goal
of rehabilitating the notion of worldview for usein a Christian context. | also respond to his criticismthat |
need to offer a more precise description of the concept of worldview itself aseither pre-reflective or reflective
in nature, and whether or not a worldview is epistemically representational or more Polanyian in character.
| seeit in both/and terms rather than the either/or ways Cannon has offered to me as options. | address his
criticismthat | neglect the place and role of the personin my resulting conception of worldview. While | could
have spent more time on thisissue, I point out that I ground the notion of worldview in the biblical teaching
about the human “ heart” as the seat and source of thought, affection, will and spirituality.

| am grateful to Professor Dale Cannon for histhoughtful review of my book, Worldview: TheHistory
of a Concept (Eerdmans 2002). Cogent critiques of one’ swork are an honor because somebody hastaken your
work seriously, are humbling because they point out weaknessesin your scholarship, and they are a so helpful
because they sharpen our thinking about the topic under consideration. So it is with gratitude, humility, and
appreciation that | make my response to this response to my book.

Firstof al, | wasabit surprised that Prof essor Cannon wassurprised because hewasexpecting my book
to be a“work of philosophically and theologically neutral scholarship...that would satisfy philosophers and
theol ogiansof whatever stripe....” That hewasflummoxedthat | had an apol ogeti c purposein mind seemscounter
to the central Polanyian notion, assuming Professor Cannon acceptsit, that knowledgeistacit and fiduciary in
character, “rooted,” as he points out in the second paragraph, “in the ancient Augustinian model where faith
establishes the basis for knowledge as a gift of grace.” | am, indeed, Polanyian rather than modernist in my
epistemic outlook. Thisaccountsfor my perspective on the notion of worldview asawhole, and for my critical
defense of the ecclesiastical value of the notion in chapters nine through eleven (even though Karl Barth’'s
criticismsof “worldview” were low on the totem pole of my concern, despite Professor Cannon’ s assertion to
the contrary).

At the sametime, in chaptersthree through eight, preceding my arguments on behalf of the use of the
worldview concept in the church, | was attempting, however imperfectly, to offer a somewhat “ objective’
presentation of the history of the concept in philosophy and among the natural and social sciences. Thiswas
acentral purpose of the book. The entire volume, therefore, was not intended to be apologetic in purpose, but
to offer a history of the concept, as the actual title of the book suggests.
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| am pleased (and relieved) that Professor Cannon regarded my treatment of Polanyi’ sthought andits
bearing onworldview asacceptabl e. Undoubtedly, thereismuch moreinPolanyi’ sthought to unearthinthinking
about worldview than | have been ableto mine, and thisdearth isto my ownand my readers’ detriment. Esther
L. Meek, for example, pointed out in aportion of a paper she presented at a mid-west regional meeting of the
Evangelical Theological Society in 2004 “What David Naugle CanLearn From Michael Polanyi.” Herinsights,
especially regarding theembodied character of knowledge, havebeenvery helpful, and havecaused metorevise
my own definition of worldview from a*“vision of the heart” to a“vision of the ‘embodied’ heart.”

Furthermore, as Professor Cannon points out, | did rely on secondary literature in my exposition of
several key thinkersin the history portion of the book. But why not consult good works on aparticular thinker
whosethought liesbeyond one’ sfield of one’ sexpertise? Also, in hisestimation, | missed theinterpretive boat
in my exposition of several of them because of my neglect of the larger context of their thought, Kierkegaard,
Wittgenstein, and Husserl inparticular. That | depended upon secondary resourceshereand therewasnecessary
in abook that treated upwards of thirty-five key thinkers on the worldview concept, and that | may have erred
hermeneutically inmy treatment of someof themisquitelikely aswell, assuming Professor Cannonhimself knows
better than | what these thinkers were al about (and he probably does!).

Despitethesewell-received criticisms, | amgrateful that Professor Cannon findsmy book overall tobe
an “extraordinary achievement” whichispleasing to hear. Hisgeneral survey of the contents of my book ison
target and seemsto get what | was trying to convey and accomplish overall.

