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Preface

ThisTAD wasguest edited by Society President Wally Mead. For
the June 2008 Polanyi Society conference at Loyola University, Mead
organized and moderated a very interesting panel discussion on William
Poteat and Michael Polanyi. The panel was composed of former students
andaformer colleague. Interestingly, therewasal soanother paper proposal
on Poteat from an Irish scholar.Wally Mead has pulled arevised version of
all of thismaterial together asaspecial issuethat should beof interest toany
Polanyi student who has al so come acrossthe writing of Bill Poteat. Since
Wally providesan introduction to the essays here, | will say no more about
thisrich material. | call your attention to News and Notes and the Call for
Papersfor 2009. The October 2008 issue was the first in the membership
renewal cycle. While some dues have comein during thefall, the Society
needsto do a better job of collecting dues and donations this year because
the 2008 Loyola Conference was more expensive than anticipated and we
have already begun putting together funding for a2012 conference. Addi-
tionally, expenses for printing and mailing TAD continue to increase. So
please read and heed the notice below.

Phil Mullins

REMINDER: if you have not sent in 08-09 academic year dues/
donationstothePolanyi Society, pleasetakeamoment now (1) toread
and completetheinserted flyer; (2) tomakeout acheck or credit card
debit authorization, usingtheform; (3) insert all materialsintothe
postagepaid, self-addr essed envelope(USdomesticonly) and dropitin
the mail. You can, of course, as an alternative send credit card
information by e-mail to the following address:

mullins@missouriwester n.edu.

Tradition and Discovery isindexed selectively in The Philosopher’s
Index and Religious and Theological Abstracts and isincluded in the
EBSCO online database of academic and research journals.




NEWSAND NOTES

Polanyi Society: Treasurer’sReport
9/1/07-8/31/08

Beginning Bal. checking  $4,365.73

Income

9/27/07 Memberships, gifts $2,000

3/27/08 Membership, gifts: $2,500

4/21/08 Membership, gifts: $4,000

5/30/08 Scott CD $7,885.59

6/3/08 Membership, gifts: $9,000

6/20/08 Loyolarefund: $ 210
Tota Income $25,385.59

Expenses

9/12/07 TAD: 33#3: $ 784.30

12/10/07 AARReimbursement/Gulick: $ 320.00
12/11/07 R.Allen Loyolatravel: $ 837.82
4/23/08 TAD: 34#1, 34#2: $1,303.67
4/23/55 AAR 08 room deposit: $ 55
6/4/08 Loyola#1/RmbseMullins: $1,901.61
6/20/08 LoyolaPeck Hnrium/Trvl:  $ 600
7/7/08 LoyolaR.AllenHnrium/Trvl: $ 564
8/28/08 Loyolat2/ fina payment:  $14,170.01

Total Expenses $20,481.41
SUMMARY:
A. Beginning Bal. savings $ 4,365.73
B. Income: $25.595.59
C. Expense $20,536.41
D. 8/31/08Bal. *$9,424.91

*Includes Scott CD ($7,885.59/withinterest of
$385.59)

Post 8/31/08 Notes

10-14-08 Purchasenew Scott 2% CD: $7,885.59
10-31-08 CheckingBaance: $967.09

Expenses

11/15/08 TAD 35#1, supplies $429.84

Income

MWSU account: approx $3000 pending transfer;

08-09 dues and donations are coming in each week.
JereMoorman, Treasurer

Polanyi Society Travel Fund

For students and others requiring assistance
to attend the Society’ s meetings held in conjunction
withthe AARandthe APA, Eastern Division, limited
funding may beavailable. Society membersareurged
to inform worthy candidates that this assistance is
availabile. Thoseinterested in thisfunding, aswell as
those who know of potential candidates, should con-
tact Walter M ead (wbmead@comcast.net) and seethe
information on the Polanyi Society web site (http://
Www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi/). Also any-
oneableto contributeto thetravel fund should contact
Mead.

WWW Polanyi Resources

The Polanyi Society hasaWorld Wide Web
siteat http://www.missouriwestern.edu/orgs/polanyi .
Inadditiontoinformation about Polanyi Society mem-
bership and meetings, thesite containsthefollowing:
(2) digital archives containing all issues of Tradition
and Discoverysince1991; (2) acomprehensivelisting
of Tradition and Discovery authors, reviews and re-
viewers, (3) the history of Polanyi Society publica
tions, and information on locating early publications
not in the archive; (4) information on Appraisal and
Polanyiana, two sister journalswith special interestin
Polanyi's thought; (5) the “Guide to the Papers of
Michael Polanyi,” which provides an orientation to
archival material housed inthe Department of Special
Collections of the University of Chicago Library; (6)
photographsof Polanyi; (7) linkstoanumber of essays
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by Polanyi as well as audio files for the McEnerney
L ectures(1962) and Polanyi’ sconversation with Carl
Rogers(1966).

