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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.
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