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Preface

Thisis TAD'sfirst thematic edition: Guest Editor Jim Stines has put together
anice collection of essays honoring William H. Poteat, a thinker who has encouraged
many generations of students to contemplate Michael Polanyi's work. Stines has more
to say about Poteat and those who have written about him below. Two other matters
areimportant to note: (1) David Rutledge describes the upcoming November 18 and
19, 1994 meetingsof The Polanyi Society to be held in conjunction with the annual
meeting of the American Academy of Religion in Chicago (see page 6); (2) thisisthe
beginning of the academic year and annual dues need to be paid (please see the
inserted sheet in thisissue).

Phil Mullins

Responses to W.H. Poteat: Introduction

J. W. Stines
Guest Editor

The Polanyi Society, initsmeeting with the American Academy of Religionin
San Francisco in November of 1992 requested that an edition of Tradition and
Discovery be devoted to the work of William H. Poteat.! Thisissueisthe responseto
that request.

The career of Poteat as teacher and writer is having an increasingly profound
impact; and one of the major routes of that impact has been by way of the Polanyi
connection. Members of The Polanyi Society and subscribers to Tradition and
Discovery will recall that conversations with Poteat constituted the Society program at
the November, 1993, American Academy of Religion meeting in Washington, D.C. and
that, in anticipation of that gathering, TAD published, inal993-94 issue (Vol. XX. no.
1), R. Taylor Scott’ sexcellent introductory essay “William H. Poteat: A Laudatio”.
The present issue of TAD is something of a continuation and expansion of what was
begun there; and that essay is recommended to readers of this issue who might have

Tradition and Discovery isindexed selectivelyin The
Philosopher’s Index and Religion One: Periodicals. Book
reviews areindexedin Indexto Book Reviews in Religion.
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missedit.

Astitles of anumber of Poteat’ swritings clearly indicate, there has been far more than an incidental
relationship between hiswork and that of Polanyi. However, it would be amistake to assume that Poteat’ s work--
even where Polanyi is explicitly invoked in such titles as Polanyian Meditations--is simply a piece of Polanyi
scholarship. Indeed, Poteat has disavowed being a“Polanyi scholar” in the usual academic sense of such
expressions; and any reader of Poteat’s essays (or of his Ph. D. dissertation on Pascal’s Conception of Man and
Modern Sensibility) will notice that from the early nineteen fifties, before any affiliation with Polanyi, hewas
already at work giving expression to a postcritical sensibility possessed of its own genius and, from the begin-
ning, engendered in ahighly reflected relationship to the import of the Christian imagination for be-speaking our
understanding and for understanding our beings as speakers and listeners. In the introduction to Polanyian
Meditations Poteat indicates how his1952 discovery of some early writings of Polanyi “accredited and greatly
enriched the context within which initially to obey my own intimations’; and he goes on to describe hisinitial
meeting with Polanyi and the “mounting excitement” with which he read a typescript of Personal Knowledge
which hetook from that meeting in1955.

Hence, the relationship has been of the most fruitful sort. It isnecessary to listen to Polanyi and Poteat
each in hisown right; and it would be agross error to expect to meet, in Poteat’ swork, ssmply Polanyi’svoiceor a
presumption to that. It is precisely because of this that there is, both actual and possible, the most authentic sort
of colloquy between the two. It isasense for that fact that has led so many of Poteat’s students, working within
the particular ambience of Poteat’ s teaching and writing-- and on such diverse themes as Arendt and authority,
irony and epistemology, Wittgenstein and religious language, Walker Percy and cultural criticism, etc.--also to
enter the world of Polanyi and into a conversation whose end is a continually receding horizon and which takes
turns which certainly could not have been foreseen asinferences from a careful reading of Polanyi. Nevertheless,
there isashared elan which, negatively stated, has a close relationship to Soren Kierkegaard' s claim that the issue
of the modern sensibility issuicide. Positively stated, thiselan is surely closely tied to a sense for “the primacy of
persons’.

Itisthislatter shared sensibility which will be evident in the following essays in response to Poteat--
even where the name of Polanyi isscarcely invoked at all. Indeed, in arather defiant act of what Kierkegaard
termed “dialectical reduplication”, Benjamin Ladner posed an instructive problem for the present editing proce-
dure--one which | took to grow directly out of his attempt to be non-complicitous with the ubiquitous subtle
subterfuges by which academic scholarship obfuscates the presence and the voice of the speaker. In the present
scheme of thingsin the scholarly publishing world, theindexing of an article and making it availablefor electronic
searches requires the appending of an abstract and “key words’. Ladner simply refused this new form of pre-
sumption to an abstracted re-presentation of what he, in his own voice, wishesto say. Perhaps the reader will find
that this refusal is a statement upon the article and/or that the article is a statement upon the refusal; here, also,
perhapsthereisaclue to thetitle of the article--"Who Says What” --minus question mark.

Ladner, Dale Cannon and Bruce Haddox were students of Poteat; and, although their modes of approach
vary, each in his essay gives voice, among other things, to a sense for the person as a sense for a presence which
isat onceinalienable and yet, ironically, becoming utterly inapprehensible within modern and post-modern
sensibility. (Cannon’s discussion of Kierkegaard's Xenophon seems especially relevant here, as does Haddox's
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discussion of Derrida). If thisisso, how isthis“diagnosis’ related to Poteat’ s work, and what ways to alternative
sensibilities does that work broach? “A Shared Life’; “Modernity |s Bankrupt”; “Who Says What”--can one give
a “respectable scholarly response” to these profoundly personal statements without, ipso facto, a presumption to
personal withdrawal? These writers obviously speak from a context of intellectual passion characterized by belief
that they have something worth saying, something to which they personally subscribe. Their response to my
claim that thisis so would surely be intensely ironic, but not unrelievedly so; for | am confident that none of them
would assume the position, without irony, that their personal subscription isirrelevant. Each believes, indeed,
quite to the contrary. Are “true believers’, as such, obviously extraneous to “good thinking and good scholar-
ship”?

The essays by E.M. Adams and Walter Meade--clearly, also intensely concerned about a certain cultural
despising of the person--are characterized by adifferent mood. Adams offers both appreciation and critique. He
applauds “much of Poteat’ s criticism of our cultural situation” and contends that the “modern Western mind is
deranged.” However, he holdsfor adifferent view of the genesis and resol ution of the state of affairsin terms of
whichweareinthrall “toanintellectual vision of humankind and the world that will not sustain the human spirit
oragreat civilization.”

Walter Meade, on the other hand--ranging with impressive familiarity over the whole range of Poteat’s
writings--has provided avery careful and detailed analysis and exposition of some of the most important specific
aspects and difficulties in Poteat’ s work. His integrative focusis Poteat’ s anthropol ogy.

| wish to express my great personal appreciation to Phil Mullins and The Polanyi Society for encouraging
thisissue dedicated to making Poteat’ s work more widely known and for asking me to assist in its production.
Most especially, it has been a happy occasion to experience the enthusiastic complicity of the writers of these, |
believe, outstandingly helpful essays.

Endnotes

1 W.H. Poteat, from 1960 until hisretirement in 1987, taught in thereligion department at Duke University. Thelast
of the series of titles and positions he held while at Duke was Professor of Religion and Comparative Studies.

Prior to 1960 he held teaching positions at Episcopal Seminary of the Southwest and in the philosophy department
at the University of North Carolinaat Chapel Hill. Hismajor published works are: Polanyian Meditations: In
Search of a Post-Critical Logic (Durham: Duke University Press, 1985); A Philosophical Daybook: Post-Critical
Investigations (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1990); Recovering the Ground: A Philosophical Essay in
Recollection (Albany: State University of New Y ork Press, forthcoming 1994); The Primacy of Persons and the
Language of Culture: Essays of William H. Poteat. Edited with an Introduction by James M. Nickell and JamesW.
Stines (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1993); Intellect and Hope: Essaysin the Thought of Michael
Polanyi. Edited with ThomasA. Langford (Durham: Duke University Press, 1968).
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Walter B. Mead, aprofessor of classical political philosophy at |1linois State University (Normal, IL 61790), did his
Ph. D. work at Duke under Polanyi-advocate John H. Hallowell from 1960-63; hearing of theintellectual ferment
that ayoung professor in the Religion Department was creating, he occasionally slipped into a corner of William
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State University in Boone, N.C. W. H. Poteat was major professor for hisDuke Ph. D. Among hiswritingsare
articlesin TAD; and heisco-editor , with James Nickell, of the collection of Poteat's essays entitled The Primacy
of Persons and the Language of Culture (University of Missouri Press, 1993). Heiscurrently chairperson of the
Philosophy of Religion-Theology Section of the American Academy of Religion, Southeast.



November Polanyi Society M eeting To Be Combined With
Visit To Polanyi Special Collection at the Regenstein

The regular meeting of The Polanyi Society held in conjunction with the annual meeting of the American
Academy of Religion and the Society for Biblical Literaturewill beat 9:00 a.m. on Saturday, November 19, 1994 in
Conference4G of theChicagoHilton and Towers. Polanyi Society membersandany other interested personsareinvited
toattend. The paperstobediscussed and schedulearelistedbelow. Sincepaperswill not beread during the session,
participantsareaskedtoreview papersbeforehand; copiesareavailablefor $5.00from Dr. David Rutledge, Department
of Rdligion, FurmanUniversity, 3300 Poinsett Highway, Greenville, SC29613-0474(803-294-3296). Freee ectroniccopies
may also be made available via the Polanyi Society electronic discussion group(for information on the electronic
address, seepage 5); if thisispossible, compl eteinstructionsfor FTPwill beprovided. AAR/SBL membersarereminded
that the schedule for the meeting is printed in the annual meeting program in the " Additional Meetings" section ( p.
166).

Since the meeting isin Chicago, special arrangements have been made with the Regenstein Library at the
University of Chicago to present aseminar on the Michael Polanyi Special Collection housed at the Regenstein. The
seminar will beheld Friday, November, 18,1994 from 3:00t05:00p.m. at theRegensteininthe Special CollectionsSeminar

Room. Bothan expressbusand thelllinoisCentral run from the areaof the Chicago Hilton and Towersto Hyde Park
(within walking distance of the Regenstein). All scholarsinterested in Polanyi'swork areinvited to attend.
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9:00a.m. DavidRutledge, Furman University, Presiding

IraH. Peak, Jr. Jefferson Community College
Multiculturalism and Intellectual Freedom: A Polanyian Analysis

Respondent: Bruce Haddox, Simpson College

BarbaraBennett Baumgarten, SantaPaula, CA
A Theology of Embodiment

Respondent: Phil Rolnick, Greensboro College

11:30 a. m. Business Mesting



Who Said What
Benjamin Ladner

My way of approaching thetask of commenting upon the meaning/significance of William H. Poteat’ swork
(or certain aspectsof it) isnot, | think, philosophically astute; nor, | hastento add, do | intend it to be. Indeed, | accept
asunfailingly, eveninescapably, definitivetheirresistibly bewitching yet implacably insidi ouspreconditionsimposed
by modernity and which attend any published reflections upon another’ sreflections even (perhaps especially) when
thosereflections[Poteat’ s] resolutely, defiantly, undercut the reflective legitimacy that isacritically presupposed by
the production of aseriesof articlesthat together may unwittingly disguise aself-assured immunity tacitly conferred
by professional sanctionsthat arethemselves upheld by theintellectual predispositionsthat inhereinthisor any other
academic journal. Mere dissent is beside the point. Taking up the penisitself an act of complicity. And yet.

| wish to focus upon the process of being addressed by William H. Poteat through hiswritings, and to do so
by confronting atension occasioned by engaging adouble rubric. First, in coming to terms with the significance of
Poteat’ sreflectivecorpus, wemust rely uponwhat hehasactually donethat hasissuedin hiswork in order tounderstand
themeaning of what hehasdone; and further, | will claim, wecan confidently rely uponthis“what” to understand who
has done it.

Second, what Poteat hasdoneisto try to bring to self/other-consciousness, through the convention of public
utterance, who heis--however much thisact may appear to be subsumed under thejeal ous perquisitesof literacy--and
he has done this deliberately and responsibly as a transparent, recognizable act. At the same time, in and by means
of thisprocess, he hastried to reconstitute the enterprise of comprehension itself and the dynamic of personal speech-
action-reflection so that it becomes not only more accessible but also irresistible for modern professional and lay
“thinkers,” andtodothisasanexpressionof whohe, inparticular, is--to, in other words, reconstitutehimself, becoming
“the upsurge of time” (Merleau-Ponty) through the act of remarking uponits (his) unfolding asaway of ushering us
intotherealizationthat suchan enterprisecanitself beoneof themost fulfilling of humanundertakings, | eading, perhaps,
to aform of self-possession.

Intheprocess, hehasnot only madel essopaguewhat wethink weal ready know about themodern predi cament
asithasbeendefinedwithintheframework of aubiquitous, Enlightenment-inspiredrati onality--which definition, Poteat
iscareful to point out, isitself (under the guise of clarity) fundamentally opague, lodged, asit is, imperceptibly within
the spawning grounds of what we have cometo identify as* common sense,” “natural,” and merely obvious; he has
also made a genuine discovery of the irreducible, integral source and character of the personal, both in its unique,
primordially coextensive worldly appearance and as amode of understanding “self ” and “world” (for the benefit of
his readers), as well as a mode of understanding himself, which, at the same time, is fundamentally, perhaps
transformationally, constitutive of himself.

| contend that in order for usto know thefull meaning of what he has said and goeson saying in hiswritings,
itisvitally important for usto cometo understand William H. Poteat as he understands himself through the process
of joining his/our worldly coinherence through personal utterance.



What is distracting, not to say disturbing, about thisclaim isthat it violates our near-dogmatic convictions
that, (a) one need not understand thewriter to understand hiswork, (b) itisnot really possibleto understand (certainly
not fully) another person under any circumstance, and () to attempt to do soisto abandonthestrict and reliableclaims
of rationality which, we have cometo believe, are thetouchstones of understanding, and, instead, to embark onanill-
fated trek along the slippery slopes of conjecture and psychological projection, or, at the very least, to wander into
athicket of linguistic description that is essentially meaningless and bereft of recourse to verification.

Moreover, thisclaim putsspecial pressure on our inherited tendenciesto engage both the act and the concept
of understanding. However, understanding isnot itself necessarily problematic, nor doesits power unfailingly emerge
at the point of what is posed as a problem not yet understood, although it isintractably rooted in what is essentially
ambiguous and unspecifiable, which is the ground of the personal, and as such is a precondition of understanding.

Itisalsohel pful toremember that understandingisaccessi ble, asboth act and comprehension, however much
we may pretend that real understanding--especially of another person--is fundamentally difficult and ultimately
unreliable. Under thesway of such pretensions, wearecondemned to struggleto empl oy our powersof comprehension
stripped of the conditions for their realization. Little wonder there is common-sense agreement that seeking
understanding of someone through what he haswritten isfutile, while understanding the meaning of what iswritten
by someonecan beachieved by thereader’ sdealingwiththework asakind of hermetically sealedthing-in-itself. Indeed,
themeasureof theintegrity of thework i sassumedto correspond precisely totheextent of itsradical disaffiliationfrom
the person of the writer. And, by extension, the integrity of the reader’ s engagement with the work is thought to be
established in the act of submitting to the authority of this distinction.

Both Poteat and Polanyi have emphasized time and again that to engage in acts of understanding isto take
up/surrender toaprocessof indwelling, commitment, conviviality, etc.,inwhichonenot only canbe, but must be, fully
invested personally, and, after al, that this personal transaction is what understanding is. The difficulty of fully
endorsing thisaccount of understanding inthelatetwentieth century can hardly beoverstated, and hasadirect bearing
uponsuch apparently unrel ated itemsasthe existenceof dysfunctional families, thestructureand content of university
curricula, theroutinefailure of diplomatic initiativesamong warring nations, and Walker Percy’ s haunting question,
“Why does man feel so sad in the twentieth century?’

Only through an enormousfeat of deception perpetrated by us upon ourselves have we been ableto sustain
a passionate, largely unguestioned belief in a set of highly abstract conditions that are as unattainable as they are
irresistible, but which continue to sanction our reflection about reflection, our understanding of understanding, and
our assumptions and claims about the meaning of meaning.

Atthevery least, we all bear self-inflicted wounds from this somatic/reflective infidelity, susceptible aswe
are, if only infleeting moments, to the bitter residue of perpetually reconstructed identities, to the addictive pleasures
of trendy forms of nihilism, to the stark paralysis of encapsulating self-consciousness, to the cold sweats brought on
by thisafternoon’ s brush with solipsism, to the confounding irrationality of passion, and to the monotone confession
secretly shared with mistresses and analysts of a profound, insatiable longing--alonging to become what we think,
to seewhat we read, to hear what is said, unimpeded by the disconcerting intrusion of any who, capable of we know
not what: an ambiguous gesture, a quizzica glance, a warm smile, a non-committal response, a name, a naked
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embrace--leaving ustroubled at the uncertainty of not knowing what to think. At most, welongto befreed altogether
of theunbearabl e strain of existinginwhat wefeel certainisagap between being and knowing, and to blow wind-like
through the world, through worlds, unencumbered--Sartrean spooks, out of our minds.

Recovering our powers of understanding as instruments for recovering ourselves can be an extraordinary,
almost impossible, task, especially whentheintentionis, asitisfor Poteat, to attend to the music and the musician by
attending to the instrument while creating a new melody which, asit is being played, changes the musician and the
instrument. What Poteat knows in and through the act of writing what he has, is that the form of understanding we
moderns have embraced and seek to enact in our quest to understand ourselves and theworld s, at its core, diseased,
however disguised and even celebrated it has become as health. He knows, too, (and thisis even more daunting for
histask) that the first move in such an enterprise of “self ”-reflection and recovery is apt to be afalse one.

What, then, might we understand, both about understanding and about who Poteat is, from what he has
written, given that we are culturally and individually predisposed to attempt to understand what he is saying, and to
dismisswhat heissaying, by employing strategiesto eliminate the conditions required for understanding? And must
the task really be so linguistically tortuous and conceptually tedious as Poteat’ s writings seem to make it?

Theregnant, definitive* categories’ of understanding, (stemminglargely fromunformul ated presuppositions)
that are permitted to dictate our speech about understanding do not simply make it more difficult to speak and be
understood; they, infact, sever thefundamental connection between |anguage and understanding by the simplemove
of dismissing the speaker/writer asbeing no morethan anecessary assumption which can, indeed must, be discounted
in order to understand what is being said. That iswhy upon first reading Poteat we are likely to think that what heis
saying/writing can perhapsbetaken seriously and approached directly (and certainly could bereducedtosimpler, more
straightforward language), but that, inany case, the question of who heis--wereweto bother to consider it at all--could
only beimagined. With thissimple, familiar move at the outset of picking up thetext of any of Poteat’ swritings, we
imaginebeing ableto dismissthe constitutive el ement of hislanguagein order to cometotermswithwhat (“literally”)
isbeing said.