Minutesof the Polanyi Society Gener al
Member ship M eeting
Palmer HouseHilton, Chicago, I L
November 1, 2008

1. The meeting was called to order by Wally Mead at
11:00A.M.

2. Thefollowingwered ected totheboard unanimously
on amotion by David Rutledge and Paul Lewis: Dale
Canon, Wally Mead, Diane Y eager, and Phil Rolnick
(replacing Dick Moodey who recently resigned).

3. Thethreeamendmentsdetail edinthe 10/31/08 Min-
utes of the Board were adopted unanimously on
motions made by Jere M oorman and David Rutledge,
Phil Mullinsand Tony Clark, and Paul Lewisand Tony
Clark.

4. General discussiontopics: (1) Planningisbeginning
for a2012 summer conference like the conferencein
June 2008; (2) Should the Society create a Polanyi
Society Speakers' Bureau? (3) James van Pelt (Yale
Divinity) is organizing a Science and Religion
speakers seriesthat may includesomething on Polanyi.
(4) Potential funding initiatives: insert a dues self-
addressed, postage paid return envelope in TAD; ap-
proach selected foundations for funding needs. (5)
Projects on indexing of TAD and getting TAD into
libraries continue. Jere Moorman volunteered to re-
mind membersto pay their dues.

5. Discussionof the2009 meetinginconjunctionwith
theannua AARmestinginMontreal: (1) InviteCharles
Taylor (McGill); (2)Address a topic such as family
resemblance between M erleau-Ponty and Polanyi (or
ask afigurelikeTayor or Jerry Gill, who haswrittenon
both figures, to addressthistopic); (3) Inviteagradu-
ate student or graduate students to discuss their
research (sendacall for papersto graduateschoolsand
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put together aspecial issueof TAD intended for gradu-
ate students and put it online or send it to graduate
programs); (4) Explorethetopic* Polanyi and compara-
tivereligion”; (5) GiventheMarch, 2009 re-publication
of TheTacit Dimension, invitepapersonthetopic” Re-
reading The Tacit Dimension.”

6. Themeeting adjourned at 11:50 AM.

Marty Moleski, S.J., Secretary

Submissionsfor Publication

Articles, meeting notices and noteslikely 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 double-spaced type with notes at the end,;
writers are encouraged to employ simple citations
within the text when possible. MLA or APA styleis
preferred. Because the journal serves English writers
across the world, we do not require anybody’ s “ stan-
dardEnglish.” Abbreviatefrequently cited book titles,
particularly books by Polanyi (e.g., Personal Knowl-
edge becomes PK). Shorter articles (10-15 pages) are
preferred, although longer manuscripts (20-24 pages)
will be considered. Consistency and clear writing are
expected. Manuscripts normally will be sent out for
blind review. Authors are expected to provide an
electronic copy asan e-mail attachment.

Phil Mullins

MWSU

St. Joseph, MO 64507

Phone: (816) 271-4386

Fax (816) 271-5680
mullins@missouriwestern.edu

Walter Gulick

MSU, Billings

Billings, MT 59101

Phone: (406) 657-2904

Fax (406) 657-2187
WGulick@msubillings.edu



2009 Polanyi Society Meetings—Call for Papers

INn2009, Polanyi Society meetingsaretentatively plannedin conjunctionwith boththe Annual Meeting
of the American Academy of Religion and the American Philosophical Association, Eastern Division.

Callfor Paper sfor Polanyi Society M eeting at the American Philosophical Association, Eastern Division

TheAPA, EasternDivision meetingnormally fallsintheweek beforeNew Y ear’ sDay. Dueto publication
deadlines, thiscall for paperswasassembl ed beforethel ate December 2008 Pol anyi Society meeting at the APA,
Eastern. Itisanticipated that those attending will discussa2009 meeting. Such ameeting may have oneor two
sessions. If youareinterestedin giving apaper or partici patinginthe2009 meeting, pleasewriteto Walter Gulick
(WGulick@msubillings.edu) for details about the outcome of discussions at the 2008 meeting. Gulick welcomes
proposals of up to 500 wordsin length (full-length papers may & so be submitted for consideration) on any topic
of interest. The deadline for proposals is April 1, 2009; inquiries before that date are encouraged.