Professor Cannonmakestwofinal commentsat theend of hisreview that arevery important and worthy
of further comment. The first concerns the need for me to offer a more precise description of the concept of
worldview itself. Isaworldview pre-reflectiveor reflectivein character, andisit epistemically representational
or more Polanyianin natureas“ amatter of ongoing tacit relational acquaintancethat permitsand callsforth an
indeterminate range of always partial representations’? And if the latter, how would “worldview” defined in
Polanyiantermsfitinwithacommitment to absol utetruth, especially of the Christiankind, after which Professor
Cannon believes| am “hankering” ?

These are excellent questions (or points), and they help clarify my own thinking about these issues.
He' sright that | do addressthese matters helter skelter in the ninth and tenth chapters of the book. Perhaps here
| cancrystallizemy thinking. | supposel want to havemy cakeand eat it too, but | grant totheword “worldview”
acertainlexical flexibility, just aswe dowiththeword “love.” If “love” can be used to convey apreferencefor
chocolateicecreamaswell astoexpressan unconditional commitment to one’ sspouse (and weunderstand what
wemean whenweuseit bothways), so | think itispossibleto usetheword “worldview” to stand for both apre-
reflective and reflective grasp of the cosmos (and both uses make good sense).

Onthe onehand, | find myself and others using “worldview” to refer to the unexamined, inarticul ate
intuitionsor presuppositionsweholdto unconsciously about lifeand reality. Hereaworldview islikeanumpire
at abaseball game. An umpire at abaseball game controlsall the action out on the diamond, even though very
few fanspay any real direct attentiontohim. Inthislight, aworldview hasacertainkind of “ taken-for-grantedness”
about it. It constitutes the unexamined “plausibility structure” that enables most people to make sense of the
worldandtheir placeinit, evenwithout their open knowledge or awareness. Why can' t thisway of knowingand
beingintheworldlegitimately belabeled a“worldview”?
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On the other hand, and more Socratically, | find myself and others al so using the concept to stand for
areasonably well examined and articul ated philosophy of life. A worldview inthiscaseisidentified with or the
intellectual outcome of considerable philosophic and religious reflection. Here a worldview as “umpire’ is
intentionally observed and known. Such purposeful observationand knowledgeabout lifeandreality arecentral
toagood educationaswell asathoughtful and, hopefully, awell-livedlife. Thesetwowaysof knowingand being
in the world — both assumptive and conceptual — can be called “worldviews’ asfar as| am concerned.

Furthermore, | am epistemically elastic when it comes to the nature of worldview knowledge, or
knowledge about the world and about what transcends it. Surely we know some things for sure (that is,
propositionsthat represent reality): God existsand islight, love, and justice; the earthisélliptical in shape and
rotates around the sun; cold-blooded, murder with maliceiswrong; 2 + 2 = 4, and so on. On the basis of these
examples, | suppose | am a card-carrying member of “the conventional philosophic understanding of refined
explicit representationalism.” We do have some concrete knowledge of theology, astronomy, morality and
mathematics that is trustworthy and true.

This, however, doesnot meanthat | understand any of these propositionsabsol utely, perfectly, or non-
relationally. Thereisalwayssomething personal, something more, something less, or something other thanwhat
| know about these and other things, whether pre-reflectively or reflectively. God, the cosmos, ethics, and
numbers are mysterious, inexhaustible realities, and beyond the reach of the human mind to understand and
represent fully. My, or our, knowledge of them, can alwaysbeimproved upon and deepened, especially through
critical andfruitful conversation (thusmy appeal to Bakhtin’ snotion of the“ dial ogical imagination”). For these
reasons, | subscribed in my book to the school of “critical realism,” and can say on this score that | am also a
card-carrying member of the Polanyian school of thought that regards knowledge as“ amatter of ongoing tacit
relational acquaintance that permits and callsforth an indeterminate range of always partial representations.”