By contrast, Poteat’s sustained fidelity to his own words--inescapably and self-consciously self-
implicating--that is embedded in the act of formulating the possibility for and conditions of understanding, enables
him to reveal both the ground and goal of understanding. The ground, we understand, is pre-reflective, ambiguous,
somatic, which isat no point separable from the goal, which isnot clarity, but undertaking and extending the process
of giving formulation through theirrevocably personal act of receiving what is given, and thereby expressing one's
self in language, which, to be sure, can be more or less abstract, linguistically convoluted, perhaps even remote and
inaccessible--indeed, is bound to be when inserted into conventional , theoretical frameworks of codification.

What is heard/read/understood by the listener/reader is, though ordinarily subsidiary, also personal, and as
suchispart of--aformative, essential part of--what ismeant by Poteat. The act of appropriating-by-relying-uponwhat
issubsidiary isnot primarily psychological. It isdistinctly personal; itisdefinite; itisreliable.




Moreover, what is said has been uttered/written not by “ someone-in-general” [of which, incidentally, there
arenoexampl es, and could not be--thoughitiscustomary to pretend therecould bewhenwegiveaccountsof our efforts
tounderstand what wearereading], but by William H. Poteat. Likewise, what hasbeen sai d hasbeen heard by someone
inparticular: me. Who heiswithinthisspeaker-word-hearer or writer-text-reader meaning-nexuscannot, of course, be
simply equated with or subsumed under his ideas, or mine. He is never reducible to what we think about him or to
thoughts of his own he may express, even about himself. Y et, hisideas are what they are, convey the meaning they
do, take the expressive form they do, by virtue of being his. Indeed, there can be no ideas he expresses in speaking
or writing that are not formulations of himself in such away that who heisisintractably embedded in what we hear
or read.

Therefore, to understand this unfolding of meaning in what he has written is to understand this unfolding
of himself, and to know, in some sense, who heis (which should not be confused with anything el se we may cometo
know or imagine about him). Inwhat sense?Inthe sensethat it really is Poteat who has said what he has. Authorship,
then, isgrounded in personal identity. Linguistic expressionisaradical disclosure both of meaning and of the author
of meaning--of the person who owns, stands within, and authorizes his words.

Our highly sophisticated habit of not attending to this fact is more than a momentary failure to notice a
seemingly unremarkabl easpect of theirrel evantly obvious. Infact, ineachinstant of itsenactment, thishabit re-inflicts
our unique ontological impairment: we become deaf and dumb (in both senses). Asaresult, our words, likeour lives,
become weightless and without authority.

The personal transaction/engagement | am commenting upon cannot be reduced to a component [the
“personal”] which is subsumed under another, higher order of comprehension that has prior claims upon our powers
of reflection. My own hearing/readingisitself an expression of the shared world of language, culture, experience, etc.,
that becomes part of the transaction--aworld constituted by personal presence that makes understanding possible.
Itisnever neutral, and could not be. It isalways apersonal transaction fraught with the uneven, unpredictable edges
of ambiguity which undergird and make possible all speech-acts. Without thisambiguity, of course, we could never
achieve the definiteness of meaning we do.

Furthermore, understanding who Poteat i sthroughwhat he haswritten/sai d can never be separated fromwhat
he has written/said and meant. That is the crux of, and constitutes the situation of, addressing and being addressed.
Who heis, after al, istheauthor of thesewords. Who | hear inhiswordsisnot just “ Poteat” asatheoretically projected
“source” of written language. Who | hear is actually who heis. What | understand by reading what he haswrittenis
not shaped merely by stylistic eccentricitiesor personal characteristicsreveaedinwriting; hiswordsandtheir meanings
are actually upheld, and become what they arefully capable of as bearers of significance, by the personal backing of
the man himself. Otherwise, his authorship could have no authority, no claim to meaning at all.

| once observed Poteat take humorous advantage of this arresting circumstance of our not being able to
separateentirely who heisfromwhat hehaswritten, ashesigned oneof hisbooksfor anadmiring reader. “Best wishes
toSandy,” hewrote, andsignedit, “WilliamH. Poteat,” followed by thedate. Thenhewroteunderneath, “ Note: | hereby
attest that the above signatureis actually that of William H. Poteat,” and signed again, “William H. Poteat,” followed
by the date. Underneath that he added: “Honest. William H. Poteat,” and the date.

Thiscuriouscircumstance, whichisthecircumstanceof our embodied, worldly lives, iswhy theunpardonable
sininhuman experienceiswillful duplicity, calcul deception--theeffortto cancel my appearanceinmy ownwords
by meansof my words; to separatemysel f frommy expression of myself; tobecomedisembodied, discarnate; pretending
tosurvey thediscordant irrationalitiesof worldlinessfrom animagined position outsidetheravagesof timeand place.



Itisasinthat seriousreadersand thinkersinthelatetwentieth century--many of whombask intheglow of (wesuppose)
an admiring public eager to pay us so to read and think--are specially tempted to commit, by entertaining, if only for
amoment and probably for thefunof it, that irresi stible, smiling seducer: Irony, whoremainseternally at large, hovering
wind-likeaboveworld-bound endeavors, awaiting theimperceptiblesignal of our desire--then, suddenly, filling, filling,
filling the yawning, deepening crevasse we had intended (did we intend?) to scoop out ever so slightly between
ourselves and our words.

Anditisalsowhy John Macmurray once observed: “ All meaningful knowledgeisfor the sake of action, and
all meaningful action for the sake of friendship.” Fortunately (el se Poteat would not have bothered to write anything
at al), wecan cometo ourselves, can choose what isalready given, can be embol dened to utter what only we can say,
canturn and embrace what al our liveshasfelt like what we were being pursued by, only to find, in turning, we have
alwaysbeeninitsembrace--have we but earsto hear. | know this. My friend, Bill Poteat, told me.

Subm ssions for Publication

Articles, meeting notices and notes likely to be of interest to persons interested in the thought 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 doublespaced type
with notes at the end; writers are encouraged to employ simple citations within the text when possible. Use MLA or
APA style. Abbreviatefrequently cited book titles, particularly booksby Polanyi (e.g., Personal Knowl edgebecomes
PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are preferred, although longer manuscripts (20-24 pages) will be considered.

Manuscripts should include the author’ s name on a separate page since submissions normally will be sent
out for blind review. In addition to the typescript of amanuscript to be reviewed, authors are expected to provide an
electroniccopy (oneither a5.25" or 3.5" disk) of accepted articles; itishel pful if original submissionsareaccompanied
by adisk. ASCII text aswell asmost popular IBM word processorsareacceptable; MACtext canusually betranslated
to ASCII. Besurethat disksincludeall rel evant informationwhich may hel p convertingfilesto Word Perfect or ASCI .
Persons with questions or problems associated with producing an electronic copy of manuscripts should phone or
writePhil Mullins(816-271-4386). Insofar aspossible, TAD iswillingtowork with authorswho havespecia problems
producing el ectronic materials.

Phil Mullins Walter Gulick

Missouri Western State College Eastern Montana College
St. Joseph, Missouri 64507 Billings, Montana59101

Fax (816)271-4574 Fax (406) 657-2037

e-mail: mullins@griffon.mwsc.edu
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MeditationsOn The Shared Life
Bruce Haddox

ABSTRACT: Keywords: presence, deconstruction, mindbodily inherence, coinherence.

This paper examines the dominant Western image of Being as presence. |t then exploresWilliam Poteat's
alternative picture of our mindbodily inherence in a world and its relevance for a more adeguate under standing
of our lived existence.

Two summers ago, my father died. One Sunday afternoon, his heart erupted, then shut down. 1t wasall too
sudden. | remember the hurried, but failed attempt to arrive at hishospital bed beforeit wastoo late, the zombie-like
activities of thedaysthat followed, theimmense sadnessthat permeated the duties of the ensuing weeksand months.
Even now, as| remember those times, the clouds reassemble.

During these two years following my father's death, | have become aware of something that is at once
mysterious and obvious—mysterious because | do not know exactly what to make of it, obvious because thereisno
doubt about it—namely, that my father is with me even more profoundly than he was before he died.

Now, of course, much has been made of this phenomenon in both psychological and religious circles, and
| do not wish to either agree or argue here with those projects. They are serious and important projects, but they are
not central to my point The point | want to makeisthat thisrecognition of my father’s presence to me (perhapsin
me, certainly withme), hasprofound phil osophical importancefor my thinking about anything at all and especialy when
thinking about subjectslike “thinking” or “knowing” or “being.”

| should say atthestartthat | look likemy father. | mean heresomething at oncestrai ghtforward and equivocal,
namely that my father and | not only share certain physical characteristics noticeableto anyone, but also that | ook
at things the way my father did. It isthis phenomenon that | have begun to notice more acutely during the last two
years. Here, theissueisnot similarity of perception, but akind of embodiment in aparticular presence or, perhaps, a
particular practice. Thelife of my father, hisgestures, hisintonations, hisway with the world, hisventuring out and
withdrawal from, all of theseand more, aremine, inareal, yet unclear, sense. Itisasthough| carry on, notjust for him,
butwithhim.?

Asl just said, thisisboth obviousto meas| sit here writing/thinking/knowing/being, and mysteriousto me
as| flounder about trying to comprehend what | sensetobetrue. All of this, of course, needsagreat deal of elaboration
and | am mindful of that fact. Thisessay isat |east an attempt, an exercisein that direction.

Write an essay on theimplications of Bill Poteat'sthought. That iswhat the voice of the caller from North
Carolinasaid. And 1, at once surprised, flattered and frightened, said uncomprehendingly All right, | will. And now
here | am, in my officelate at night, thinking about my father's death two years ago. Isthisdiversion? Inspiration?
Desperation? Yes, itis.
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I remember vividly myfirst classroomencounter with Bill Poteat, asafirst-year grad student at Duke. Wewere
inthemidst of some mystifying discussion of Either/Or and hewal ked uptome, pointed meout, and asked metoidentify
myself asclearly as| could. With what | thought was agood amount of philosophical sophistication, | gave afairly
extensive Strawson-like answer, making sure that whatever behavioral, physico-chemical and personal predicates
involved were applied to the one subject occupying this and only this spatio-temporal location. Poteat listened
patiently, dropped hisarm, stared at mefor along moment, and said: Haddox, isthat really whoyou are? It wasaquestion
that did not seemto ask for an answer, but only for ahearing. It wasaprofound moment in my education and | have
never forgottenit. It wasthebeginning of my learning from Bill Poteat theradical nature of thinking about ourselves,
of tryingtorecaptureour ability tothink and act asbeingsintheworl d, rather than asi sol ated mindsin objectified bodies
withexplicitly knowablepasts, presentsand futures. Inother words, | began, that day, under thetutel age of Bill Poteat
and with my fellow students, to explore the nature of our modern orientation which made my abstract and totally
theoretical answer to his question seem appropriate at the time.

| remember all this, twenty-seven yearslater, rocking in my office, with my father'sironic smileon my face.
1

“What is, is,” wrote Parmenides, and “What isnot, isnot.” Western philosophical thought resonatesto the
sound of those words. Indeed, the dominant discussion of Being is a discussion of this is-ness, this determinate,
timeless, totally present state of being. Such arendering of is-ness became the model for the metaphysics of the self
inclassical Westernthought early on, Heidegger argued, whenthedistinction between Being and bei ngswasforgotten
and the Being (is-ness) of beings became theissue of Being.? Certainly this abstract notion of what it meansto be
istakento be paradigmaticin both Plato and Aristotleand isgiven aprivileged status within the context of describing
the nature of things. Theissue of change, important asit might be, isdiscussed inthelight of Beingaswhat it is, and
the conception of Being as pure presence, essence, |ogos, becomesthe dominant and determining lensthrough which
many later Christian philosopherstheoretically interpret theological claims.

Thismetaphysical pictureof a-temporal and unambiguouspresencewaswhol eheartedly embracedinmodern
thought also. Descartes presents himself as onewho is present to himself in the state of pureintuition. Inso doing,
he took that notion into isolation. All philosophers who followed him, no matter what kind of spin they put on the
attendant i ssues, took up that basic metaphysical pictureof thebe-ing of everything.® And eventhough Kant nolonger
renders the Being of self as substance, but subject, substance having become a category of the understanding, he
neverthel ess accepts self (whether the knowing self of thefirst Critique or the doing self of the second) asthat which
is. Noneof these philosophers, however, can hold acandleto Hegel, who managesto produce aphil osophy of change
including everything actual and possible, withinthepictureof presence. Itishislogocentrismthat Heidegger primarily
attacks.

Thus, inthe West it seems not an oversimplification to say that we think about ourselves such that to beis
tobewhat oneis. Change, wherever it occurs, istobeexplainedintermsof or inthelight of anunchanging, rock-bottom
base, whether that base be substance, subject, person, mind, speaker or object. Of course, thisisnot only problematic
for whatever historical or philosophical study | might beengaged with, it essentially distillsmefrom my actual life, it
castsmeintotherealm of being as presence, which meansl amnolonger incarnatein abody-world.* All pasts, insofar
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asthey arereal, arepresent andall futures, insof ar asthey arepossihilities, arepotential presents. Indeed, thedominance
of presence as the framework for our thinking about our world, isundeniable.

It is this privileged picture for thinking about being, that Jacques Derrida addresses and attempts to
deconstruct. Of course, Derrida'swritings are relevant for anumber of enterprises and they have been the source of
much controversy partly because of their challengeto the metaphysical picture discussed above. In hisfamous essay
“Differance,”® Derridapresentsan alternative entry into our discussion. Instead of privileging presence or identity
or sameness, Derridamakesthe observation that every notation of what is, is not dependent on arecognition of what
isnot, aswould bethe caseintheclassical tradition. Rather, such notation isdependent on noting itsdifferencefrom
something else. Differenceseemsto bethehermeneutical principlehere, notidentity noran“in-itself presence.” Derrida
introduces this procedure with the word “ differance,” aword that containsin its different spelling the very meaning
conveyed. We note theis-ness of “differance” by its difference from “difference,” and that exactly is the point of
differance asaway of proceeding to analyze the meaning of textsor issues. Just asthe meaning of aplaying cardin
adeckisdetermined by itsdifferentiationfromtheother cards, soisthemeaning of everything. Differance, notidentity,
not being-what-it-is, is the key. And differance is never what it is; it cannot be in that sense. Indeed, differance
deconstructs the metaphysics of Being, displaying the falsity of privileging the presence of Being. Thisis because
every timeanythingisposited asitis(whether it bemyself, God or theworld), differance setsit withinacontext where
therecognitionthatitis, isitself arecognition of itsdifferencefrom somethingtowhichitisconnected. Theinterplay
of identity and difference, driven by differance, subvertsis-ness, then, asthe primitive, rock-bottom characteristic of
Being.

It isimportant to note here that in this essay, Derridadoes not posit differance as something that is. Neither
isit an action done by somebody whois. Differance, rather, isaplay of differences.® AsDerridawrites:

... differanceisnot. Itisnot apresent being, however excellent, unique, principal, or transcendent.
It governs nothing, reigns over nothing, and nowhere exercises any authority. Itisnot announced
by any capital letter. Not only is there no kingdom of differance, but differance instigates the
subversion of every kingdom. Which makes it obviously threatening and infallibly dreaded by
everythingwithinusthat desiresakingdom, thepast or futurepresenceof akingdom. Anditisalways
inthe nameof akingdom that onemay reproach differancewithwishingtoreign, believing that one
seesit aggrandizeitself with acapital letter.”

Thispassageistroubling for several reasons, not theleast among them being that the critic of Derridawishesso badly
to accuse him of deconstructing priviliged positionsfromapriviliged position of hisown. But such acritiquewill not
do, at least not for the purpose of meredismissal. Thesubversion of every kingdom, therenunciation of capital | etters,
may present asignificant challenge for us, but no easy dismissal of Derrida, which suggests heisjust like everyone
else ispossible. Surely Derridaiscorrectin suggesting that differance offersusadifferent way of handling theissues
than did the being-as-presence approach.  The question is whether differance is de-throner only or whether by its
peculiar non-stancestance, it demandsan alternativeway to build adifferent kind of kingdom. Clearly, if theonly way
to think about be-ingisintermsof the Greek picture of presence, then Derridahasapoint in hisdeconstruction. The
privileging of being-as-it-is has no metaphysical significance. It isachosen option which has no grounding except
inchoice. Onthisperspective, Derridaand company seemto many to betheend of along historical project, theWestern
metaphysical project beginning with the Greeks and ending with modernity. We have, asthey say, moved into post-
modernity.
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Thereis, of course, another way to think of ourselves. Itisanancient way, presented narratively within the
Hebrew scriptureswherehumansaredi splayed asbeingscall edinto existenceand embeddedin adivine-humanhistory.
As such, they are never what they are, but always both less and more. More precisely, they are something else
altogether.

The classic story of God's revelation of divine being is the story of Moses and the burning bush. A voice
speaksto Mosesout of thefireand tellshim of hismissionto Egypt. Heistobringlsragl totheland of promise. Before
accepting themission, however, Moses asksfor the voice'sname. Instead of giving aname, the voicereplies| am
whol amor | will bewhol will beor, to beprecise, both of theseasinseparable, sincewhat isgivenisfirst-personform
of presentation. Inplaceof aname, God gives M osesthefirst-person pronoun, something only God can useto present
divinebeing. Moses certainly cannot useit and neither can any of us, unlesswe radically alter it and pretend that it
isthenameof somethingtowhichwearereferring. Butif wearetruetothenarrative, wecannever legitimately dothat,
for the story introduces God as Y ahweh, the one who can never be fully spoken about and certainly not fully thought
about. Y ahweh isboth present to M osesand transcendent of him. Assuch, Y ahwehisnot the Oneintermsof which
themany istobeunderstood, asin Greek metaphysics. Y ahwehistheother, thedifferent (differ-ingone), whoispresent
in the midst of an historical encounter. As such, Y ahweh is addressed in response, not thought about in theories.
Y ahweh isre-collected in story, not thought about in theory, for in story Y ahweh's encounter is re-presented and re-
enacted whereas theoretical representation necessarily re-casts al this into third-person, object language. The
centrality of this Biblical narrative, displaying Y ahweh and the peopl e of covenant, to the philosophical task becomes
apparent when wenoticethat inthe narrative thereisarequirement for participantsto be hearersand speakers. Moses
cannot think Y ahweh, nor can he put Y ahweh intowords. Y ahweh'sreality isdisplayed in the confrontation with his
word, by hearing, and in responding to that word, by speaking. And Moses redlity is what it is in the ongoing
conversation with Y ahweh and the people. Here, thereis no self apart from or abstracted out of the lived concrete
experience of the story.

Thissametruthisdeepenedintheprophetictraditionlater on. Theprophetsknow that notalk of thepresence
of God or theidentity of God's peopleislicit apart from the concretereality being lived out in terms of the covenant.
The noise of solemn assemblies means nothing without justice being practiced, and pious words about God do not
haveweight. What isreal areour actionsbefore God, for humansexist only before God, and thetruth of our existence
isalways embodied in the story of our many ways of hearing/speaking within the lived experience of God'sworld.