Call for Paper sfor Two Sessionsat theAmerican Academy of Religion

TheAARwill bemeetinginMontreal , Canada, from November 7-10, 2009. Itislikely that the Polanyi
Society meetings (two ons) in Montreal will be scheduled for the evening of November 7 and the morning
of November 8. Proposal sfor papers(upto500wordsinlength) shouldbesent to Paul Lewis(lewis_pa@mercer.edu)
by April 1, 2009. Inquiriesbeforethat date areinvited.

At the 2008 Polanyi Society general membership meeting, there was alively discussion about topics
for the 2009 meetings (see Minutes on page 4). After thismeeting, the Board of Directors agreed to implement
aplan to devote either one or two sessions of the 2010 meeting to a program featuring the work of graduate
studentsinterested in Polanyi. For the 2009 meeting, the following potential topi cswere put forth by members
present: (1) Invite Charles Taylor (McGill) to give atalk or treat connections between Taylor’ sand Polanyi’s
thought; (2) Address atopic such as family resemblance between Merleau-Ponty and Polanyi (or ask afigure
likeTayor or Jerry Gill, who haswritten on bothfigures, to addressthistopic); (3) Explorethetopic* Polanyi and
comparativereigion”; (4) GiventheMarch, 2009 re-publicationof TheTacit Dimension, invitepapersonthetopic
“Re-Reading The Tacit Dimension.” It should be emphasized that these topics were suggestions, paper
proposals on other topics are encouraged and will get full consideration.



A Symposium Encounter: The Philosophies of William Poteat and
Michael Polanyi

Walter B. Mead

ABSTRACT Key Words: William Poteat, Michael Polanyi, concepts, perpetuating intellectual legacies,
transcendence, returning to primal principles, Enlightenment, spatial/temporal, visual/aural, static/tensional,
dynamic, indeterminate future manifestations, tacit/explicit, retrotensive/pretensive.

Participants have known Poteat asteacher or colleague or author over various periods of timeand assesshim
according to these various relationships. Polanyi is given less attention largely because he has been less
difficult to understand. Poteat’s approach is the more radical because he attempts to take the implications
of Polanyi’ sthinking further. Central to comprehending the nature of their differences are an under standing
(2) of their different perceptions of transcendence and (2) of the contrasting groundings they provide for
reality.

Backgroundsof theParticipants

Theseven contributorstothejournalistic symposium featuredinthisissueof Traditionand Discovery,
were al participantsin aspecial meeting of the Polanyi Society held June 13-15, 2008, at Loyola University,
Chicago, in celebration of the fiftieth anniversary of Michael Polanyi’s magnum opus, Personal Knowledge
Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy (hereafter designated as PK). Since William Poteat was one of arelative
few philosophers to recognize, early-on the philosophical genius of Polanyi - having discovered some of
Polanyi’ sinitial writingsas early as 1952 and, during avisit with himin Manchester, England, in 1955, having
examined, upon Polanyi’ srequest, atypescript draft of PK (later described by Poteat as the occasion when his
own thinking began totake on “ deeply interiorized Polanyian motifs’) - it seemed fitting to give some attention
at this conference to the relationship between the thinking of these two exceptionally seminal minds.

Thesix essaysthat follow, by GusBreytspraak, Ron Hall, Dale Cannon, Diane Y eager, Jim Stines, and
Bob Oshorn, are adapted from the presentationsthey madeinapanel discussion at that meeting. Thefinal essay,
by Kiernan Cashell, was presented independently as a paper at the conference. Five of the six panelists were
studentsin Professor Poteat’ s Religion or Philosophy classes, seminars, or independent studies asundergradu-
atesand/or divinity studentsor Ph.D. candidatesfor various periods between 1964 and 1974. All five enjoyed
an on-campusand personal student/professor relationship with Poteat for threeto six years. Thesixth pandlist,
Bob Osborn, by contrast, knew Poteat only asacolleague, fromthetimeBill arrived onthe Dukecampusin 1960,
teaching inthe same Divinity School or Department of Religion continuously with Bill until heretiredin 1987.
Indeed, they continued, on occasion, to cross pathswith each other right up until Poteat’ sdeathin 2000 - atotal
of someforty years. Yet, aswe shall read in his essay, Professor Osborn asserts that, ironically, he (like his
colleagues) who knew Bill the longest, a so knew him the |east.