My epistemol ogy, including my religiousoutl ook, therefore, isboth confident and humble. AsSt. Paul
putitin1Corinthians13: 12, wedo, infact, seeand understand. But our knowledgeof thingsat thispointisalways
partial and improvable. Oneday, by the grace of God, wewill truly and fully understand, at least asfar asfinite
human creatures can!

For nowwearelookinginamirror that givesonly adimblurredreflection of reality asinariddlieor enigma,
but thenwhen perfection comesweshall seeinreality and facetoface! Now | know in partimperfectly,
but then | shall know and understand fully and clearly, even in the same manner as | have been fully
and clearly known and understood by God (Amplified Version).

The second point Professor Cannon mentions, as he concludes hisreview, isthe place and role of the
personinmy resulting conception of worldview. Hebelievesthat | needto articulate morefully therelationship
of any lexical, textual or symbolic entity and the person who holds or usesit, and that | only begin to address
thisissuein chapters 10 and 11. He also believes| should differentiate more sharply between the world itself,
aview of it, and the person who holds to it, and, indeed, these are important distinctions that | should have
addressed more thoroughly.

Nevertheless, | do speak to theissue of the relationship between the human person and worldview in
chapter ninethrough abiblical anthropology that focuses on the notion of the “heart” (Hebrew: leb and |ebab;
Greek: kardia). Astheseat and sourceof thought, affection, volitionand spirituality, theheart, asthewordliterally

34



suggests, isthe center and core of every human being. For thisreason Proverbs 4: 23 states, “Watch over your
heartwithall diligence/For fromitflowthespringsof life.” Jesushimself affirmsthat “ whereyour treasureis, there
will your heart bealso” (Matthew 6: 21). Inother words, astheheartisinclined, so alsoistheperson. Thehuman
heart is where we are what we are (Augustine). For these reasons, then, | asserted that life proceeds
“kardioptically” out of avision of the" embodied” heart (acknowledging onceagain Esther Meek’ sreminder of
the physical dimension of theknowing process). Whileit would betoo much toidentify apersonwith hisor her
embodied perception of life rooted in the heart, nonetheless, thereis avery close connection. To be sure, this
link between our embodied views of life, who we are, and how weliveissignificant, and needsto be examined

further.
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REVIEWS

J. Wentzel Van Huyssteen, Alone in the World? Hu-
man Uniqueness in Science and Theology. Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2006. Pp. 347 +xviii. $49.95hb.
| SBN 0-8028-32466.

Consider this quotation: “The devel opment
of apostfoundationalist notion of rationality helpedme
move beyond any position that would want to regard
either scienceor theol ogy asasuperior formof rational
thinking” (xiv). Or this; “On this postfoundationalist
view embodied persons, and not abstract beliefs, should
be seen as the locus of rationality. We, as rational
agents, arethus always socially and contextually em-
bedded. Moreover, it isas embodied rational agents
that we perform rationally by making informed and
responsiblejudgmentsin very specific personal, com-
munal, but al so disciplinary andinterdisciplinary con-
texts’ (10). Thesethoughtful presuppositionsWentzel
VanHuyssteenbringstothese Gifford L ecturesof 2004
wouldbehighly sympatheti ctoany follower of Michael
Polanyi’ s philosophical perspective. Van Huyssteen
makesclear hisindebtednessto Polanyi, amongothers,
for hisroleinarticulating apostfoundati onalist episte-
mology. “Onan epistemological level thismodernist
mode of inquiry was definitively dealt with first by
Michael Polanyi, then by Thomas Kuhn, and post-
Kuhn by variousstrandsof postmodern science. What
this move has made increasingly clear is that all our
inquiry, whether scientific or theological, is highly
contextual and already presupposes aparticular theo-
retical, doctrinal, or personal stanceand commitment”
(56).