Thisis part of what | take Bill Poteat to mean when he writes of a major difference between himself and
Heidegger: “ ... eventhough Heidegger and | both have have aspired to underminethewestern phil osophic tradition
by excavating throughitslayerstoaradical bedrock, heand | find that bedrock to be something profoundly different:
for him, so I've heard, being disclosed through Dasein; for me a speaker before Y ahweh.”8

Itisclear herethat Poteat, in hiswork, takes the Hebrew rendition of reality to have utmost philosophical
significance, not for ideol ogical or apol ogetic reasons, but becauseit provides an alternativeto the dualism of modern
thought and becauseit allowsfor aradical philosophical analysis of our embodied, lived experience. Ashewrites:
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We share, | think, our mutual, thoroughly anti-romantic, anti-gnostic, discovery, won in our
world, that all our thought isgenerated out of and continually refersback to our mindbod lyi nherence
here and that the power of thought to riseto the challenge of reality isauthorized and grounded in
this best of al places—and nowhere else.®

Mindbodily inherence takesits meaning within an altogether different way of thinking about ourselvesthan
Greek metaphysicsor Enlightenment dualism does. Thought isnever merely thought about something, with theact
of my thinking bracketed out, but thought isan emergent act from an embodiment inaworld, ahistory, abody. Thus
all talk of presence, absence, identity and difference arereally abstractionsfrom the concretereality | amliving. The
radical nature of the philosophic task isto explorethe meaning of our concretenesswithout slipping into abstractions
that become reified into objects and taken to be the real contents of our knowledge.

\Y

The enduring contribution of Bill Poteat's work, both as teacher and author, is his passionate and
uncompromising development of post-critical thought so that the meaning of concrete existence can be better
understood and accredited in our thinking. Poteat alwaysinsisted that Michael Polanyi's work was much more than
most academic circles gave it credit for being. For them, Polanyi presented an interesting point about scientific
achievement, namely, that it wastheresult of the passionatepursuit of scientists. Poteat alwayssaw muchmore. Indeed,
in hisintroduction to Intellect and Hope, entitled “ Upon First Sitting down to read Personal Knowledge,” he notices
that the task of reading Personal Knowledgeis, itself, of philosophical interest because the task Polanyi sets before
himself and usis nothing less than areconsideration of ourselvesin theworld. No mere straight-forward reading of
thetextispossible, then. Indeed Poteat argues, aPolanyian achievement by the reader isthe necessary condition for
the text to convey its meaning.®®

Inthat initial warning, Poteat al erted hisreadersand studentsto thefact that something radical wasafoot here,
that thisis no mere addition to the philosophical corpus. If Michael Polanyi was correct in hisanalysis of knowing
asapersona act and if hisanalysis of thefrom-to structure of that action was accurate, then the whole phil osophical
enterprise from Descartes on had to be re-considered carefully and systematically.

Polanyi argued that all knowing, from the simplest achievement of tool-using to the most abstract intellectual
enterprise, was the result of an indwelling by aperson. Indeed the analysis of the range of thisindwelling is part of
the genius of Personal Knowledge. For example, as| writethis sentence and you, the reader, attend to my words, we
both do so by dwelling in, quite specifically, a particular body, history, culture, language, and present and future
orientations. | do not have thesethings, as Gabriel Marcel pointed out so well,** | am them. Y et, Polanyi showsus,
| amthem in a certain way, within acertain structure. | dwell inthem, not for the purpose of being who | am, but for
the purpose of attending to the world. | attend from my body, history, language, etc., by dwelling inthem, in order
topursuemeaning, achieveknowledge, performskills, or think. Asanyoneat all familiar with Polanyi knows, hiswork
isacareful and ingenious analysis and description of the nature of our embodiment in all the different aspects of our
world.
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Now, of coursg, it is obvious that Polanyi's claim about usis diametrically opposed to the picture we have
inherited fromthemodern philosophical tradition. Indwelling therewasthe sourceof our ignorance, not the necessary
condition of our knowing. Assuch, itisto be downplayed and if possible, avoided. The genius of Cartesian method
wasthat it constructed away for ustoimaginetheknowingsituationwhereabsol utely certain, explicit knowledgewould
be achieved and the ambiguity of indwelling would not be afactor. Furthermore, thismethod was consistent with the
western philosophical tradition'sdominant metaphysic of Being. Cogito replaced Form or Substance astheimage of
Being, but the nature of being, theis-nessof Parmenides, remained ever-present. Thus, the explicit character of
knowledge in modern thought remains consi stant with the explicit rendition of the metaphysicsof theself. Themajor
difficultieswith this enterprise, as every student of philosophy knows, isthat such arendition cannot itself stand up
to the critical analysis demanded by Descartes himself. In spite of his effort to achieve strict objectivity, defined as
the opposite of indwelling, Descartes and his successors were caught with their assumptions showing and the
metaphysical House of Cardsfell. But therationale for and the blueprint of that building remains.

Certainly suchisthecasewith JacquesDerrida. Asl wroteearlier, Derrida'sdeconstruction of being aspresence
isunderstandabl efromacertain point of view. Hearguesthat presencecannot beabsol utely privileged, sincedifferance
isafunction of any achievement of meaning. But differance as such cannot be pinned down. It builds no kingdom,
as Derridanoted, and so one can never settleonaprimary meaning or an intention of theauthor. Thereisonly aplay
of meanings, an interaction, an esthetic moment.

Thisargument (or isit playful encounter?) carries himinto hisdiscussion with John Searle over speech-act
theory, wherehesuggeststhat itisimpossibleto speak of anauthor of anything. Thereisalwaysacompany or collective
author.’? Asonereads his description, there can be no doubt that much of what he saysistrue, but why does he draw
conclusionswhich areso counter-intuitiveto any of us every timewe sit down to read, to attend to, the meaning of
atext?

| think theanswer lies somewhereinthat image used aboveabout the blueprint for thefallen House of Cards.
Derridarightly deconstructs the Greek metaphysics of Being as presence, but his picture of knowing is such that he
cannot deal with presencein any other way than Parmenides did.

Bill Poteat writesin his Philosophical Daybook about Derrida: “For meto remark differance, that is the
complementary simultaneous absence and presence of meaning in any givensign, itisnecessary for both the absence
and presence to be in some sense unequivocally simultaneously present —to me here and now, rooted in my lively
mindbody intheworld, actually remarking thisdifferance.”*3

Poteat'spointisobviously correct, sowhy doesDerridanot seeit? Perhapstheanswer istobefoundin Poteat's
phrase about meaning being present in some sense. Both the absence and presence, the is-ness and the differance,
ispresent to meinsomesense. Butinwhat sense? Clearly, notinthe senseof what it meansto be present to mewithin
themetaphysicsof Being, for thendifferancewoul dbeatrivial issue, amerepreliminary tothereal event. Surely, meaning
is present to me, in Poteat's sense, in adifferent manner. Here Polanyi must be recognized asinforming Poteat's and
my understanding. Meaning is present to mein the manner of achievement or discovery by indwelling, rather than
inthemanner of intuition. The presenceof differanceisitself achieved by indwelling. Here, asPoteat argues, adifferent
image is necessary to enable our imagination to work constructively. Because Derrida's epistemology or picture of
knowledgeisthetraditional, Cartesian visual one, he hasno way of imagining presencein any other sense thaninthe
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Greek tradition and he endsin ajazzed-up, contemporary version of Humean skepticism.

I mention this because Michael Polanyi's re-thinking of ourselves as actual knowers in the world, his
reconstruction of epistemology, helps us take Derrida’s critique of traditional metaphysics seriously without
committing usto atotal rejection of all metaphysical thinking. Y et Polanyi'sreconstructionisawrenching experience.
It catchesusunawaresand at every hand. Takingit seriously, wenatice how easily wefall intothe objectivist outlook.
AsBill Poteat says, the Enlightenment isin our bones.

| amvery muchawareof al thisasl sitherewriting. Asl follow theel usivemeaning of aPolanyian or Poteatian
clue and attempt to rely upon it for further discovery, | recognize thereal possibility of casting the entire enterprise
intowhat Bill Poteat hascalled“ The Theatreof Solitude,” **that |ocation of self withinitself locatedinthevisual space
of the modern project, and thereby losing it all in merethought. To have been taught by Bill Poteat and to have been
schooled by hiswritingsinsomemanner every year sincegraduateschool, isto bereminded that wewrestl e not agai nst
flesh and blood, but against something much more difficult. Thisis part of the reason for the great adulation Poteat
enjoys (or endures) from his students. Hisisno small vision, his battle no skirmish.

On the other hand, Bill Poteat does more than awaken us from dogmatic slumbers and interpret to us the
significanceof Michael Polanyi. Inhisown careful, sometimesdifficult, alwaysbrilliantway, hedescribesand analyzes
the manner of our embodiment in theworld, our incarnation. Hisdiscourses on our mindbodily existence brings me
to myself in ways resonant to my actua life. Asl read his Polanyian Meditations or Philosophical Daybook, | do
so with the resonance of that question still there, seeking ahearing: “Haddox, isthat who you realy are?”

Vi

Twoyearsagomy father died, andyet | know heiswithmeall thetime—most timesquietly, sometimesinthe
bark of alaugh or agesture of thearms, awaysabit tenseand impatient. Isthisjust Freudianrhetoric or, worse, asign
of weakened sensibility? | do not think so. | simply know that | am not who | am by myself, alone, sharing only
accidentally alifewith otherswhilepreserving themthrough my ideasor memories. | aminothers, withthem, andthey
inandwithme. Weareboundtogether, inextricably conjoined, sothat“1” and“you” arebut achievementsfromamore
fundamental “we.”

If | understand embodiment and indwelling at all, they at least mean that | amintheworld, in my body, inthe
history of theconnectednesswith my father, mother, grandparents. | emerged frommy sharedlifewiththem, asPolanyi
would say, by assimilating the parti cularsof that shared world to myself and attending fromthemto my own particular
tasks. Without the ability to do this| would not be | at all.

I must remember that any thought of myself separated frommy dwellinginthe sharedlifewithmy father (and
many others) throwsmeback into Bill Poteat'stheatre of solitude, the Cartesian pictureof the Cogito, whereall shared
indwelling becomes ideas of the mind or experiences of the psyche. But such thoughts are not about me, the one
addressed by Poteat years ago and called upon to speak, but are of a mere shadow, a spectre, adiscarnate one. For
sucha“one,” my father becomes either amemory, an aspect of my existence, or apart of aworld separatefromme, a
fact. Haddox, isthat who you really are? | think not.
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Here, now, asl sitinmy officeconsidering all these things (including Bill Poteat), thereisno dualism of self
and world, no mind thinking of the other asidea. Thereis coinherence of myself and theworld | dwell in and attend
from. Itincludesfar morethan | can say, but certainly central to its shapeismy father and crucial toitisBill Poteat,
who both coinhereswith his students and stirs within them the hunger for further exploration of what thisall means.
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Haven't You Noticed That Modernity | sBankrupt?

Ruminations On The Teaching Career of William H. Poteat!

Dale Cannon

ABSTRACT Keywords: modernity, teaching, spiritual formation, moderncritical tradition,
post-critical.

This paper essays an account of William H. Poteat's teaching--both what he taught and how he taught-

-asan effort to bring his studentsto a realization of the bankruptcy of the modern critical sensibility and help them

negotiate a transition to a post-critical intellectual sensibility. Enigmatic aspects of his teaching become
intelligible through considering them in light of traditional disciplines of spiritual formation.

The following remarks are offered as ruminations. The word “rumination” refers to the chewing of cud,
regurgitated food that has al ready once been chewed, in order to further itsdigestion. The metaphor isaptin several
respects. First, therather informal thoughtsthat | will be sharing are onesthat have been chewed over before--many
timesinfact, and thiswill not bethelast timethey are chewed, by meat least. Y oumay not find them fully digested
yet either. Inany case my remarks make no pretension to approach adefinitive comment on even part, let aloneall,
of Bill Poteat’ steaching. Second, cudthat ischewedisnot just food takeninfrom without but food mixedwithone's
owndigestivejuices. And sotheseruminationsl| offer, thoughthey are meant to represent thework of someoneel se,
just as much reflect my own thinking and its digestive juices and what | have made my own through working with
Bill. Third, animal sthat chew cud--ruminants, they arecalled--seemto enjoy chewing cud together with othersof the
same species, rather than by themselves. So, | invite you to chew right along with me.

Tostart off: when, inthefollowing, | speak of modernity or themodernintellectual sensibility, | will bereferring
to aset of interconnected ways of going about making sense of theworld that germinated in late Medieval Europe,
sprouted in the Renai ssance and Reformation, and reached full flower in the seventeenth century. They eventually
came, asyou know, toinspireseveral generations' hopein the prospect of theinfinite perfectibility of humanity and
society in the eighteenth century Enlightenment. And, despite apparent disillusionment with them in the twentieth
century, they remain essentially intact and fully entrenched in the institutions of learning in which we carry on our
professional lives. Now, you may or may not yet beof theconvictionthat thissensibility--that modernity--isbankrupt.
Should you not be of this conviction but also have an opportunity to beinthe company of Bill Poteat for any length
of time, chancesarethatinoneway or another youwill hear fromhim--youmay haveal ready heard from him--something
likethis: “Haven't you noticed that modernity is bankrupt?” For that one message has been constant and central
throughout most of Bill Poteat’ sintellectual career. What exactly does it mean? How hasit been reflected in his
teaching andwriting? Andwhat i sthepoint of calling the bankruptcy of modernity toour attention? What ishereally
after?
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Others have known Bill Poteat much longer than | have and under quite different conditions. My own
acquaintancewith himisfairly limited. | shall not ventureto generalize over the many facets of hiswork and person
which lie outside of my knowledge, which others know much better than |. However, | do know that in histeaching
career atleast, hehasbeenand till isan enigma, apuzzlement, evento many who havehad opportunity towork closely
withhim.

I recall talkingoncewithanalumnusof Duke’ sGraduateProgramin Religion, whowasthenteachingreligious
studiesin the state of Virginia, as| also was at thetime. This person had taken afew coursesfrom Bill Poteat. He
had foundthemintriguing and entertai ning, captivatinginregardtothebrillianceand charm of Poteat’ swit, but clearly
something very different fromwhat he had expected graduate coursesin Religious Studiesto be. Hehad also found
them to beasource of continuing puzzlement, even frustration, for try ashe might he could not make out what it was
that Poteat was about, what it was Poteat wastrying to convey. Oh, hecould relate anumber of thingsthat wereread
and discussed, but clearly therewassomething el sethat hefelt somehow he had mi ssed--lying therebeyond hisreach.
Heintimated that there were others in those classes who were | eft with similar impressions.

| have reason to believe that this person’ simpressions of Bill Poteat were not untypical for agood deal of
Bill’ sacademic career, if notfor thewholeof it: they certainly characterized many persons’ impressionsof him--both
studentsand colleagues--during the years | wasastudent at Duke (1965-69). And | suspect that they had something
to do with theway Bill found himself never quite at home in any of the academic positions he hasheld: whether in
the Department of Phil osophy at UNC Chapel Hill,inDukeDivinity School, or Duke’ sDepartment of Religion. Indeed,
his own dissertation advisees repeatedly queried (at least while | wasin residence at Duke): What isit, really, that
we are about--beyond the fact that we are trying to follow up some of the things Poteat hasintroduced usto? What
isit, really, that we are doing? And later: What isit that we are teaching to our own students? For many of us, as
wehave attempted to find aplacewherewe might fit into the conventional university, we have seemed to ourselves-
-and perhapsto colleagues--neither fish nor fowl; and that, at times, has been damn uncomfortable! |’ ve been ready
to say morethan once: “A pox on Bill Poteat! I've had enough!”

Bill taught agood many coursesin histenureat Duke, including suchtitlesas* Existentialist Thought” and
“TheMeaning of ReligiousLanguage” (whichasl recall when| took it that it never got aroundtodiscussingreligious
languageat all), but most of hiscoursesamounted to seminarsinwhich oneor moretexts, drawnfromasel ect number
of authors (which | will identify in what follows), would be the point of departure for intense and wide-ranging
philosophical discussion. Thesediscussionswould frequently be of aSocratic sort, in which Poteat, through skillful
guestioning and posing a number of thought-provoking situations for analysis, would draw forth understandings
fromhisstudents. Rarely would heoffer hisown viewsdirectly, at least not at any length. What hisparticular views
werewasnever really clear. A good deal of thetimehisviewsseemedtobedeliberately withheld--not unlike Socrates.
Thesecourseswereall inthesubject areaof what for awhilewascalled“ Christianity and Culture” andlater “Religion
and Comparative Studies’ --whatever that means. Studentstakingthemwere never exposed to asubject areaor body
of literature which they wererequired to master in aconventional sense. Nor werethey initiated into the practice of
anacademicdisciplineas suchdisciplinesareconventionally understood and practiced. Clearly, something el sewas
intended, and something el sewasgoing on. Exactly what that was, as| have already intimated, was not and may not
now be easily grasped. (It was never, to my knowledge, stated on a syllabus!)

I myself was struck--and, | must admit, refreshed--by the fact that the quantity of work expected by him of
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studentsin his classes was considerably less than that of his colleaguesin other parts of the University (aswell as
in hisown department). His courses allowed--no, they encouraged--a student to reflect upon what was being read
and discussed, toassimilateand appropriateitin his(thestudent’ s) ownway, inamanner that wasliterally impossible
in most other courses.

Bill Poteat has been an enigma, then, for many of us. Indeed, examined more closely, there have been
circumstances when hisenigmatic character seemsto have been deliberately cultivated--whether in hisapproach to
teaching, in hisway of relating to colleagues, or in the elliptical, involuted style of his published and unpublished
writings. It still seems at times to have been deliberately designed to frustrate any “simple, straightforward taking
in” of what he hasto convey--being comprehensible only to whose who have eyesto see and earsto hear, to those
who have somehow “caught on” to what he has been about.