Asaparticipant in the panel (although only as moderator), | alone never taught with Bill nor sat asa
student enrolled in his class. However, | must qualify that statement. | cameto the Duke campusin the fall of
1960 asaPh.D. candidate in the Department of Political Science, the same semester that Poteat arrived onthe

campus. About midway throughmy threeyearsof study there, | begantohear from someof thegraduate students
Tradition & Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, 35:2



in Religion about this new professor who had thoroughly captured their attention and elicited their enthusiasm.
| think it wasduring my last year at Dukethat | finally managed, about mid-semester, to sneak into acorner of
hisseminar room. | wascertainthat agreat mindwasat work thereas| heardthe professor allude, both masterfully
and excitedly, totheinsightsof aphilosopher by thename of Derridaand another by thename of M erleau-Ponty
- but, having had not the dightest introduction previously to phenomenology, | found it al passing at some
considerable altitude well over my head. | might aswell have slipped into alecture on quantum physics. That
wasmy one and only “classroom experience” with Professor Poteat.

Sincemy interestin Political Sciencewasfromaphilosophical perspective, after completingmy formal
studies and beginning my teaching career, | soon found the opportunity to gain a considerabl e appreciation of
phenomenology, particularly as represented by Merleau-Ponty. But it was not until sometime later, after I'd
delvedfairly thoroughly into Polanyi’ sworksand cometo value hisinsights (by bad timing, hewasbrought by
Poteat and Tom L angfordto Dukethe spring semester of 1964 followingthesummer | departed from Duke), that
| finally beganto read Poteat’ sworks. It wasprobably inthe early 1980sthat | read Poteat’ schapter in Intellect
and Hope (Duke University Press, 1968) and about 1988 that | was captivated by his Polanyian Meditations
(DukeUniversity Press, 1985).

Indeed, it was my letter to Poteat expressing my delight at the development of hisowninsightsin that
book that started a decade-long period of the most stimulating correspondence - his letters often lengthy and
hand-writtenonlegal pad sheets, eventually filling several inchesof afiledrawer. Soonafter my correspondence
withBill onPolanyian Meditations, I’ msurethat it wasupon hisrecommendationthat theeditor at theUniversity
of Missouri Press, asked meto referee his manuscript, A Philosophical Daybook, regarding its suitability for
publication, which occurredin1990; shortly after that, thesamerequest fromthesamepublisher regarding Stines’
and Nickell’ scallection, publishedin 1993, and, inthemeanwhil e, Bill waspassing to melater draftsof hisfinal
book, Recovering the Ground, which | then refereed for the SUNY Press and was published in 1994. It wasa
wonderful way to become acquainted with Bill’ sthinking.

Our correspondence was by ho means limited to matters raised by hiswritings, but sometimes were
prompted by my writing efforts, and often simply by “quotidian” (aword heloved to use) reflectionsand life
experiences shared by one or the other of us. These communications, at first by postal mail, later partialy by
e-mail, together withafew direct visitswith him, including acouple dayswhileheand Patriciahad residency in
Athensduring her university presidency there, represent some of the most gratifying intellectual interchanges
of my entirecareer.

Ireland-based Kiernan Cashéll, is the only participant in this symposium who has had no personal
contact, either inside or outside the classroom, with Poteat. Hedraws hisimpressive understanding of Poteat’s
contributionsentirely fromstudying hiswritings. | findthisencouragingtotheextent that thisprovidesevidence
that Poteat’s influence has spread beyond his personal circle of former students and colleagues. But such
evidence is limited: few others outside this “circle” appear to have familiarized themselves with Poteat’s
contributions. Recent effortsto find aremnant of Bill’ slegacy at Dukeinregardto current faculty familiar with
him or hisideas and, therefore, potentially interested in establishing an archive of hisletters and papersthere,
have proved fruitless. Further, there has been no attempt on behalf of those appreciative of Bill’s thinking to
establish an association, similar to the Polanyi Society, to perpetuate hislegacy. However, there have been a
number of former studentsof Poteat and afew of hisformer colleagueswho, asmembersof the Polanyi Society,
have brought their Poteatean insights to bear through their participation on panels and as authors of related
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articlesin TAD.
Poteat’ sl nsights: M or eDifficult toCommunicateThan Polanyi’s