Given this beginning point congenia to
Polanyians, where does VVan Huyssteen take his in-
quiry? Whatishisgoal, and doesheaccomplishhisaim
successfully? The author’s aim is to carry out an
interdisciplinary inquiry intothenatureof humanunique-
ness, an inquiry in which evolutionary epistemology,
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palecanthropology, and the Christian notion of hu-
mans as the bearers of the imago dei are brought into
productive interchange. The book features glorious
illustrations of Paleolithic cave paintings from such
sitesasl ascaux, Gargas, and Cougnac. VanHuyssteen
includes ideas from an impressively wide range of
thinkers. Thisisaneruditework thatiscarried outwith
a high degree of self conscious construction.

Unfortunately, some of the book’ s strengths
just alluded to turn out also to be weaknesses. Too
often the various writers' views are strung together
without being integrated in any consistent way into
Van Huyssteen's own explicit perspective. This is
understandable when one considers that party to the
conversation are people as diverse as Karl Barth,
Pascal Boyer, Jean-Paul Sartre, Jurgen M oltmann, Karl
Popper, Alasdair Macintyre, AbrahamHeschel, Charles
Darwin, Gerhardvan Rad, ThomasHuxley, Augustine,
and Maurice Merleau-Ponty. But something other
than wide diversity of views is at work here. Van
Huyssteen borrowsfrom Calvin Schrag the metaphor
of transversality, by which he means* a performative
praxis where our multiple beliefs and practices, our
habits of thought and attitudes, our prejudices and
assessments, converge” (21). 1'd be hard pressed to
explain how the language of “transversal” represents
animprovement over “comparative.” However, Schrag
helpfully infuses his notion of transversality with an
embodied, tacit dimension so that “existential dwell-
ings rather than dead frames of reference” (22) are
brought into juxtaposition. Van Huyssteen holds out
thehopefor cross-disciplinary integration asaproduct
of transversal dialogue, but he also states, “This
postfoundationalist approachtointerdisciplinarity also
reveal edinterdisciplinary reflectionasnonhierarchical
because no one disciplinary voice, and no one set of
judgments, practices, or principles, will beabletoclaim
absolute priority over, or be foundational for, any
other” (41). Intruly open interdisciplinary dialogue,
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should one not be open to discovery of prioritiesif not
foundations? In practice, Van Huyssteen's theologi-
cal commitments never really seem open to question,
and the various disciplines and voices brought into
conversation never quite gel into any more inclusive
vision.

The extreme self consciousness Van
Huyssteen brings to the work means that he tends to
tell youwhat heisgoing to do several times, tellsyou
that heisdoingit, and then tellsyou what he has done
a number of times. In short, the writing is highly
repetitive. No doubt the redundancy is partialy a
reflection of the need of a speaker to remind hisaudi-
ence, some of whom will have attended only one
lecture, what he is up to. But a book is a different
creature than a series of lectures, and thisbook would
benefit from some serious editing.

Apart from such stylistic complaints, what
doesthebook accomplish substantively? | amgrateful
for having been introduced to a number of thinkers|
had not encountered before. | found the thesis devel-
oped by David Lewis-Williamsthat some of the cave
drawings are best explained in terms of shamanistic
ritual and out of body experiencesintriguingif notfully
convincing.

Walter Gulick
WGulick@mesubillings.edu

MalcolmGladwell, Blink: ThePower of Thinking With-
out Thinking. New Y ork and Boston: Little, Brownand
Company, 2005. Pp. 277. ISBN 0-316-17232-4.$25.95.

In Blink, Malcolm Gladwell, the author of
Tipping Point and a staff writer for the New Y orker,
arguesthat our tacit powers of knowing (a) work fast,
(b) canbemorerdiablethanexplicitanaysis, but(c) can
seriously mislead us. Gladwell never refersto Polanyi,
nor doesheexplicitly writeof “tacitknowledge.” This
review, however, isan explicitly Polanyian reading of
Blink.