Soren Kierkegaard--in his academic dissertation, The Concept of Irony--faultsthe portrayal of Socratesin
thewritingsof Xenophon. Hefaultsit foritsfailureto capturethespirit of Socrates, andin particul ar, for Xenophon’s
failureto noticealtogether theirony of Socrates. By “irony” herel mean therespectsinwhich Socrateswasand was
not seriousinwhat he said, themultiplelevelsof meaningin Socrates’ conversations, theway Socrates' wordswere
designed to catch conventional expectationsin conversation off guardin order to carry on another agenda, an agenda
hidden to those personswho took themsel ves and their pretensions over-seriously--aspects not unlikethe enigmatic
characteristics of Poteat’s classroom conversations. Xenophon, who was himself along time friend of Socrates,
apparently wasableto pick up littlemorethan what was said onthe surface and tointerpret what that meant ashaving
been issued only with the most sincere and univocal of intentions. In other words. X enophon apparently could take
in only what could simply and straightforwardly be restated in his own prosaic and moralizing way: a“what,” a
“content,” a"“teaching”--to bereceived and perhaps passed on to othersat second-hand. The problemwas, however,
that with Socrates--as with Kierkegaard--the essential thing was not a“what”in that senseat all, but a“how”: how
itiswithone sinwardrelationshiptothe Truth, how itiswith one’ ssoul--amatter infinitely more essential than some
“what” that isindifferent to how it is conveyed and understood. In Kierkegaard's words:

As Xenophon lacks on the one hand an eye for the situation, so on the other he lacks an ear for
repartee. ... Allow metoillustratemy meaningwithanimage. Thereisan engravingthat portrays
the grave of Napoleon. Two large trees overshadow the grave. There is nothing else to be seen
in the picture, and the immediate spectator will see no more. Between these two trees, however,
isan empty space, and as the eye traces out its contour, Napoleon himself suddenly appears out
of the nothingness, and now it isimpossible to make him disappear. The eye that has once seen
him now always sees him with an anxious necessity. It isthe samewith Socrates’ replies. Asone
sees the trees, so one hears his discourse; as the trees are trees, so his words mean exactly what
they soundlike. Thereisnot asinglesyllabletogiveany hint of another interpretation, just asthere
isnot asingle brush stroke to suggest Napoleon. Y et it isthisempty space, this nothingness, that
concealswhat ismost important. Asin nature we find examples so curiously situated that those
who stand nearest the speaker cannot hear him, but only those who stand at afixed point often at
agreat distance; so alsowith Socrates' replieswhen onerecallsthat inthiscaseto hear isidentical
with understanding, not to hear with misunderstanding. It isthese two basic defects that | must
urge against X enophon, yet the situation and the reply are the complex forming the ganglia and
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cerebral systems of [spirit].2

Now spirit isprecisely that with which Socrateswas concerned--something manifest and, accordingly, dealt within
termsof “situations’ and “replies.” Inother words, what Socrateswas about isto befound lessin terms of what was
said in the conversations he had with his fellow Athenians, than in terms of the placement and timing of what was
said and the non-explicit accompaniments to what was said--such as intonation, gesture, somatic orientation,
silence, and the complex web of tensions existing between what precisely was said and what el se was and was not
said. Inthatliesspirit, andinwardness, and thehealth of thesoul or lack thereof . Suchmattersdonot lieindeclarations
or explicit pretensionsor public reputationsor outward accomplishments--or for that matter in opinionsonehappens
toholdorin“teachings.” Unlike X enophon, then, only apersonwho hashecomesensitizedtotheironicincongruities
that may obtain quite unforeseen between one's overt pretensions and one’s latent actual condition disclosed
through“situations” and“replies’ will beinapositiontohear Socratestruly. Only apersonwho hasbecomeinwardly
free from being taken up with outward appearances and overt pretensions will be in a position to recognize what
Socrates was about. Only such aperson will be in a position to recognize what Kierkegaard was about. And only
such a person will really be in a position to recognize and understand what Bill Poteat has been about.

So, one may have heard and heard again what Bill Poteat has said; one may have read and read again what
Bill Poteat haswritten; onemay even havecometobean expert onhiswork, writeadissertationonit, hold aprofessorial
chair in Poteat Studiesand, neverthel ess, despiteall this, fail tograspitssignificance. For it hastodo not withawhat
but with ahow, not with an explicitly determinable content--a“ body of knowledge” --opentoindifferent intellectual
scrutiny. Rather, it has to do with something that cannot straightforwardly be said and comprehended in modern
intellectual termsat all. 1t hastodowithundergoing ashiftinsensibility, aradical shift: fromattendingtowhat (which
takes for granted a certain how of intellection) to attending to the how of intellection itself, and specifically to the
how of being both an intellectual and oneself, awhole person in the world.

Now beware! As| threaten to betray what may appear to be theinside story, | runtherisk of turning this
how--with which Poteat’ swork issupposed to have been concerned and which allegedly cannot bemadeinto awhat-
-intoawhat. Thereby | would begivingyou aperfect excusefor intellectualizing away thepoint of it all, for parrying
itschallengeto each of usseriously to reexamineour own modesof intell ection, to discover what ironic contradictions
lurk beneaththesurfaceof our intellectual endeavorsasthey aremanifestintermsof our “ situations” and our “replies.”

Themodernintellectual sensibility whichwetakefor grantedin our ordinary intellectual approachtowhat
we hear and read--and to what you are reading from me at thismoment--worksin usin such away asto distanceand
neutralize what is conveyed to us as “content-to-be-subdued-to-our-own-intell ectual-ordering-and-scrutiny;” as
being abstracted from any “situation” and demanding fromusno“reply;” assomething whichwewill befreetotake
into account or no, todisposewithaswewill, indifferently; hence, asstandinginno particular relationto usaspersons
and having no normativeclaim upon usas persons--except aswearbitrarily deigntograntit that claim. Theordinary
modeof intellectionwhichwetendtotakefor granted, | say, rendersusfreein our own thinking (though not latently
inreality) from personal liabilitytowardthat whichweconceive. Aswell, it rendersusfreefrom purposiveorientation
inrespect towhat weconceive: it deprivesusof abasisonwhichwemight find our feet with respect toit. Asmodern
intellectual swetrafficinexplicit pretensionsthat can have only themost equivocal personal backing, if they canhave
it at all; we write and exchange checks presuming we can ignore whether thereis any money in the bank to redeem
them. This mode of intellection which makes us “ masters and possessors’ (Descartes) of that which we conceive,
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by theidentical process makes usworldless, spectating intellectsin relation toit, causing usto lose track of where
we stand as personsin respect to it and to what it demands from usin our own persons. In the measure we accede
thereby to intellectual power over the objects of our conception, true wisdom escapes from our grasp. We hardly
evenknow what ‘ wisdom’ meansany more. Andthatisour tragedy. Onemight say, if it did not have such misleading
connotations to say so, it is our spiritual predicament.

Itisalsowhat it has been that Bill Poteat has been trying to call to our attention throughout his career. As
he himself stated quite unequivocally near the beginning of his intellectual career in his dissertation, Pascal’s
Conception of Man and Modern Sensibility®: modernity, the modern critical sensibility towhichweareall heirs, in
the mastery of which we take great pride and in terms of which we have wrought our scholarly achievements, is
bankrupt, spiritually bankrupt.

A fewyearsago| discovered awonderful book, which| would commendtoyou: ToKnowAsWeAreKnown:
A Spirituality of Education, by Parker Palmer. Init Palmer shedsagood deal of light uponthe mattersof which| have
just been speaking from the perspective of astudy of monastic disciplines of spiritual formation.

A disciplineof spiritual formation, heexplains, isadaily practice by which areligious community deepens
and renews its rapport with what it understands of ultimate reality which life's misleading appearances so easily
obscureand cloud over. Atthesametime, itisameansby whichthe community recallsitself totheinner formof the
way lifeismeant to belived, in opposition to the dissipating and deforming tensions of which mundanelifeisfull.
Itis, inshort,amethod whereby aspecific spiritual sensibility iscultivated and renewed. Fromthe Christianmonastic
tradition Palmer identifiesthree such spiritual disciplineswhich pertainsdirectly to the experience of education: (1)
thestudy of sacredtexts, (2) the practiceof prayer and contemplation, and (3) thegathered lifeof thecommunity itself.

First, thestudy of sacredtextsisthat disciplinewhereby amember of thecommunity maintainscontact with
paradigm expressionsof thespiritual traditioninwhichheisbeingformed. InPalmer’ swords, “ Thesetextsallow me
to return to times of deeper spiritual insight than my own, to recollect truths that my culture obscures, to have
companionson the spiritual journey who, though long dead, may be more alive spiritually than many who arewith
menow. Insuch study my heart and mind are reformed by the steady press of tradition against the distortions of my
day.”*

Second, the practice of prayer and contemplation isthat discipline whereby amember of the community
“seeksimmediate personal experienceof that towhichtradition can only testify.”® Itspurposeis*”to seethrough and
beyond the appearances of things, to penetrate the surface and touch that which lies beneath.”® It is a matter of
devel opinginonesel f eyesto see, earsto hear, and an appropriateresponsivenessto therealitiestowhichthetradition
attests. Aboveall,itisthemeanswhereby oneclearstheway inwardly for one’ sspiritto makecontact withthat which
impassionslifetowarditsfulfillment.

Third, thegathered lifeof thecommunityisthat disciplinewhereby amember of the community ischecked
against thepersonal distortionswhich canariseinthesolitudeof study and prayer. It helpshiminterpret themeaning
of the sacred textsand it gives him guidancein hisexperience of prayer. Itisalsothe meanswhereby theinner form
of hislife, which the tradition intends to nurture within him, is encouraged, tested, and refined.
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It would be interesting to explore the remnants of these three disciplines in their distant offspring, our
contemporary institutions of education, and the way in which, despite protestations to the contrary, these secular
institutions covertly carry on still akind of spiritual formation. (Perhaps* spiritual deformation” would be a better
wordforit.) Palmer goesontodojustthatin hisbook, bringing out quiteclearly how themodernintellectual sensibility
isitself formed and renewed in our day, from one discipline to the next.

However, my concern hereisto pose another question: Isit not plausibleto consider that what Bill Poteat
hasbeen about--particularly inhisteaching--may beamatter of spiritual formationandrenewal in precisely thesense
that Palmer describes?

Consider this statement taken from the preface to Poteat’ s Polanyian Meditations. In Search of a Post-
Critical Logic:

What followsisnot apiece of scholarship such asconceivably could emergefrom aprotracted and
solitary apprenticeship to books, although itsindebtedness to the things | have read during some
thirty yearsin the academy is substantial and palpable. It issues rather from a sustained critical
colloquy with three generations of graduate students set among a half-dozen or so “canonical”
volumesin the context of our mutual search for the imagination’sway out of what Walker Percy
has called the “ old modern age.”

I, and my students in the measure to which they have truly joined the colloquy, have from the
outset aspiredto beradically critical of the Critical tradition of modernity, whichisto say, wehave
undertaken to become postcritical.

Likeany parasite, thisessentially polemical convivium has battened on its host, hoping, not to
weaken and eventually bring down, but, rather, modestly to changetheuniversitiesinwhichitwas
formed and by whose sufferanceit haslived. Atleast those of uswho have sustained thiscollogquy
have hoped to be and have changed.”

Let ustake alook to seeto what extent the three disciplines of spiritual formation identified earlier arein evidence
inthecontext of Poteat’ steaching: thestudy of sacredtexts, the practiceof prayer and contemplation, and thegathered
lifeof thecommunity itself.

First, the study of the sacred texts: the quotation from Poteat just cited referred to “a half-dozen or so
‘canonical’ volumes’” to the study of which three generations of graduate studentswereintroduced. Thesevolumes
include Michael Polanyi’'s Personal Knowledge, Ludwig Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations, Maurice
Merleau-Ponty’ s Phenomenol ogy of Per ception, Hannah Arendt’ s The Human Condition, and Sgren Kierkegaard' s
works, particularly Kierkegaard’ sessay, “ Thelmmediate Stagesof theEroticortheMusical Erotic.” Other workswere
included from timeto time, but these remain pretty much the canonical point of departure for most all that went on
of substance in Poteat’s classes.

Why these authors? Why these particular books? Precisely becauseinthese bookstheir authors undertook
aradical, comprehensive critique of the “ prepossessions of the European Enlightenment concerning the nature of
human knowing and doing” 8 and al so acritique of theway themodern critical tradition haspresumed criticismsshould
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be conducted. Poteat describes them as texts

in which modern culture. . . is under the maximum radical pressure from the author and which,

therefore, most vividly discloses--sometimeswittingly but more often unwittingly--therepertoire
of conceptsinwhich both we and theauthor areimmured. Usually theseare profoundly confused
books, for no author is so likely edifyingly to exhibit his or her embranglement in those very
destructive conceptual dualisms which define modernity as when he or she undertakes to bring
themexplicitly under attack. Kierkegaardisaninstructivecase. InbondagetoHegelianism, hetried-
-onthewhol eunwittingly and unsuccessfully--to fight hisway clear of that thinker who presumed
tobondtogether the Greek metaphorsof stasisand the Hebrew metaphorsof dynamisminasystem
whichwouldtranscend them both. To observe Kierkegaard struggling to disentangle Christianity
from Hegelianism is at once to realize the high conceptual stakes at issue and the odds arrayed
against him and us.®

Moreover, inthesebookstheir respectiveauthorshavegropingly sought to stakeout what an alternative, post-critical
mode of inquiry and intellection might involve. Though no one of them ever quite entirely succeeds, as Poteat
mentioned, their failures are instructive. In short, these“canonical” volumes are paradigms of what isinvolved in
attemptingthenegotiationof atransitionfrom, or “ out of,” acritical sensibility toa post-critical intellectual sensibility.
They model, to use Polanyi’ sphrase, what it meansto struggl etoward achieving abalanced mind amidst acivilization
“pervaded by thedi ssonanceof anextremecritical lucidity and anintensemoral conscience.”° Taking themtogether-
-forcing their authors, as it were, to undertake a sustained colloguy with one another, each one illuminating,
constructively criticizing, and complementing the others--they constitute a convivial order of spirit, to whose
saneness of sensibility three generations of Poteat students have apprenticed themselves.

Second, the practice of prayer and contemplation: Now, certainly, in no ordinary or usual sense have Bill
Poteat’ sstudentsbeen remarkablefor their piety! Or Bill Poteat himself, for that matter! However, if wethink of this
particular spiritual disciplineapart fromthe usual connotationsweattach to prayer and contemplation, if wethink of
itrather asthepracticeof aspecially heightened modeof perceptionandreflectionfor gettingintouchwiththat which
most deeply concerns one asathinking, reflecting person, we may indeed find something. Recall what | said earlier
about “situation” and “reply” and how many persons, like X enophon, are blind and deaf to thisdimension of human
thought and expression--namely, the placement and timing of what is said and the non-explicit accompaniments
towhat is said, such asintonation, gesture, somatic orientation, silence, and the complex web of tensions existing
between what precisely is said (the precise words chosen and in what order) and what elseisand isnot said: clues
wherein spirit, inwardness, and the health of the soul or lack thereof areto be detected. Becoming sensitiveto these
sortsof thingshasbeen asmuch apart of aPoteat seminar asanything el se--thoughit mainly isfocused on devel oping
afacility for ferreting out presuppositions and prepossessions, radical or root conceptual commitments, implicitin
acertain way of putting things or way of going about inquiring into something. Reflecting on his early teaching
experience wherein he was gradually evolving histeaching style, Bill once wrote;

My apprenticeship asateacher wasfor ten yearsin adepartment of philosophy. During thistime,
my evolving personal style of pedagogy came to be dialectical. Inintroductory courses, | was
increasingly struck inthe midst of philosophical give and take by theincongruity between, onthe
onehand, themost radical conceptual commitmentsof my students, and, ontheother, their express
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beliefs. | found, for example, that whiletacitly by an acritically received cultural inheritance, they
were Marxians, Freudians, Darwinians, neo-behaviorists, or what have you, their explicit profes-
sions were different from and incompatible with these views, even though thiswas almost never
recognized by them. Indeed, on the contrary, when these radical commitments were expressly
presented tothem astheir own, most studentsinitially rejected most of them out of hand--until they
were rendered mute by the dialectically disclosed fact that they wer e

Saren Kierkegaard had a name for the kind of heightened perception and reflection cultivated in these
dialectical discussionswith Poteat: he called it the practice of “double-reflection.”*? Whereas first order or direct
reflection seeks to understand the concrete abstractly (for all reflection in the usual sense involves conceptual
representation and all conceptual representation involves abstraction to some degree), the “doubling” of reflection
indouble-reflectionisconcernedto‘ understand’ theactivity of abstractioninreflection concretely. Itisreflection’s
concern to keep track of itssituation asan activity or event of reflecting in the ambient, interhuman world vis-a-vis
that about whichitisreflectingandto keepit oriented with respect to what isultimately at stake. Thegoal of double-
reflection--beyond bringing to light the de facto relationships that may obtain between the explicit content of a
person’s thought and his latent situation in existence--is two-fold. First, double-reflection seeks to disabuse our
natural powers of reflective conception of the presumptivenessinherent in them. For example, it seeksto disabuse
usof thetendency tolosesight of theconcrete context withinwhich our reflectionisengendered. It seeksto disabuse
usof thetendency toforget theperspectival, partial nature of our conceptual grasp of things. And it seeksto disabuse
us of the tendency to confuse the objectifications which are the product of reflection with the matters they purport
torepresent. Inshort, it seeksto keep uslooking beyond our representationsto the truth in those respectsin which
thetruth exceedsour grasp. Second, doubl e-reflection seeksto bring thelatent how of our situationin existenceinto
agreement with the truth we come to know--i.e., the way we go about inquiring into something, conceiving it,
responding to it, and conveying it to others. In sum, double-reflection aims to overcome the tendencies to ironic
absent-mindednessthat characterize modern critical patternsof intellectionin order torealize anintegrity of person
infaithful rapport with truth.

(Thisgoal, asyou might well imagine, ismore easily acknowledged than achieved. Awarenessof what is
involved in a self-conscious struggle toward mastery of it goes a long way toward explaining the elliptical and
involuted style of writing and speaking that has so often characterized both Bill Poteat aswell ashisstudents. Italso
makes one more appreciative of the grace-full-ness of integral utterance when it occurs.)

Third, thegathered life of the community itself: though agenuinecommunity among Bill Poteat’ sstudents
outside the classroom has waxed and waned over the years, it is clear that mutual encouragement, testing, and
refinement of their devel oping post-critical sensibility has been an essential aspect of the colloquy that many of us
havesustained with Bill and each other inthe classroom and out. Morefor some, clearly, thanfor others. Regardless,
many of us have not hesitated to speak of that colloguy asagenuine convivial order and aparadigm of that in which
apost-critical ethos might consist, where each isencouraged fully to be himself or herself in following up hisor her
intimations of some aspect of what jointly we are concerned to bring to light.

All threeof thecomplementary disciplinesof spiritual formationidentified by Palmer--thestudy of thesacred
texts, thepracticeof prayer and contemplation, andthegatheredlifeof thecommunity itself--areinevidencein Poteat’ s
teaching. And, when considered in connection with the ongoing colloquy to which | have referred, his published
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writings give evidence of these disciplines as well. Taken together they provide an explanation for much of the
“enigma’ that hasbeen Bill Poteat’ sacademic career--which| earlier characterized asbeing concerned withteaching
neither mastery of somespecified body of knowledgenor mastery of someconventional academicdiscipline. Itseems
to have been concerned, rather, withthe* spiritual formation” of youngintellectual s* searching for theimagination's
way out of . . . the'Old Modern Age’.” It has given them a place and a space in the university where they can be
concerned with thisdimension of intellectual life. AsParker Palmer putsit, it hascreated “ aspace where obedience
to truth can be practiced.”*®

Considered in this respect, then, it may be easier to see an analogy between a Poteat seminar and, say, a
Rinzai Zen master conducting aquestion and answer session with agroup of Zen novices--concerned not to convey
content but to attend the emergence of a spiritually whole sensibility in each--than it would be to see an analogy
between a Poteat seminar and any other at Duke University. The analogy is far from exact but is appropriate
nonetheless.

Just asan authentic Zen master never regardshimself ashaving “arrived” butisalwaysopentolearnmore,
tobecomehimself ever morefully at onewith hisOriginal Nature, soalso Bill Poteat |atein hiscareer cametodiscover
for himself, moreprofoundly thanhehad earlier realized, what breaking freefromthe“ OldModern Age” could entail.
| havein mind herethe personal experience recounted intheintroductionto Polanyian Meditations, cited earlier. It
bespeaks well certain aspects of the transition to a post-critical perspective.

