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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.

32 Tradition & Discovery:The Polanyi Society Periodical,33:1



| 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
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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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