Hebeginswithreflectionson “the statuethat
didn’tlookright.” In September of 1983, thepeoplewho
rantheJ. Paul Getty Museumin Californiaweretrying
to decide whether or not to buy an almost perfectly
preserved statue of a young nude male. It was pre-
sented to them as an example of the type of statue
known asakour os, dating from about thesixth century
BCE. Scientific analyses of the statue satisfied the
museum official sthat thestaturewasgenuine, but they
hesitated because many of the art historians and col-
lectors, upon seeing the statue, had immediate nega-
tivereactions. They could not specify their reasons,,
other than to say that somehow, it just “didn’t look
right.” It turned out that these “gut reactions’ were
rightonthemoney. “Inthefirst two secondsof looking
—inasingleglance—they wereabletounderstand more
about the essence of the statue than the team at the
Getty was able to understand after fourteen months’

®).

In Polanyian terms, this is an example of
“connoisseurship,” which isakind of skill, acquired
only by long experience, usually under theguidanceof
one who has already mastered the skill.

Connoisseurship, like skill, can be
communicated only by example, not
by precept. To become an expert
wine-taster, toacquireaknowledge
of innumerable different blends of
teaor betrained asamedical diag-
nostician, you must go through a
long courseof experienceunder the
guidance of amaster (PK 54).

The reason the art historians were unable to say why
thekourosdidn’tlook right was, in Polanyi’ slanguage,
that they had only subsidiary awarenessof the particu-
lar details which came together to produce their
strongly negative reactions. They knew more than

they could say.

Blinkisfull of examplesof tacitknowing, with
an emphasis upon the speed withwhich it takes place.
Polanyi drew upon the psychological research of his
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day, particularly in Gestalt psychology. Gladwell draws
upon more recent findings in cognitive psychology.
Herefersto studies of “fast and frugal” knowing, and
of the" adaptiveunconscious’ (256). And, likePolanyi,
Gladwell emphasizes the vital importance of relying
upon these powers of knowing, even thought we
cannot specify just how they lead us to our snap
judgments and decisions. And, aso like Polanyi,
Gladwell recogni zesthat thesetacit powersof knowing
sometimeslead usastray. Wehavetotrust knowledge
that might be mistaken.

Gladwell discusses mistaken fast and frugal
knowing in his third chapter, entitled “The Warren
Harding Error: Why WeFall For Tall, Dark, and Hand-
some Men.” Histopic in this chapter is unconscious
bias. Unconscious biases work in favor of men, like
Harding, who looked presidential in spite of their lack
of talent for the job. They work against African
Americans, who suffer from unconscious discrimina-
tionevenonthepart of peoplewho aredeeply commit-
tedtoequality andracial justice. “ Taking rapid cogni-
tion seriously — acknowledging theincredible power,
for good andill, that firstimpressionsplay inour lives
— requires that we take active steps to manage and
control thoseimpressions® (97-98).

In the next three chapters, Gladwell givesa
number of examplesof how peopleindifferent areasof
life have taken active steps, not just to “manage and
control” fast and frugal knowing, but tofacilitateit. A
successful battlefield commander triesto be“in com-
mand” by establishing battlefield strategy but “out of
control” of the soldiers being supervised — they need
to improvise on the scene without waiting for orders
fromabove (118). Animprovisational comedy group
creates a script and a plot on stage by accepting
everything each actor does. A manager of an emer-
gency room improves diagnoses of heart attacks by
cutting down ontheamount of information ER doctors
have to take into account. Women break into sym-
phony orchestras in significant numbers only after
auditions begin to take place behind screens. The
screens prevent those who are selecting candidates
from“listening with their eyes.”
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Gladwell argues that explicit knowledge is
valuable. He relies heavily upon explicitly stated
theories and hypotheses in cognitive psychology.
Thesebecomemost valuable, however, whenthey are
allowed to become the background for insights that
comeintheblink of aneye. Moreover, whentheresults
of these insights can be stated, they can, in turn,
become part of the theoretical background for new
insights. Without ever referring to Polanyi, Gladwell
both confirms basic principles of Polanyi’stheory of
knowing, and pointsto waysin which that theory can
bedevelopedinthelight of recent findingsincognitive

psychology.

Dick Moodey
moodey001@gannon.edu