In November of 1968, in Athens, Greece, morethan sixteen yearsinto my apprenticeship
tothethought of Michael Polanyi, | wrotean essay of barely fivehundredwordswhich| called“ The
Voiceof Orpheus.” It quitetook my besurprise: itsdemand to bewritten, what it said, the claim
upon me of what it said.

Theimmediateoccasionfor itscompositionwasan ecstati c afternoon spent withnew wine
and my new friend, the sculptor, Evangelos Moustakas, amidst the wild thyme, in Greece's
November light, on the amiabl e gradients of Pentelismountain. . ..

During twenty years of teaching and study before my Greek adventure | had contended
against thedesi ccation of spirit wroughtinmeby [the] Enlightenment. Thediagnosisof thenature
and extent of themal ai sehad beenfocusedinmy doctoral dissertation, Pascal’ sConceptionof Man
and Modern Sensibility. Inthis| entered the seventeenth century cockpit from which modernity
had emerged and opposed two of its great and characteristic thinkers: Pascal and Descartes. . . .
Herewasshaped for methe problemwhich hasoccupied menow for nearly thirty years: thenature
of rationality and logic in an intellectual climate in which Descartes has prevailed and left us
culturally insane.

| wasthuswell begun by thistoward becoming apost-critical thinker. Thediscovery,in
1952, 1 think, of early “ phil osophical” writingsof Michael Polanyi .. . accredited and greatly enriched
the context withinwhich | beganinitially to obey my ownintimations. . ..

Regular graduate seminarsfor 16 yearson Personal Knowledge: TowardaPost-Critical
Philosophy made me something of an adept in Polanyi’ s criticism of criticism--or so | thought. |
had, infact, goneabout asfar asonecanin bringing theintellectual resourcesof the Enlightenment
to bear critically upon the Enlightenment. My complacency was a characteristic product of the
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Enlightenment. | “understood” thething to be donein primarily intellectual terms; | supposed it
could be significantly done without ever leaving the modern Western world, defined as Renais-
sance, Reform and Enlightenment.

Itwasmy meeting with Greeceand M oustakas, for neither of whom Renai ssance, Reform
and Enlightenment were eventsnativeto their stories, that the other of myself was profoundly and
mindbodily challenged and called forth “ by emotionsandideas. . . eventhe most abstract notions
presentedinfamiliar form.”

It was an Orphic dismemberment. Theintellectual categoriesuponwhich| hadrelied no
longer fit. My whole being--my mindbodily being--wasriven.

Moustakas, in hiswork and person, bore witness before me to a wholeness of being at
oncedienandfamiliar: alienasanothertomy intellect; familiar asan exigent need of my total being.
Thereweweretogether on PentelismountainandtheV oi ce of Orpheosdemandedtobeheard. And
so--“asmall essay for my friend, Vangelis, who, like Orpheos, makesrocksmoveand dumb bronze
to sing”’--1 wrote: “The myth of Orpheos. . . isarepresentation more profound than any which
reflection could giveof the presenceof order and of forminthe cosmos; of the genesisof song and
dance; andfinally of human speechandintelligence. ... Far thenfrombeingasurprise, itisonthe
contrary most congenial to an imagination like mine, enfleshed asitisin arhythmically ordered
body, that dumb rocks and trees should be represented as resounding to the Orphic song, even
as my own dumb body itself so resounds.” 4

What isgoing onherein Poteat’ srecovery of adimension of himself--indeed asomatic dimension of hisown
intelligence--that had been eclipsed to his modern mind illustrates well the nature of the “spiritual re-formation”
involved in atransition from acritical to apost-critical intellectual perspective. How isthat? Let usback up for a
moment.

To have acquired amodern critical mind isto have been habituated, onthe one hand, to distr ust one’ sfirst
and natural inclination to indwell the world believingly and, on the other hand, to entrust oneself to the attitude of
critical suspicion asthe cardinal intellectual virtue. Thisisbecause modernity is premised on the assumption that
the root of all error is man’sinherent proclivity to project into reality what is not there but only in himself, in his
subjectivebias. Our modern intellectual conscienceinsiststhat you will get at thetr uth of the mattersthat concern
you only by divesting yourself of subjectivity, by stepping outside of your merely personal, mindbodily orientation
toward them. In consequence, on reflection at least, we moderns have difficulty believing in our own (inevitably
mindbodily grounded) beliefsand trusting without defensivenessin any inwardly perceived (inevitably mindbodily
grounded) summons to venture beyond the safety of critically established truths.

Onthecontrary, apost-critical perspectiveisonethat, having passed through the baptism of fire constituted
by themodern criticism of subjectivity, neverthel essregainsconfidencein one’ sown personal, mindbodily placeand
orientation in the world--regains confidence in it not astruth itself, but as one’s own best (one's only!) avenue, or
clue, or stage on the way to the discovery of truth in common. Itisthere, inthe very particular incarnate rootage
of our mindbodily beingintheworld, withitsvery particular past, however seemingly narrow, deprived, and parochial
it may appear to aderacinatecritical perspective; itisthere, inbeing fully oneself, that thewel | springsof asensibility
and passion for integrity of personin devotion to truth areto befound. InT.S. Elliot’s phrases,
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With the drawing of this Love and the voice of this Calling
We shall not cease from exploration

And the end of all our exploring

Will beto arrive where we started

And know the placefor thefirst time.*

Asa concluding rumination, | have chosen to share with you some passages from Kenneth Graham’s The
WindintheWillowswhich captureexquisitely what it waslikefor some of Poteat’ sstudentsto undergothetransition
from acritical to apost-critical perspectivein the company of Bill Poteat--at |east what it waslike for me.

Theincident in question occurs when Mole and Rat

... Werereturning across country after along day’ s outing with Otter. ... Plodding at random across the
plough. .., they found abeaten track that made wal king alighter business, and responded, moreover, to that
small inquiring something which all animals carry inside them, saying unmistakably, ‘Y es, quiteright; this
leadshome!’

Leads, that is, to Rat’s home--River Bank--where Mole had some time before taken up living in Rat’s congenial
company, having left behind him the dark cramped life he had oncelived underground, to enjoy thewonderful open
life of sky andriver, forest and field.

They plodded along steadily and silently, each of them thinking his own thoughts, when a. . .

mysteriousfairy [call] . . . from out thevoid . . . suddenly reached Molein the darkness, making him tingle
through and through with its very familiar appeal, even while asyet he could not clearly remember what it
was. He stopped dead in histracks, his nose searching hither and thither in its efforts to recapture the fine
filament, thetel egraphic current, that had so strongly moved him. A moment, and hehad caught it again; and
with it this time came recollection in fullest flood.

Home! That was what they meant, those caressing appeals, those soft touches wafted through
the air, those invisible little hands pulling and tugging, all oneway! Why, it must be quite close by him at
that moment, hisold homethat hehad hurriedly forsaken and never sought again, that day when hefirst found
theriver! And now it was sending out its scouts and its messengersto capture him and bring himin. Since
his escape on that bright morning he had hardly given it athought, so absorbed had he been in hisnew life,
inall its pleasures, its surprises, itsfresh and captivating experiences. Now, with arush of old memories,
how clearly it stood up before him, inthe darkness! Shabby indeed, and small and poorly furnished, and yet
his, the home he had made for himself, the home he had been so happy to get back to after his day’ swork.
And the home had been happy with him, too, evidently, and was missing him, and wanted him back, and was
telling him so, through his nose, sorrowfully, reproachfully, but with no bitterness or anger; only with
plaintive reminder that it was there, and wanted him.

Thecall wasclear, the summonswas plain. Hemust obey it instantly, and go. ‘Ratty!’ he called,
full of joyful excitement, ‘hold on! Come back! | want you, quick!’

At first Rat didn’t hear clearly what it was that Mole was trying to say and pushed on, causing Moleto experience
for afew momentsthe most excruciating inner rendering--being forced to choose between loyalty to home or loyalty
tohisnew friend. Withawrenchthat torehisvery heartstrings, heset hisfacedowntheroad andfollowed submissively
but completely dispirited in Rat’ sfootsteps. Shortly thereafter, however, asthey paused to rest, Mole broke down
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completely in cascades of tears. But Rat, astonished and dismayed at the violence of Mol€e' s grief, sensitively and
slowly drew out what the source of it was. Then, without asecond thought for the promise of awarm fireand supper
at River Bank, and to Mole's astonishment and protestations, he took Molein arm and turned back upon the path
tolocateMole’ shome. Oncethey returnedtothe placewhereMolehadbeen‘heldup,’ they soonlocated theentrance.

Mole' sface beamed at the sight of all [those] objects so dear to him, and he hurried Rat through
the door, lit alamp in the hall, and took one glance around his old home. He saw the dust lying thick on
everything, saw thecheerless, deserted | ook of thelong-neglected house, anditsnarrow, meagredimensions,
itsworn and shabby contents--and collapsed again on ahall-chair, hisnosein hispaws. ‘O, Ratty!” hecried
dismally, ‘why ever did | doit? Why did | bring you to thispoor, cold little place, on anight likethis, when
you might have been at River Bank by thistime, toasting your toes before ablazing fire, with all your own
nice things about you!”

TheRat paid noheedto hisdoleful self-reproaches. Hewasrunning hereandthere, opening doors,
inspecting rooms and cupboards, and lighting lamps and candles and sticking them up everywhere. ‘What
acapital little house thisis!’ he called out cheerily. ‘So compact! So well planned! Everything here and
everythinginitsplace! We'll makeajolly night of it. Thefirst thingwewantisagoodfire; I'll seeto that-
-1 alwaysknow whereto find things. Sothisistheparlour? Splendid! Your ownidea, thoselittle sleeping-
bunksinthewall? Capital! Now, I’ll fetch the wood and the coals, and you get aduster, Mole--you' Il find
one in the drawer of the kitchen table--and try and smarten things up a bit. Bustle about, old chap!’

Encouraged by hisinspiriting companion, the Mol e roused himself and dusted and polished with
energy and heartiness, whiletheRat, running to and frowith armful sof fuel, soon had acheerful blazeroaring
up the chimney. He hailed the Mole to come and warm himself; but Mole promptly had another fit of the
blues, dropping down on a couch in dark despair and burying hisfacein his duster.

‘Rat,” he moaned, ‘how about your supper, you poor, cold, hungry, weary animal? |’ ve nothing
to give you--nothing--not a crumb!”’

‘What afellowyouarefor givingin!’ saidtheRat reproachfully, ‘ Why, only just now | saw asardine-
opener on the kitchen dresser, quite distinctly; and everybody knows that means there are sardines about
somewhere in the neighbourhood. Rouseyourself! Pull yourself together, and come with me and forage.’

They went and foraged accordingly, hunting through every cupboard and turning out every drawer.
Theresult was not so very depressing after all, though of courseit might have been better; atin of sardines-
-abox of captain’ s biscuits, nearly full--and a German sausage encased in silver paper.

‘There’ sabanquet for you!” observedtheRat, ashearranged thetable. ‘| know someanimalswho
would give their ears to be sitting down to supper with us tonight!”’

‘No bread!” groaned the Mole dolerously; ‘ no butter, no--’

‘No patédefoiegras, nochampagne!’ continued the Rat, grinning. ‘ And that remindsme--what's
that little door at the end of the passage? Y our cellar, of course! Every luxury inthishouse! Just you wait
aminute.’

He made for the cellar door, and presently reappeared, somewhat dusty, with a bottle of beer in
each paw and another under each arm. ‘ Self-indul gent beggar you seem to be, Mole,” he observed. ‘Deny
yourself nothing. Thisisreally thejolliest little place| ever wasin. Now, wherever did you pick up these
prints? Makethe placelook so home-like, they do. No wonder you'resofond of it, Mole. Tell usall about
it, and how you came to make it what it is.’

Theeveningwent sowell and perfectly, Molecould not haveimagined abetter homecoming. Ratty
even enabled Mole to take genuine pride in offering the best of hospitality to a troupe of field mice that
happened by, singing Christmas carols.

When the door had closed on the last of them and the chink of the lanterns had died away, Mole
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and Rat kickedthefireup, drew their chairsin, brewed themsel vesalast nightcap of mulled ale, and discussed
the events of the long day. At last the Rat, with a tremendous yawn, said, ‘Mole, old chap, I’'m ready to
drop. Sleepy issimply not theword. That your bunk over onthat side? Very well, then, I’ [l takethis. What
aripping little house thisis! Everything so handy!’

He clambered into his bunk and rolled himself well up in the blankets, and slumber gathered him
forthwith, as a swath of barley is folded into the arms of the reaping-machine.

The weary Mole also was glad to turn in without delay, and soon had his head on his pillow, in
great joy and contentment. But ere he closed his eyes he let them wander round his own room, mellow in
theglow of thefirelight that played or rested onfamiliar and friendly thingswhich hadlong been unconsciously
apart of him, and now smilingly received him back, without rancour. Hewasnow injust the frame of mind
that the tactful Rat had quietly worked to bring about in him. He saw clearly how plain and simple--how
narrow, even--it all was; but clearly, too, how much it all meant to him, and the special value of some such
anchoragein one’ sexistence. Hedid not at all want to abandon the new life and its splendid spaces, to turn
hisback on sun and air and all they offered him and creep home and stay there; the upper world was all too
strong, it called still, even down there, and he knew he must return to the larger stage. But it was good to
think he had thisto come back to, this place which was all his own, these things which were so glad to see
him again and could always be counted upon for the same simple welcome.*

And that’s how it was!
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William Poteat’s Anthropology: “Mindbody in the World”

Walter B. Mead

ABSTRACT: Keywords. mindbody, pretension, retrotension, epistemological radix, prereflection,
ontological hierarchy, coherence, meaning.

Using the metaphor of a circle with its center, periphery, and radius, this essay explores William
Poteat's under standing of the self, or "mindbody," in its dynamic and creative relation to the larger world, or
cosmos, identifying the mindbody's prereflective radix with the "center," its boundary or point of interface with
the larger world with the "periphery," and its dialectical evolution and articulation of a sense of coherence and
meaning in terms of a pretensive and retrotensive "radius."

I: The Indeterminate Anthropol ogical Center

If youplacemystery at thecenter of existence, therestwill fall intoplace. However, if youplacereason
at the center, all will be chaotic (paraphrase of G.K. Chesterton by an unknown).

Inhis“Prologue’ to Polanyian Meditations (1985), William Poteat notesthat it was hisdiscovery in 1952 of
someof Michael Polanyi’ searly philosophical writingsthat “ accredited and greatly enriched the context withinwhich
initially toobey my ownintimations’ (6). Thissameyear marked the beginning for Professor Poteat of now morethan
four decades, innumerable lectures, more than thirty articles or chapters, and three books in obedience to those
intimations.* Polanyi’ sinfluencethroughout isobvious, butit served primarily asacatalyst. Poteat’ sintimationswere
hisown. From the beginning Professor Poteat articulates a conceptual framework and addresses issues that extend
his post-critical reflections well beyond the Polanyian corpus. Still, even his most original insights, he himself
acknowledges, consi stently retrotend (to useoneof Poteat’ sseminal concepts) “ deeply interiorized Polanyian motifs”
(PM, 8).

Although the general thrust of Poteat’ sworks, like Polanyi’ s philosophical writings, isepistemological, one
of hismajor contributionsishisarticul ation of ananthropol ogy consistent with hispost-critical epistemology. Having
started with, and expl ored through hisown conceptual categories, the Polanyian realizationthat all knowing istacitly
grounded, that is, radically tacit, he then askswhat isthe nature of thistacit radix? Hisunderlying assumption, like
Polanyi’s, isthat “thestructureof our way of knowing intheworld reduplicatesour way of being intheworld--at |east
inthesensethat anintegral analysisof neither canbeabstracted fromtime” (PM, 25). Therefore, “ atheory of knowing
must beinextricably implicatedwithatheory of being.” (PP, 80). Itissignificant that Stinesand Nickell chosetoentitle
their edited collection representing thevast range of Poteat’ sscholarship ThePrimacy of Persons. . .. Michael Polanyi
insists, in Personal Knowledge, that “by contrast to a field of forces operating in an inanimate system, afield of
biological striving standsdefined by thefact that weattributeitsoperationstoan activecenter " (404, emphasisadded).
Andall themoredothesetensiveforcesbecome consolidated and cocentered asthey become conscious, deliberative,
deliberate, and committal--that is, as Polanyi putsit in The Tacit Dimension,” the centerof theindividual [organism] .
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. risestothelevel of personhood in man” (50).

It is upon this insight that Polanyi proceeds to develop his dynamic understanding of developmental
hierarchy--not only phylogenetic (evolutionary) but ontogenetic, and not only developmental hierarchy but also a
functional and ontological hierarchy, all of these hierarchies contained within the Polanyian concept of emergence.
Poteat’ sinsights are clearly beneficiary to these and other related rich Polanyian conceptual resources--for example,
the concepts of boundary conditionsand marginal control, thetacit and the explicit, interiorizing and indwelling, the
subsidiary andthefocal, attending fromand attending to, the proximal and thedistal, intimation, and thefiducial aspect
of knowing. Poteat doesnot, indeed, literally employ all of thesesameterms, but heincorporatesthemtovariousdegrees
inhisown, oftenricher, terminology and vision. For exampl e, Polanyi’ ssubsidiary-focal, from-to dynamic of knowing
becomes Poteat’ s pretensive-retrotensive dynamic, grounded in memory but impelled and directed by imagination.
Eventhough heextendshisreflectionsconsiderably beyond areas of concern represented by Polanyi, at only onepoint
inall of hiswritings (which | shall comment onin Part I1) does histhinking contradict what appearsto beimplicatein
Polanyi’s own thinking; and even there Poteat suggests that his thesis is not inconsistent with Polanyi’s obvious
intentions. Thisisnot to overlook some significant differencesin emphasis between the two thinkers.

Afterinteriorizing the conceptsof both Polanyi and Poteat, it iseasy toforget precisely wheretheformer has
left off and thelatter takesoff, so great i sthe continuity betweenthem. However, in going back tothe Polanyianworks,
it becomes clear that, however richly suggestive Polanyi’ streatment is of the anthropological question, he does not
go very far with it. Poteat takesit much farther. Adding hisown interpretive categoriesto Polanyi’s-1 am referring
especialy to Poteat’ s focus upon both temporality and corporeality as he conceptualizes both knowing and being-
-he provides hisown valuable insights. It is probably, in large part, Poteat’ s sophistication in linguistics, especially
etymology, that gives him particular sensitivity to the temporal dimension of being and meaning and to the gradual
loss of appreciation for this dimension with the ascendance of alphabetic literacy. (Assured that the ambiguous
associationof thisproperized nounwiththel atinlexis, aswell aslex, could not escapePoteat’ sattention, oneistempted
to ask, to whom else would it occur to name his English Mastiff, not “Rex,” but “Lex”!) He does to philosophical
anthropology what Einstein did to physics. Taking “time”--actually, mindbodily tonicity--ashisradical “constant,”
heinterpretsall else, even space (“It takes ‘time’ to see” [PM, 61]), interms of it. Hisrefinement specifically of the
corporeal dimensionof self, similarly by temporalizingit (i.e., by definingitintermsof tonicity), weshall treat shortly.

G.K. Chesterton observed that “ one may understand the cosmos, but never the ego; the self is more distant
than any star.”? Poteat appearsto agree with Chesterton when he (Poteat) acknowledges the seeming incongruity of
hisattempt “to grasp in reflection that which isitself theradix and provenance of reflexion” (RG, ms). “Thegestalt .
..laiddowninthemost primitiveintentionalitiesof my mindbody [is] far beyondthereach of reflection” (RG, ms). In
amorelinguistic analysisof theelusiveness of the self, Poteat observesthat“ ‘I’ ... for me...iselusive ...for when
| use ‘I’ in order to say something about myself at onelogical level, thereisthefact of my activity of saying thisabout
myself at another logical level yettobereported” (PP, 174-75). And: “*Mindbody’ isnotanordinary concept. .. since
it always makes reference to the antecedent of all concepts, that which devises and interprets the use and application
of all concepts’ (RG, ms). Asathinking, reflecting being attempting to arti cul ate hisinsightsto other thinking, reflecting
beings, Poteat must rely on concepts. Y et, the ground to which hewould point usis preconceptual. Therefore, “the
user of languagecan . . . never beobjectifiedinlanguage. . .. Heisonly found ‘behind’ thelanguage just now being
used” (PP, 73). Therefore, actualy, thismindbodily “* ground’ ... isnot aground, but rather thesystematically elusive
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backgroundthat isour primordial dwellingintimeand space” (RG, ms). However, changing hisperspectival imagery
further, from “background,” to “ground,” and then “foreground,” Poteat suggeststhat “ asthe ground of the meaning
andtheintentionality of my asseverations, my mindbody isintheforeground, too closeat hand readily tobeperceived”
(RG, ms). Therefore, itis, inavery real sense, not moredistant than any star. Indeed, he suggests paradoxically, with
atwist onthe Augustinian phrase, that our mindbodiesare “ closer to usthan weareto ourselves’ (RG, ms). Finaly:
“Sofar asreflection from out of our mindbodies seeksitself asan object among objects, it will fail tofind itself” (RG,
ms).

Fully aware of the obstacles and dangers in the path of self-reflexion, Poteat sets for himself this highly
introspective task--one that justifies, indeed recommends, his “daybook” style of reflection. The objectifying and
abstracting cultureandtraditionsof alphabeticandlinear literacy that constantly intrudeupon suchincursivereflexion,
require the temporal-spatial orientation, concreteness, and repeated beginnings of this style. And, despite the
inherently static, atemporal, and abstracting proclivities of hismedium, the printed word, ironically, it at least offers,
better thanoral/aural discourse, evenif it doesnotincorporateit aswell, thetimethereader requiresif theinteriorization
and assimilation (indwelling) needed for real reflexion areto occur.

Despite the inherent elusiveness of our task, Poteat advises usthat, if we indwell our mindbodies, we can
“know” them as*“ at [our] backs” just as“ dualismishealed by being shown to bederivative of the bedrock pretensions
and retrotensionsof our convivial mindbodily being” (RG, ms). Sometimes, by indwelling that whichwecandirectly
experience--such asour heartbeats, our remembering, and our imagining--weget asenseof theprimitive, prereflective
intentionalitiesthat constitute our mindbodies. Itisthe reconciling of thetwo “ parts’ of the dualismsrather than the
elimination of either “part” that brings us closer to truth, to reality, and to ourselves. The healing, or reconciling, of
thedualisms, likethe*knowing” of our primal selves, or mindbodies, issimple, wearetold, becauseit merely requires
ustodowhat weaways--and quitenaturally--do: indwell. Buttosaywhat wethereby cometo*know” isquiteadifferent
and more difficult matter. We must struggle, through a processthat Poteat alludesto as“ reflexive phenomenol ogy”
(PD, 82), to bring the unreflected and tacit to thelevel of focal and explicit reflection. But much of theunreflectedis
unreflectable, unexplicitable. And even that which profitably lendsitself to differentiated reflection risks being torn
fromitsmeaning- andlife-giving prereflectiveand undifferentiated roots. Therefore, Poteat warnsthat while* theradical
truth about our being intheworldis. ..simple. . .itisnot simply said; sinceit can be said at al only by meansof a
feat of estrangement fromthat [truthful] simplicity” (PM, 22).

Professor Poteat triesto assureusthat our worl d-creationsthat arereflections, thereforerel ativeabstractions,
areno lessreal than the prereflective concretions from which they derive--only derivative realities. Even the static,
“dead dlice,” second-order representations of space and time that Poteat spends so much time warning that we not
take as exhaustive of our understanding of temporality--or, better, tonicity--appear to have their proper placein our
“worldcreating.” Although* derivative” and* not asradical asthat fromwhichthey derive. .. theprimordial [mindbodily
place and time] whence al times and places are pretended, that every time and place retrotends,” these reflected,
abstracted timesand placesarenolessrea (PD, 68). Thecrucial condition that givesthese derived conceptsreality,
or authenticity, is our awareness of their derivative, therefore “ second-order,” nature. Within this perspective they
can serve us well in our “quotidian doings and sayings.”

Similarly, in hiseffort to avoid the shoal s of philosophical idealism, Poteat stressesthe primal homogeneity
of an undifferentiated “mindbody.” Still, the “mind” of the differentiated, abstracted self, while derivative--both
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etiologically (that is, in terms of ontogenetic and phylogenetic evolution) and ontologically (that is, in terms of its
abstraction and differentiation from amore concrete and undifferentiated mindbody)--isalso claimed to befully real.
Can one, without contradiction, simultaneoudly assign something an ontol ogically derivativestatusand still claimfor
it equal, therefore implicitly commensurable, reality with that from which it is derived? Further, can one maintain
ontological hierarchy--asclearly Poteat intendsto do--whileassuaging dualismsby assigning full reality to both terms
of thedualism, aswell asto thearchaic, undifferentiated mindbody? Doesthisconflict with Polanyi’ sunderstanding
of either “reality” (an entity’ s“independence and power for manifestingitself inyet unthought of waysinthefuture”)
or ontological hierarchy, according to which “ minds and problems possess adeeper reality than cobblestones’ ? (TD,
32).

Perhaps it is a sign of Professor Poteat’s attempt to struggle with this problem that we can detect some
significant evol ution of terminol ogy over theforty year course of hiswriting, particularly in regard to anthropol ogi cal
definition. There seemsto beagradual movement from anamost exclusively “carnal” depiction of self to--beginning
about halfway through that period--the more balanced image of “mindbody.” Throughout the 1950s and the 1960s,
Poteat’ sanalysisof thedynamically conceived primal self waslargely intermsof theexistentia -linguisticimplications
of the personal pronoun “1”, referring to the “logically extended concept |” and the “ private self,” but he also made
frequent referenceto the self as* body,” “ body-in-the-world,” “ being-in-our-own- bodies-in-the-world,” and “carnal
being”; inthelate 1960sthe less explicitly visceral “ground-meaning” and “ ground being”; then, in the early 1970s,
“concrete knower” and “human heart.” We can find some precedence for Poteat’ s profoundly carnal challenge to
discarnate Cartesianismin Polanyi’ sfrequent referencesto brain physiol ogy; for example, Polanyi’ sstatementin The
Tacit Dimension: “Wemay venture. . . to extend the scope of tacit knowing to include neural tracesin the cortex of
the nervoussystem” (15). (Insimilar fashion, Poteat | ater tellsusthat, for him “knowing [is] not one but many sorts
of things’[PP, 80]). However suggestive Polanyi’s extension of “knowing” to include observable, physiological,
electro-chemical “traces’ for acarnal depiction of self, he seemsto haveresisted translating his epistemological leap
(“venture”) into acorresponding anthropological leap. Poteat, most explicitly intheearly period, makesthisleap--at
least terminologically: he quite readily refers to not just one dimension of the differentiated self, but to the
undifferentiated self, the primal core or ground of selfhood, simply as“carnal being” or “body.”

Insofar as| can determine from surveying Professor Poteat’ swritings, it was not until 1973 (“Moustakas
Within HisAmbience,” PP, 275) that he usestheterm “mindbody” (also “psycho-somata’) to refer to the primal self.
Thisterm, together with “mindbody in theworld,” and, perhaps the most frequently reiterated of all his phrases, the
“sentient, motile, and oriented mindbody,” sometimesincluding among these adjectives*“tonic” and often compl eted
by “...intheworld,” promptly permeateshiswritings, including all three of hisbooks, from thereon. Wherethemore
exclusively carnal imagery reappears, it tendsto comewith acaveat. For example, in 1974 heremindsthe reader that
“body,” asheusestheterm, hasno extension: “Evenmy ‘body’ asmy ‘body’ isnotin space” (PP, 33). “Body,” rather,
istheparadigmatic, primordial place, thewhencefromwhichall orientationderives. Writingin1992, when hepresses
toour most primal experienceof thetensionality of our mindbodies, he pointsto the experiencing of our heartbeat (and
evenbeforethat, our mother’ s* beating heart rhythmically [ pumping] theblood of lifethrough[our] foetal bodies’[ PP,
275]). Even to apprehend our heartbeat as a beat, he reminds us, means attributing to our “flesh” a preconscious
“imagining” and “remembering” in the form of its autonomic pretensions and retrotensions.

At thisremovefrom ordinary awarenessit ismy flesh that imagines; my flesh that remembers--not
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“flesh” asthisismediated through the categoriesof grossanatomy, physiology, molecular biology,
but flesh as this appears unmediated in the tonality of my living mindbody (RG, ms).

And, of course, hehasmadeit clear that this* carnal” “imagining” and “remembering” isnot in the commonsense but
derived (mediated) understanding that we have of these |atter two terms.

It finally becomes evident to the reader that Poteat has|oaded histerminology, from both ends (“ mental” as
well as* physica”), toitsmetaphorical limits; andthat theearlier, | essrefined, morecarnal terminology, “ loaded” perhaps
to excess, carried the same intent. In 1974, he offered another of hisall-important (although, in afootnote) caveats:
“It should go without saying that . . . ‘body’ asthe ground of the primordial sense of space has, aswell, aprimordial
sense not to be assimilated to any derived sense” (PP, 30). Poteat’s “It should go without saying . . .” certainly
underscores the fact that he has held this assumption all along. Further, his existentially probing treatment of the
pronoun “I” and of “person” makes this assumption, indeed, obvious. But now more comfortably subsumed under
thedominating metaphor of “ mindbody,” thesamewords--“body,” “ carnal being,” etc.--arelessjarringandlessgroping
because of their more explicit reference, aswe noted in histreatment of temporality, to areconciled dualism.

By thetime of publication of hisfirst book, in 1985 (Polanyian Meditations), the concept of “body,” inits
assumed, underived, primordial sense, had virtually yielded to the concept of “mindbody,” initsonly, but identical
--that is, underived, primordial--sense. Perhapsfeeling that by now he haslaid to rest in the minds of hisreadersany
tendency to perceive “mind” in terms of abstracted, Cartesian--or other--idealism, he suggests functional consider-
ations, perhaps not totally dissimilar from those that motivated his earlier retention of both “body’ and “ mindbody,”
that would seem to justify his currently retaining both “ mindbody” and “mind,” although his use of quotation marks
around only thelatter term indicatesthat “mind,” while rooted in the primordia mindbody, is neverthel ess derived.

“Beliefs’, “valuations’, “assumptions’, “ premises’ are“held” not merely by the“mind”, whether
reflected or reflectable, but also by the mindbody; . . . an assumption in the mindbody
...isneither explicitnor, strictly, explicitable, andoneinthe*mind” ... may beexplicitbutiscertainly
explicitable...(PM, 32).

Infinal analysis, it must be said that Professor Poteat has struggled admirably and with exceptional eloquence and
success in applying our largely post-Cartesian--and only--articulate vocabulary to uncover and recover its pre-
Cartesian rootsin the pre-articul ate sinews of our mindbodies.

Still, theproblem of assigning full and commensurabl ereality totheontologically derivative, and therelated
problem of ontol ogical hierarchy, it seemstome, remains. Poteat haseffectively challengedthediscarnaterationalistic
and al phabetic assumptionsof both Cartesianidealismand Platoniclogocentrism (to borrow from Derrida), and hehas
successfully addressed anumber of other epistemological and anthropological problems. But more needsto be done
in addressing some problems that arise, or remain, amidst his new and ground-breaking--better, ground-restoring--
insights.

II: The Protensive“ Radius’

Consciousness. . . requires. . . a center and periphery that aredialectically . . . in pretensive and
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retrotensive communion with each other (PD, 79).

Professor Poteat, like Polanyi, beginswiththe observation that all sentient lifeevidences, invariousdegrees
of sophistication and evolution, anirresistible effort to detect and embody somekind of ordering principle, arché, or
meaninginitsbeingintheworld. Inall sentientlifethereappearstobeaprimal prejudicetoward coherence, the* hanging
togetherness of things.” In this sense, Poteat suggests, sentient life at itsradix is“axiologically determined--that is,
through and throughingenuously disposed toward value” (PD, 113). However, thisismanifested not only in meaning-
seeking but alsoinaprior meaning-discernment. Thereisaprereflectively given senseof value. Atthelevel of human
sentience, this primal orientation or sense of value is “in principle” beyond all doubt--unless, of course, on€'s
consciousnesshasbeen estranged, by abstraction, fromitsprimal roots. Evenat thelowest level of life, thevegetative,
wecan detectinitsmost archaic form such a“given” orienting or ordering of lifeinits“ commitment” to functionand
growth. At the sentient level we observe the emergence of an “active-perceptive center” capable of appraisal, or
meaning . For example, Polanyi tellsusthat

afloatingamoebawill emit pseudopodsinall directionsuntil ... when oneof thepseudopodstouches
solid ground, all the others are drawn in and the whole mass of protoplasm is sent floating toward
the new point of anchorage.®

Atthelevel of intelligence, apprai sal--or commitment--ismadeby a“ consciously deliberative” center, which-
-inits highest, or human, expression--can be assigned responsibility. In other words, the prereflective givenness of
asense of value, at the human level of sentience, does not constitute commitment. Nor doesit preclude the ongoing
task of meaning-discernment and meaning-giving. Indeed, commitment is meaningless apart from my reflective
explicitation or, to use Poteat’s terms, my “bodying forth” “asseverations’ and my subseguent “ standing behind,”
these asseverations before othersin the context of aspecific time and specific place and specific circumstances. Both
Polanyi and Poteat insist that it isonly at thispoint of world-transcending willful commitment at thislevel, or mode,
of moral existence, that | become “1”, that is, aperson. But thistakes us beyond the intended scope of this paper.

The point to be madein terms of these phylogenetic level s of existence--from the vegetativeto the (merely)
sentient (asin the case of the amoeba), to theintelligent, and the moral (in the human person)--is that at the highest
level, that of human existence, all thelevelsareinextricably co-present, not only ontogenetically but at every given
moment. AsPolanyi statesit, all explicitthought, eveninitsmost formal expression, istacitly grounded. Poteat, building
upon Polanyi’s seminal concept of “boundary conditions,” represents the integration of these diverse levelsin the
human mindbody in dynamicterms;

I cannot explicitly say what it is to be a self (person) because it is always an integration of the
particulars of my body-in-the-world with (from the natural standpoint) its many different levels of
reality and the principles governing the integration of each level through the determination of the
boundary conditionsleft open by theprinciples. . . at the next lower level. Also, itisan integration
of all my skills. ... Andfinaly, itistheintegration of all theseto anticipatory, heuristic powers.
..(PP,47,n.4).

Inasmuchashuman being isinseparabl efrom human knowing (thisdistinction itself an abstract, al phabetic dualism),
theself isepistemol ogically and ontol ogically (again, an abstracted distinction) hierarchical. Therefore, “my language
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is continuous with gesture, as gesture is continuous with [prereflective] sentience and orientation” (PD, 111). And
our gestures, our elaboratemusi cal or graphicart forms, our language, and even our most intricatemathematical theories
not only havetheir primal origins but derive their present meanings from “the sinews of our bodies which had them
first” (RG, ms).

Atleast by thetimethat lifereachesthe stage of animal existenceand sentience, thevital meaning-discerning
center of life, that is, mindbody, has--better: is--in addition to orientation, what Poteat characterizesas*tonicity” and
“motility.” All threeof these characterizationsrequireaconceptualizing of mindbody asdistendedintime. However,
aswehavebecomeawareof by now inreading Poteat, theselast two (itali cized) terms--likevirtually all of hiskey terms-
-although inevitably the product of alphabetic literacy and loaded with discarnate post-Cartesian colorations, must
not beinterpretedintheir conventional, second-order, al phabeti cally-abstracted meanings. Distention does not mean
extension, and timedoesnot mean duration. |nother words, Poteat’ s conception of mindbody involvesneither spatial
nor temporal extension.

Mindbodily distention--like temporality, a precondition of tonicity, according to Poteat--turns out to be
characterized, aswehaveseeninthecaseof mindbodily temporality, precisely intermsof tonicity. Wehaveapparently
reached semantic bedrock in our depiction of themindbody as“tonic,” “tensional.” The distended mindbody, we are
toldto think of as“infinitely dense,” with no extension, likeacosmic black hole. Andthetemporality of mindbody is
similarly “infinitely compacted” by Poteat to includethe past and the future contemporaneously “within” the present.
Themindbody, although explicitable only in dimensional terms--that is, metaphorically--at itsinfinitely compacted,
existential primal core, loses all dimensionality, becomes a point without extension. Its tonicity--again, not a
characteristic that the mindbody has, but what it is--is best described in the dynamic concepts of latency, potency,
energy, intentionality, protension. Indeed, our sensesof “intending,” “ stretching forth,” “reaching out,” we aretold,
areparadigmatically “given” inour prereflective mindbodies. Further: “Becauseof [its] pretensionsthereisanot-yet
that isneverthel ess contemporaneouswith now; and because of [its] retrotensionsthereisano-longer thatissimilarly
contemporaneouswithnow” (PD, 106).*By derivative (becausetemporally extended, not distended) anal ogy, wegain
asense of thisin the experiencing of amelody through the co-presence, or contemporaniety, of the individual notes
that comprise the melody by pretending and retrotending each other in our remembering and imagining, asthe note
G pretends C, asit retrotends E, and E pretends G asit retrotends what precedesiit, etc.

But, having denied that our mindbodiescan becharacterized intermsof spatial or temporal extension, Poteat
now insists that mindbody “does not exist in aninstant,” just as the notesin amelody, in their co-presence, are not
simultaneously sounded or heard; and, further, that mindbody isthe paradigmatic case of “place.” To speak interms
of distention requiresthat werely, although self-consciously--that is, with caution and metaphorical ly--upon second-
order conceptsof timeand space. Again, it seemswehaveapproached theinevitablepoint of semantic overload. (Poteat
referstothisasthe" surplus of meaning” that characterizeslanguage, asacknowledged in metaphor, especially aswe
engagein reflexive contemplation). Poteat’ sintentionisclear: In asmuch asthe self, the mindbody, istensional, that
is, meaning-di scerning and meaning-giving, itsreflectiveexplicitation--tothelimited extent that itisexplicitable--can
only beintermsof narrative, thatis, inthecontext of aliving history, both my ownandtheworld's. And, again because
of themindbody’ saxiol ogi cal, meaning-di scerning and meaning-giving nature, it can be understood only inreference
to“where” itis“at home’--that is, inthe context of that part of theworld, those places, objects, and eventsuponwhich
ithas(l have) leftits(my) imprint and whichmost closely comport with, reflect, embody, itsprereflective, archai c sense
of meaning.
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Just astheeffort to arti cul atethe meaning of self ,or mindbody, inevitably invol vesusin conceptsof temporal
and spatial dimensionality, those that seem to be the most elucidating are those concepts or images that can
accommodate the dynamics of pretension and retrotension, that is, the lively mindbodily activity of dwelling inits
prereflectivecenter and theoutward projecti on of meaningthusderived. Theimageof acircle, or sphere, withitscenter
and circumference, or periphery,immediately suggestsitself. “ Consciousness,” Poteat suggests, “requiresat any given
moment acenter and periphery that aredialectically . .. in pretensiveand retrotensivecommunionwith each other” (PD,
79). We indicated earlier that the primal, axiologically radical mindbody cannot be objectified. Ultimately this
prereflective” radix of all meaningand meaning-discernment” canonly beexperienceddirectly intheact of indwelling
and referred to, indirectly, through those “objects’ or eventsin the world that the self distinguishesin terms of its
previously inexplicit, sometimesinexplicitable, mindbodily motifs. Wearereminded of thePolanyianinsight that the
meaningsweindwell subsidiarily tend to be“ displaced away from ourselves’ (TD, 13), asthe sensationsin the pam
of my hand are experienced in termsof theworld that presentsitself at the end of my probe. Or Polanyi’ s suggestion
that wecanknow theparticularsinwhichwedwell withtacit awarenessonly through thejoint meaning thatisachieved
by their convergenceaswedirect our attention from, or through, them to the more comprehensive object on whichwe
focus. Atour primal core, Poteat remindsus, thereisno separation betweenfact and value. Thearticulation, or “ bodying
forth” of our mindbodily meanings confers facticity--in a sense, involves usin “creating” a world--“outside” our
prereflective, undifferentiated mindbodily centers. Consciousreflection, in other words, presents uswith a sense of
“other,” aworld over against the self.

Thereisnothing “illicit,” Poteat assures us, about this conceptual dualism, even though it is an abstraction
from the more immediate, prereflectively “given” and therefore less differentiated (from the reflective perspective,
undifferentiated) protensionsof thearchaic mindbody. “Licit” inthesensethat evenaconsciousreflectiveknowing”
of the mindbody as it situates itself in a larger “world” need not estrange itself from its prereflective center.
Consciousness, whether “licit” or “illicit,” requiresat each moment acontinuing shifting betweenretro- and pre-tensive
awarenesses; between, respectively, the mindbodily grounding center and that which it focally apprehends on the
protensiveperiphery. But asthedistanceincreasesbetween center and periphery, andtheprotensive* radius’ becomes
stretched to the extent that the “world” at the periphery loses contact with its primal meaning-seeking and meaning-
conferringlogos(wemight say that, at thispoint, it hasbecomequalitatively, or axiol ogically, “ decontextualized™) and
thusdeprived of itsvitality, theworl d thus abstracted becomes static, dead, merely quantified and extended spaceand
time.

My parenthetical comment in the previous paragraph suggests that there areindicationsin Poteat’ s thought
that when he refers to the tacit, or prereflective, level of awareness as “undifferentiated.” he intends a relative
distinction; and that the protensive dynamic hefindsin all levels of life, even in the orienting and growth-directing
functions of vegetative life, precludes the stasis that would accompany an absolutely undifferentiated state of
existence. Both heand Polanyi have clearly stated that lifeisinherently ontologically hierarchical. Eventhe single-
celled protozoan existsasalifeform because of acompl ex juxtaposition of molecular, chemical, and organicprinciples
in dynamic and supportive relation to each other through a hierarchy of boundary conditions. And where thereis
hierarchy, thereisdifferentiation. All the more sointhe case of the human mindbody, even at its prereflective radix.
“My being,” Poteat suggests, is marked by a pretensivelretrotensive cadence “far below the level of ordinary
awareness’ (RG, ms). And hedescribesour tacit “knowing” intermsof “archaic and usually unreflected hierarchies”
(PM, 193). Hevividly reflectsupon hisown processof bringing wordsinto existence: thereisasenseof incipient, tacit
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differentiation just prior to their emergenceinto articulated differentiation. Even though the mindbody is generally
depicted as the “whence” of the protensive dialectic--not its explicit focus--that is, the “arena” of prereflective
indwelling, Poteat curiously alludesto the mindbody’ s* prereflective apprehending of itself” by “attending to” itself
(PM, 221). What thisseemsto suggestisthat evenour act of indwellingisexperienced asaprerefl ectivebut neverthel ess
protensive dialectic and therefore involvesthe degree of differentiation required for atacit, prearticul ate orientation
or “focusing,” that is both primal and paradigmatic relative to what we experience in our abstracted reflection.

Itisalwaystheconcrete undifferentiated,” prereflectiveandretrotended poleof our pretensivedialecticthat
isparadigmatic, inPoteat’ sthinking, for our abstracted, “ differentiated,” pretensivereflections. “ Formalizedrationality
... derivesfrom and remains parasitical upon [our] ‘sensemaking’,” . . . our prereflectiveintimationsof a“*hanging
togetherness',” (PM, 9) of “* rulesof procedure’ and* substantial beliefsabout thenatureof things',” (PM. 12) of which
wecan be certain (PP, 46-47), but “which we cannot or at |east do not [reflectively, explicitly] know and, in any case,
may not, cannot, need not know prior to the beginning of aninquiry” (PM, 12). Interestingly, thislatter observation,
that we cannot know our primal beliefs prior to the course of our reflection, leaves open the question of what effect
the reflective process may have upon the character and quality of our prereflective intimations.

Thereisno question that at our most inner core, at that dimensionless point of “infinitedensity” of our being
and knowing, our awareness can only beinitsfullest state of prereflective, undifferentiated concretion. But eventhe
dichotomy suggested by “prereflective” versus “reflective” belies the underlying continuity of sentience. Poteat
acknowledgesthisby occasionally substituting for “ prereflection” and “ reflection” the common term“knowing” and
placing that word within quotation marksonly when alluding to prereflection. Thedistinction between, or among, the
mindbody’ s levels of awarenessis better represented in terms of a gradient than in terms of boundaries.

However, asweindicated earlier in addressing the problem of dualisms, in reflective thought weinevitably
find that we cannot avoid thinking and speaking in conceptual differentiations, dualistic or other. To recognize the
temporal dynamic of mindbody, wefind that conceptualizing thisdynamicin terms of adialectic, intheterminology
of “pretension” and “retrotension,” ishelpful. And these latter termsinvariably point usto that which we pretend,
or imagine (the “object” of our focus), and that which we retrotend, or indwell. Therefore the terminology of
“boundaries’ cana sobeuseful, aslong asweremind oursel vesof itsabstractionfromthemorefundamental continuum
of all awareness.

Tothink isto abstract. And, at the human level of our mindbodily existence, itismerely an extension of the
mindbody’ sinnate attempt to find coherence and meaning, to seek areality commensurate withthe* given” order that
isitsmostinner, archai cbeing. Professor Poteat tellsusthat “ only when our usual devicesdo notissueinthat coherence
demanded by our intentional mindbodiesin theworld . . . do we adopt amore reflective mode” (RG, ms). In strictly
vegetativeformsof lifethe protensive energies--limited asthey areto anticipating and reacting to the needs of growth
and the functions of self-maintenance--are easily confined within the closely drawn “boundaries’ of aprereflective
organism. In low-level sentient animal systems, the added demands of motility are similarly easily met by the
prereflective mode of knowing and being.

But at thehuman level of existence, theuniversal quest for coherenceisnot so easily met. It appearsthat the
task of bringing coherenceand meaningtoa“world” greatly enlarged and complicated by man’ sexpanded prereflective
awareness requires the extension of hisgsher protensive energies beyond their prereflective radius. Evolving
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consciousness, with itsincreasing reflexive sense of its own protensive activity, becomesincreasingly aware, in its
prereflectivedial ectic, of what wehavecometo know through Godel regarding our most abstractedreflections: namely,
that neither the coherence of our thought nor the meaning/rationale for its fundamental orienting principles can be
grasped (even when sensed primordially) without advancing to a higher and more encompassing mode of thought.
But long before we arrived at the highly abstracted mode represented by mathematics, the human quest for meaning
had reached the limits--run up against the boundary conditions--of the prereflective mode. Tothe humanintellect it
isapparentthat the” given” prereflective sense(what Poteat, inthepreviousquotation, referstoas” our usual devices’)
of “hanging togetherness’ does not suffice, and reflection must complement it.

Reflection does not supplant the tacit, prereflective process, but carriesit further. Both the recognition and
the resol ution of incoherence remain rooted in the prereflective mindbody. Underscoring this, Poteat reclaimsfrom
our post-Cartesian, alphabetic culture its constrained use of the word “criticism” (a usage both he and Polanyi had
employed, without challenging, intheir books' subtitles, until Poteat’ s RG) and expandsit (arguably, even beyondits
etymological rootsin the Greek kritikos) to include the tacit and prereflective: “Criticism is the tacit, mindbodily
recognition of incoherence in the course of my quest for coherence. This criticism isincessantly being carried out
instantaneously in my mindbody” (RG, ms). Inthelight of this“criticism,” the mindbody prereflectively engagesin
thetask of discerning and creating greater coherence by grasping and forming gestalts: “ Seeking coherenceisthefeat
of grasping gestalts [and] dissolving them for the sake of amore inclusive coherence” (RG, ms).

However, as we have noted, this process must be carried into reflection. At thislevel, Poteat speaks of the
task of theory construction. “Theories’ include not only what is usually assumed by that term, but also works of art
and architecture, musical compositions, maps, metaphors, language, even gesture--for al of these, like gestaltsat the
prereflectivelevel, serveto provideuswith asense of meaning and coherence. “ Theoretical” reflection, inany of these
forms, facilitates the task of bringing coherence to the world of man’'s expanded awareness because theory, by
systematically and selectively contracting the scale of the particulars of our experience, is able simultaneously to
enlarge the scope of our experience, our vision, in the same way that amap, by reducing the number of geographical
entities to be represented and the distances between these entities (cities, rivers, etc.), can give us a comprehensive
view of acountry that would be unattainableif wehadtolook at it “full scale,” standing inthemiddleof it. Similarly
language, in addition to the creative potential represented by the richness of its grammar, syntax, vocabulary, and
etymology, by introducing abstract, general termsthat vastly reducethe number of “tokens’ wewould otherwisehave
to commit to memory, enhances our control over our prelingual experience.

Reflection, therefore--in answer to our earlier query--clearly enrichesour prereflectiveintimations. Andto
theextent that thereflected and theprereflected aredial ectically relatedin pre- and retro-tension, doesit not makesense
tosuggest that certai n prereflectiveawarenessesarethereby raised toahigher (lessundifferentiated) prereflectivelevel,
and that someareactually brought tothelevel of reflection? Itisinthissense, it seemsto me, that one can make sense
of Poteat’ sassignment of full reality to that whichisderivative, that is, abstracted inreflection. For our abstractions-
-aslong as they have not stretched their bonds of retrotension so far that they break from that archaic center which
both initiates and continues to give primal direction and sustenance to our quest for coherence--substantively
contribute to that quest. They have no less, and no less legitimate, claim--as an integral part of the pretensive and
retrotensive“activity” that | amintheworld, and asanintegral part of the prereflective and reflective continuum that
| similarly represent--indeterminingwhoweare, mindbodily intheworld. However, becauseour reflectionsarea ways
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derivative, they cannot be paradigmatic in the ultimate sense in which Poteat appears to employ that term.

Y et, from apenultimate perspective, it would not seem--from what we have just said--inappropriateto refer
toour pretending/retrotending refl ection asparadigmatic. Totheextent that our reflectiveeffortssucceedinachieving
a greater degree of integration and coherence, as, for example, in our “theory” building (what we might call the
“formalizing of gestalts’), and this, inturn, enformsor enrichesour prereflective awareness (in the sensethat Polanyi
suggeststhat our focal awarenessgivesmeaning to our subsidiary, tacit awareness; or that the higher ontol ogical level
of being--for example, the biol ogi cal --providesthe organizing principlesfor the next lower, the chemical-molecular,
through theboundary conditions|eft open by thelower), reflection reflexively impactsupon our prereflective process
“of grasping gestalts [and] dissolving them for the sake of amore inclusive coherence” (RG, ms).

But thisrecognition of thedial ectical rel ationship betweenthereflectiveand theprerefl ective processesdoes
not support Polanyi’s assertion that

logical antecedents derived from the prior acceptance of their consequents are necessarily less
certain than the consequents.lt is clearly unreasonable, therefore, to regard these antecedents as
the grounds on which we accept their consequents (PK, 192) .

Ultimately, it is our prereflective, tacit awareness that is paradigmatic. Poteat’s, to my knowledge, only rebuttal of
Polanyi is warranted--that, contrary to his own articulated epistemological assumptions and intentions, he has
unwittingly slipped back intothe Enlightenment perspectivewhi ch equatescertainty with clarity, andlogicwithexplicit
formalism (PM, 229). What | am suggesting must be amended to this critique, however--and is suggested by Poteat
inother contexts--isPolanyi’ srecognition, inthe above quotation, that the dial ectic of our prereflectiveand reflective
processesisadialectic, thatis, arelationship of mutual influence.® Not only do our prereflectionsgiveformand meaning
toour reflections, but our reflections, having thusbeenderived andinfluenced, inturninfluenceour tacit, prereflective
awareness. | sthisnot areasonabl einterpretation of Poteat (if weread” silence” to mean the prereflected and “ speech”
torefer tothereflected) when he says, “ It issilence which givesto speech itsdepth; it is speech which givesto silence
itsweight” (PP, 262). | do not think that | am retreating to Enlightenment captivity when | ventureto suggest that the
natureof theinfluenceof our reflectionsupontheir prereflectiveground might, guardedly, bedescribed astheevol ving
of our tacit gestaltsin the direction of less undifferentiation (in this prereflective sense, more clarity). This does not
increase the certainty with which we hold our tacit “beliefs.” Whatever certainty we have alwaysremainsradically
fiducial. But it enhancesour ability to“know” that which wehold ascertain; and, indeed, to know (without quotation
marks) explicitly to the extent that our tacit gestalts are moved by our reflective retrotension across the threshold of
thetacit into reflection, that is, the articulable. Thislatter development Poteat clearly acknowledges:

I nowaccept areflected formulation of my hithertotacit believings, after thefact of my havingrelied
uponthemasthe(logical/ontol ogi cal) groundsof my comingtoachievemy presently explicit beliefs,
becausenow | havecometo seethesebelievingstobeimpliedinmy presently achievedexplicitbeliefs
(RG, ms).

Endnotes
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! Most of these articlesareincluded in J. Stinesand J. Nickell (eds.), The Primacy. of Persons and the Language of
Culture (Columbia, Missouri: University of Missouri Press, 1993), hereafter referred to as PP.  Poteat’ s chapter,
“Myths, Stories, History, Eschatol ogy and Action: Some Polanyian Meditations’ in T. Langfordand W. Poteat (eds.),
Intellect and Hope: Essaysinthe Thought of Michael Polanyi (Durham, North Carolina: DukeUniversity Press, 1968),
isincludedin The Primacy of Persons. Poteat’ sthree books are: Polanyian Meditations: In Search of a Post-Critical
Logic(Durham, North Carolina: DukeUniversity Press, 1985), hereafter referredto asPM; A Philosophical Daybook:
Post-Cricital Investigations(Columbia, Missouri: University of Missouri Press, 1990), hereafter referredtoasPD; and
Recovering the Ground: Critical Exercisesin Anamnesis (hereafter referred to asRG, ms), duefor publication by the
State University of New Y ork Press, Albany, New Y ork, in 1994. Because at thetime of writing | had availableto me
only the manuscript copy of Recovering the Ground , my citing of thiswork lacks page references.

2 Orthodoxy (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1974), 96-97.

% “TheNature of Scientific Convictions,” Psychological |ssues, v.8, no.4, monograph 32 (1974), 62.

4 “Pretension” and “retrotension,” key terms for elucidating Poteat’s concept of mindbodily tonicity, or temporal
distension, do not appear in hisworks until 1985, in PM.

5 Professor Poteat wrotein 1992: “| amfirst andlast--and all thetimein between--anintentional mindbody intheworld
dialectically moving back and forth between the pre-reflective and reflection” (RG, ms).
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Poteat on M odern Cultureand Critical Philosophy
E. M. Adams

ABSTRACT Key words: mindbodily experience, lived experience, cultural derangement, Enlightenment, critical
philosophy, cartesian rationality, bourgeoisform of life, materiaistic values, humanistic values, naturalistic worldview,
scientificdescriptive/explanatory conceptua system, humanisticframework of thought, unreflectedworl dview, humanistic
worldview.

While agreeing with Poteat that the modern Western culture has gone awry in a humanly destructive way, the
paper contendstha the culprit was not, as Poteat claims, Enlightenment critical philosophy, but the materialistic values
of the bourgeois form of life and the puritanical view of knowledge and the naturalistic worldview that they generated.
Accordingly, the solution proposed is not Poteat's unrefl ected experience and commonsense worldview but a shift to a
humanistic culture-generating stance and a critical humanistic philosophy.

William H. Poteat’s major work, Polanyian Meditations (1985), is alearned book that dares to challenge the
foundations of modern Western civilization and to chart anew course by excavating and calling usback to what hetakes
tobethefoundationsof al civilization, namely, “ the* hangingtogetherness' and* sense-making’ of our integral mindbodily
rootednessin the as yet unreflected world and in our unreflected ‘thinkings' and doings in that world” (PM, p. 9).

Likemany others, Poteat hasfelt keenly the problemsof the human salf inthe di senchanted worl d defined by our
modern cultural perspective. Hespeaksof theEnlightenment (sometimesheincludesthe Renai ssanceand theReformation,
but hisemphasisisonthe Enlightenment) ashaving drawn aveil betweenusand ourselves(PM, p. 2). “[W]hat | had taken
for ‘real life' was crusted over and skewed,” he says, “by acriticaly held images and values deriving from uncriticized
Enlightenment criticism” (Philosophical Daybook [1990], p. 3). Hecontendsthat our culturehasdiscreditedr eal life, that
is, “lifethat is potent with the unacknowledged configurations of meaning, coherence, order, and value,” because “its
articulation was never the outcome of a skeptically induced inquiry--mandatory since the Discourse of Descartes--and
therefore could not command the authority and epistemological weight--or even interest--of the repertoire of the
philosophical tradition” (PD, p. 3).

In hislong disquiet with our modern culture and his search for an dternative way of understanding the human
condition, Poteat has found himself resonating with Pascal, Kierkegaard, Hanna Arendt, Merleau-Ponty, and especially
thelater Wittgensteinand Polanyi. Nourished by insightsfromtheseand other like-minded rebel sagainst themodernmind,
Poteat has devel oped hisown way of uncovering and liberating himself and recovering the culturein which he can dwell
withthefull richnessandwholenessof lifethat human selfhood demands. Basically heattemptstoreturnuswith confidence
to the unreflected configurations of meaning, value, and order in our “mindbodily” commerce and negotiationswith the
worldinour ordinary pursuitsinliving our lives.

In speaking of theimaginary/redl, fiction/history, figurative/direct, metaphorical/literal, mythos/logos distinc-
tions, Poteat rgjectsthe view that we dwell in only the second of these pairs. He asks, “Isnot having and being inaworld
precisdly todwell aternately and oftenrichly smultaneoudly, but never lessthanfully, inbothtermsof each of thesepairs?
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Indeed, isnot thetension among these pairsin which wesimultaneously dwell thevery sourceof our existential tonus, our
mindbodily oriented presence?’ (PD, pp. 7-8). “Even s0,” he goes onto say, “ our ingenuous and acritical confidencein
theintegrity of theworld soappropriated. . . isinjeopardy tothesuppositionthat only that isreal ly real whichistheterminus
ad quem, quite narrowly construed, of aname-relation theory of meaning” (PD, pp. 7-8).

The central thesisof his philosophy issuccinctly stated: “ All our acts of indication, including our mathematical
ones, possessasemanticand ‘ ontological’ thrust, sincethey aregroundedin and arearchaically warranted by our existent,
intentional mindbodies’ (PM, p. 225); and theworld weliveinis*“the progeny of al of theworld-forming powers of our
intentional mindbodily beings--from our breathingin and breathing out, tothe stylesof our gaits, totherhythm andtimbre
of our speech, to our song and dance, tod | of our ordinary knowingsand doings, to our practiceof mathematical heuristics,
etc., withnoin principle assignment of special privilege and authority, whereworld-formation is concerned, to any one
of thesepowers’ (PD, p. 16).

| applaud much of Poteat’ s criticism of our cultural situation and his support for the configurationsinherent in
lived experience. For many years| havecontended that themodern Westernmindisderanged: that our restricted, puritanical
epistemol ogical viewshave undermined thehumanistic cultureintermsof whichweliveour livesand run our ingtitutions,
and that they have givenriseto anintellectua vision of humankind and theworld that will not sustain the human spirit or
agreat civilization. Indeed, | have argued that our reigning epistemol ogical viewshave eroded the foundations of society
and generated such an impoverished worldview that we have mutilated and dehumanized ourselves by the intellectual
reprocessing required to place oursel vesintheworl dinaway that would makeour existenceintelligible. Inal of this, | am
on common ground with Poteat. Heisone of themost literate philosophers of our time and aman who hasthought deeply
about the profoundest problems of the modern age. Polanyian Meditations, as| said in a prepublication appraisal that
isquoted on the jacket of the book, is*“awork of inspiration with marks of genius.”

Nevertheless, there are some things about Poteat’ s position that bother me and this would not be an honest
appraisa without airing them. | have troublewith hisetiology of our cultural derangement and our differenceshere have
abearing on the appropriate therapy.

TheDerangement of theM odern Western Mind

LikeAlasdair Maclntyrein After Virtue(1981), Alan Bloomin The Closing of the American Mind (1987), James
O. Wilson in The Moral Sense (1993), and some other recent critics of our cultural situation, Poteat thinks that certain
intellectual s have led the culture astray with afalseimage of how we make sense of things. The chief culpritsaccording
to Maclntyre and Bloom were Nietzsche and theintellectual swho were influenced by him; for Wilson, the cul pritswere
theLogica Positivists. For Poteat, thetroubl e began in the seventeenth century with Descarteswhom he thinks captured
themodern mind with apervertingimage of rationality.

Poteat seems to accept Wittgenstein's view that philosophers often pervert the culture by misunderstanding
ordinary discourse and forms of life and that the only legitimate task for them isto undo the mischief philosophers have
already done by correct descriptionsof our ordinary ways of experience and thought that leave our unreflected thinkings
and doings asthey were. “When we do philosophy,” Wittgenstein said, “we are like savages, primitive people, who hear
theexpressionsof civilized men, put afal seinterpretation onthem, andthen draw thequeerest conclusions’ (Philosophical
Investigations, para. 194). Philosophy, Wittgenstin contends, “is a battle against the bewitchment of our intelligence by
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meansof language. . . . [It] may inno way interferewith the actual use of language; it canintheend only describe” (Ibid.,
paras.109,124).

Poteat seemsto think that the Enlightenment philosophers (especially Descartes) and the phil osophicd tradition
emanating from them are the chief culprits in our modern cultural derangement. For more than three hundred years,
Westerners, he thinks, have been captives of the Cartesian Enlightenment mathematical/logical image of rationality and
theideathat nothing is acceptable unlessit passes muster under reflective criticism. The cultural results, hethinks, have
been humanly devastating, for we have a culture in which human beings cannot thrive and aworldview which provides
no placefor human beingswith their freedom and dignity.

Itwas, Poteat thinks, theidentification of the salf withthesubject of theoretical thinking of the Cartesian sort that
generated Descartes' view of thediscarnatemind. Inorder torecover thefull humanselfinvolvedinall therich overlapping
layers of experience, thought, and action involved in the full spectrum of human concernsand in ordinary living, Poteat
emphasizesour indivisiblemindbodily existenceinthemultidimensional world presenttousinall our intentiona modalities.

| haveseveral misgivingsabout thisaccount. | do not findthe Cartesian view of rationdity prevalent evenamong
theintellectual s of the modern age. Of course Descartes did foster aschool of rationalism in the seventeenth century, but
the empiricists have been more at home in and recognized by the culture in subsequent centuries. Descartes, of course,
madeamajor contribution to mathematicsand hel ped preparetheway for Newtonian physics. And Poteat iscertainly right
inholding that Descartesisthefather of modern Critical philosophy. He made animportant philosophical contributionto
the Enlightenment by holding that all beliefs should be held accountable to rational scrutiny. But that, | suggest, wasan
inevitable response to the contradictions already devel oping in the culture.

Poteat isparticularly concerned to discredit Descartes’ theory of adiscarnate mind. But certainly Descarteshad
no copyright on thetheory. It was an ancient Greek ideathat has come down to usthrough some strands of Christianity.
Origin, inthe third century, said, for instance, that “mind, for its movements or operations needs no physical space, nor
sensible magnitude, nor bodily shape, nor color, nor any other . . . propertiesof bodiesor matter.” This, hesays, “iscertain
from observationof our ownmind.” Butwhatismorei mportant, thediscarnate-mindtheory hasnot faredwell inour modern
culture. Ever since Thomas Hobbes, a contemporary of Descartes, the movement has been more toward some form of
physicalism, except for thenineteenth-century i dealism of theRomanti crevol t agai nst the Enlightenment anditstwenti eth-
century successors, phenomenology and existentialism.

A deeper worry that | haveiswhether phil osophersever havethekind of cultural influence Poteat and other recent
cultural criticshaveattributedtothem. Hegel wasnearer right, | think, whenhesaid that the Owl of Minervatakesher flight
at dusk. The job of philosophy, according to my view, isto articulate trouble-causing assumptions and presuppositions
already operativeinthe cultureand to work for coherencein thefoundations of the cultureand avalid unified worldview.
Philosophersdo, of course, influencethe culture. I n stabletimes, the oneswho usually get ahearing arethosewho provide
intellectual support for the prevailing culture and itsworldview. Philosophical critics of the established order do not get
much of a hearing unless they give form and voice to an aready existing discontent. Philosophers have their greatest
influencein revolutionary times by helping to discredit and to exorcise the views and assumptions of the passing eraor
those of adecaying power structure, and by bringing clarificationto, and providingintellectual support for, theviewsand
assumptionsthat underwritearevol utionary movement or an emerging culture. Philosophers, for example, playedamajor
roleinthelateM edieva andtheearly modernperiodintheunraveling of Christianfeudalismandtheriseof modernWestern
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Civilization. Butthephil osopherswerenot theinitiatorsof thisrevol ution. New philosophical ideastakeroot only inaculture
that is already groping toward them or is at least in an unstable condition that makesit vulnerable to them.

The great revolution in Western civilization that gave rise to our modern culture was caused, according to my
understanding, by ashiftinthegoverning val uesof thesociety. Inmost classica cultures, although they were often power-
driven and barbaric, thedominant culturewas shaped largely by aconcern for humanistic values--valuesgrounded in the
needs of selfhood and society: the need for a stable socia order, shared values, group loyalty, justice, security, and a
normative place in which onefedls“at home” and needed; the need for aworthy identity, a normative self-concept that
definesfor onealifewith normativerequirementsandlimits; theneed for asenseof self-worth, sl f-respect, and therespect
of others; the need to love and to beloved; the need for beauty, understanding, meaningful experiencesand activities; the
need for meaningful work, self-expression, and self-fulfillment; theneed for family, community and cooperation; theneed
for ahistorical andmetaphysical contextinwhichone' slifeismeaningful; and soforth. Intheseclassical cultures, themodes
of thought and expression in religion, history, morality, art, and palitics dominated the intellectua life and shaped the
culture svision of humankind and the world.

Modern Western culture was generated not so much by the work of philosophers as by the development of a
newformof life,what wemay call bourgeoislife, focused onmateridlisticva ues--va uesgroundedinour materiaisticneeds,
that is, needs that lend themsealves to satisfaction by manipulation, exploitation, and control of the conditions of our
existence. Our culture-generating prioritiesshifted from concernwithwhoweareand what real ity requiresof ustoconcern
withgettingwhat wewant andimposing our will ontheworld; and, withthisshiftinour conceptionof thehumanenterprise,
therewasacorresponding shiftinour way of understandingtheworld, ashift fromahumanistictoanaturalisticworldview.

Under the priorities of the rising bourgeois class and the nation-state, Knowledge came to be conceived asthe
key to how to make, to remake, and to control things; it becameidentified with Promethean power. Intellectual inspiration
camenotfromreligion, art, morality, history, and politicsasinthepast, but fromthecrafts. Withintellectua enlightenment,
the craftswere el evated to technol ogy; and with the marriage of science and the practical arts, scienceitself underwent a
radicdl transformation. Thebasisof knowledge shifted to sensory observation; the ultimatetest of knowledge becameits
application in making and remaking things and in intervening in and controlling natural processes. The descriptive/
explanatory language of science was purified of all humanistic concepts, especialy the central concepts of value and
meaning; andtheideaof ends, structuresof meaning, and normativelawsin natureweredi smissed assuperstitions, leaving
natureapurely physical systemaopentoour expl oitationwithout any normativelimitsonour will. Withthesuccessof science
inour technol ogical/industrial, bourgeoiscivilization, it hascometobetheided of knowledgeandweseek tobringall subject
matter, including ourselves and social and cultural phenomena, under its descriptive/explanatory conceptua system. So
the humanistically purified worldview presupposed by modern empirical science has become our culture’ s dominant
worldview. It dominates our intellectud life and our practical endeavors, and it ispervasivein our educational system.

Y etwecannot behumanbeings, liveour lives, or runour institutionswithout thinking of ourselves, our activities,
our culture, and ingtitutions in humanistic terms. Even the doing of science presupposes the humanistic framework of
thought. Although he putsthe matter somewhat differently, | takethisto be the most significant point that Poteat makes.
And heiscertainly right and he makesthe point most forcefully.

But | submit that thederangement of our modern Western culturethat threatensour humanity and thesocial order
wasgenerated, not by fal seimagesor theoriesof philosophers, but by thepresuppositionsof twoformsof life, oneinherently
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and inescapably human and the other historically generated. Descartesisrightly called the father of modern philosophy,
not so much because hisideaswereimplanted inthe culture, but because heisoneof thefirst great thinkersto be sensitive
to and to wrestle with the contradictions and antinomies deep in the emerging culture. Hedid not, | suggest, derivethe
ideaof adiscarnate mind asthe subject of abstract theoretical thinking, but rather seized uponthe oldideaof adiscarnate
mind asthe subject matter of humanistic thought, leaving adehumani zed physical realm, including the human body, the
subject matter of the new dehumanized scientific way of thought. In other words, he sought to resolve thetensionin the
culture between the humani stic and the new scientific waysof thought by dividing theworld, including human beings, into
mental and physical substances. Although histheory isnot satisfactory and it hasrightly been criticized, Descartes should
not beblamedfor theproblemshewastryingtosolve. Itwasnot hisideasthat havebeset themodernmind, but hisproblems.
They are till with usand philosophersare still wrestling with them, not with Descartes.

Critical Philosophy

Inhissearchfor apost-Critical philosophy, Poteat thinks, if | understand him correctly, that theway experience
and lifeareformed and theworld isappropriated in our unreflected mindbodily being and living are unproblematic. This
issimilar to Wittgenstein' sview that thecultureisalright aslong asit isgroundedin aform of lifethat hasnot been messed
up by refl ectivemi sunderstandingsand phil osophi cal theories. Inother words, therearenogenuinephil osophical problems;
thereisnolegitimatetheoretica job for philosophy; itsreal functionisto savethe culturefromthemischief reflectionand
philosophical theoriesdo by exposing thereflective misunderstandingsthat generated theall eged philosophical problems
the theories were constructed to solve. But unlike Wittgenstein, Poteat seems to focus on only Enlightenment
philosophy anditsprogeny. Heseemstothink that if wecouldrid our cultureof the perversionscaused by modern Critical
philosophy (which he dates from Descartes), we would have a philosophically unproblematic culture.

But surely thepre-Enlightenment culture of theWest had itsphil osophical problemsandwascrusted over or even
permeated with philosophical theories, mostly springing from the ancient Greek Enlightenment. The development of
mathemati csinanci ent Greecegenerated phil osophica problemsthat engagedtheclassica Greek philosophers, especially
the Pythagoreans, Parmenides, and Plato, much asthe devel opment of modern empirical science gaverisetothe Critical
philosophy of the modern Enlightenment. Theintroduction of Judaism and Christianity into Hellenistic culture gaverise
tothephilosophical theology of Philo, Clement, Origin, St. Augustine, and others. Thereissomepoint toNietzsche' scharge
that Christianityis*vulgar Platonism.” Cultura pluralisminevitably rai sesphilosophical questionsabout morality asit did
withthe Sophistsin ancient Greece. Even differencesin kind among beliefsand judgments, the simplefactsof grammar,
arouse philosophical reflection that spawn philosophical theories. No culture isimmune to philosophical perplexities.
Indeed, rational beingswith critical reflective powers are awaysvulnerableto philosophical perplexity inany culture.

If our culture were purged of the modern Enlightenment-based philosophica misunderstandings and theories,
itwouldbestill areflected culture; andif, | amright, itwould embody not only thescarsof earlier philosophical controversies
and the marks of classical philosophical theories, but it would harbor its own philosophical perplexities, especially the
contradictions that hold between the epistemological and metaphysical presuppositions of lived experience (the
configurations of experience and the world in our mindbodily being, living, and thinking) on one hand and the
epistemologica and metaphysical presuppositions of modern empirical science, technology, and our science-based
practica endeavors.

Of course Wittgenstein is partly right. Many philosophical perplexities can be solved or resolved without any
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reconstruction of theculture. But thisisnot true of those philosophical perplexitiesgrounded in contradictionsamong the
presuppositionsof theculture, especially thosegroundedindifferent formsof life. Thisisthecase, | submit, withthetypical
problemsthat have engaged the Critical philosophersof the Enlightenment and their successorseven untothisday. These
problems have been intractabl e because they are grounded in our ways of life. They do not admit of apurely intellectua
solution. Nothingwould sufficeshort of aradical transformation of thecultureby ashiftinour culture-generating stance--a
shiftinour governing prioritiesfrom materialistic to humanistic va ues. Only with such ashift woul d our ways of thought
change. Philosophersmay hel p us makethe change by exposing the problemsand locating their source and their solution,
but the soci ety may haveto confront painfully theabsurditiesof the culture and the human consequences of itsconflicting
waysof life beforeit will take the problemsin the foundations of the culture serioudly.

Poteat isright, inmy judgment, in calling our attentionto the priority of our inescapable mindbodily engagement
withtheworldinlived experienceandtheway inwhichtheself andtheworldarecategoridly configuratedinthisorientation.
And heisright also in his claim that the tacit epistemological and metaphysical categories in this approach cannot be
consistently denied, for they are presupposed in al of our thinking and doing. But, given the power and the standing our
materialisticvaluesgivetothecategoria configurationsinherentinthescientific/technol ogical/practical stanceof modern
culture, it is not enough to point these things out, not even so elegantly and persuasively as Poteat does.

We need detail ed arguments agai nst the widespread modern claim that, although lived experienceinvolvesthe
full structureof “subjectivity” reportedinfolk psychology, only sensory experienceand manipul atory action and thought
grounded in and validated by them provide uswith an objective account of reality. We also need refutation of the further
claim that the contradiction Poteat points out in the rgjection of the categories of lived experienceis only apparent. Such
atask would involve articulation and detailed argument for the objective validity of the tacit configurationsin our full
mindbodily living. Furthermore, thistask woul drequireeither areconstruction of thecategoria framework and methodol ogy
of scienceor away of accommodating and explaining sciencein thelarger humanistic framework of thought.

Enlightenment Critical philosophy arose asanintellectua responseto thefelt contradictionsin the foundations
of the emerging bourgeoisculture. It has, for the most part, tried to achieve coherencein the foundations of the culturein
away that would not alter the direction of modern civilization. What we need, in my judgment, isnot the abandonment of
Critica philosophy but Critical philosophy rightly doneandinaway that woul d beeffectiveinbringing critical intelligence
into the reconstruction of the culture. Thisisabig order indeed. It requires, as aready indicated, detailed philosophical
validationof theimplicit categorial configurationsinlived experienceover againsttherival presuppositionsof our scientific/
technological/practical stance; but even this would not be enough.

Whatever results philosophers achieve are likely to remain their secret. For philosophy to be effectual, it must
joinwithother forcesinthecultureandbecomepart of publicdiscourse. Amongitsnatural allies, thehumanities, education,
religion, and politica thought arethemost likely tobehelpful . Historically sciencewouldhavebeenanatural dly, but given
itsform and statusin our culture, it offers mostly resistance to the kind of cultural transformation that is needed. Science
will not change course unlessit failsor reachesitslimitsinits culturally defined task or the cultural valuesthat shapeits
framework of thought undergo aradical change. Philosophers must come out of the closet and engage other intellectual
disciplinesinthecritical examinationof their foundations; andthey must comeout of theivory tower and engagethesociety
atlargeincultural criticism, withemphasi sontheorgani zingand governing val uesof modernWesterncivilizationandtheir
cultural and human consequences, and with special emphasis on the validity and priority of humanistic values and ways
of thought in human affairs. 50
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