Perhapsthese arethe means one can most realistically rely upon, at present, for the dissemination and
- hopefully - the perpetuation of hisideas. Thiswas my chief consideration in recommending to the Polanyi
Society Board theinclusion of Poteatean scholarship in last summer’ sprogram. Some members of the Society
will recall that Bill wasthefeatured guest at the 1993 Annual M eeting of the Polanyi Society inWashington, D.C.,
and that Jim Stines guest-edited afollow-up, six-participant symposiumissueof TAD (v.21, no.1, 1994-1995).
Several other articlesrelating to Poteat have appearedin the pages of TAD over theyears. Stines, together with
JamesNickell, also madeamajor contributiontoward perpetuating Poteat’ sinfluenceby co-editing anextensive
collectionof Bill’ sessaysin The Primacy of Per sonsandthe Languageof Culture(University of Missouri Press,
1993).

But, whereasthereisconsiderabl e evidence of Polanyi’ sinfluence having passed, however modestly,
beyond thefirst generation of hisstudents, thereis scant evidence of thisinregard to Poteat. Thismay well be,
inpart, duetothelimited amount of writingthat Poteat himself did, rel ativeto Polanyi. WhereasPolanyi produced
about a half-dozen books and approximately 130 published articles on social and economic theory and
philosophy, Poteat wroteonly 3booksand about 30 published articles. Further thereisanimpressively scholarly
collection of secondary literature about Polanyi and his philosophical thought: approximately 18 books and a
couple hundred articles (the majority of thesein TAD). By contrast, there are no secondary books, of which |
amaware, on Poteat’ scontributions, and only, perhapsat most, two dozen articles. Among thoseof uswho have
been beneficiaries of Bill’ sinsights, thereis reason for usto be concerned about this legacy being effectively
passed on. Many of those who brought hisideasinto their classrooms and writing have, like Bill, passed on,
and many of the rest of us are becoming well accustomed to being beneficiaries, aswell, of senior discounts.

Poteat’ sM oreRadical Approach

It struck me that the participants on the summer panel charged with relating Poteat’s to Polanyi’s
thinking, andviceversa, forthemost part - asisreflectedintheir contributionsto thisTAD symposium - ended
up speaking of Poteat morethan they did of Polanyi - indeed, as| havedone, sofar. | suspect there are severa
explanationsfor this. First of all, most of us, asmembersof thePolanyi Society, haveal ready spent of lot of time
discussing and developing Polanyian ideas; bringing Poteat into the discussion provides us with a new
opportunity. Second (and | suspect this goes along way toward explaining the greater difficulty incurred in
perpetuating Poteat’s insights), it has been my impression that most of us have found it more difficult to
understand Poteat’ sideasthan Polanyi’ s, even though some suggest that they don’t find Polanyi an“ easy read.”
Poteat, himself, claimsthat he takes Polanyi farther, and deeper, into histhinking than Polanyi, himself, does;
that he“radicalizes’ Polanyi by laying out theimplicationsthat areinherent - unknown to Polanyi - in hisown
thinking.

Particularly in regard to the theol ogical implications of Polanyi’ sthought (which Polanyi admitted he
had dealt with about as far as he was equipped to do), Poteat perceived himself, in the course of being true to
hisown Christian understandings, asaradical threat to what wasgenerally perceived as Christian“ orthodoxy.”
Here | cannot resist relating an anecdote recently told to me by Jim Stinesthat had been originally told to him
by Poteat (and that | havefailed to persuade Jim té) includein hisessay sothat | wouldn't haveto). It seemsthat



oneof Bill’ stheol ogian colleaguesintheReligion Department at DukeexclaimedtoBill oneday that, tothelimited
extent that he could make any sense of Bill’ steaching, he could not detect how it had anything to do with the
teaching of the Christian faith, as he understood it.

ThereuponBill resortedto parabl e, telling hiscolleagueabout acountry parsonwho, oneday, wascalled
upon by afrantic mother to rescue her young child who had fallen through the seat opening in her outhouse.
The pastor hurried to the scene and took upon himself the obviously unpleasant task of pulling the child out
of hisunspeakablepredicament. Uponviewing (aswell asregi stering through other senses) the[excrement] (not
theword used by either Bill or Jim) that coated Junior from head to toe, the pastor turned to thedi straught mother
and advised, “Well, | suppose you could try to clean up your child, but | suggest that you would probably be
far more successful, and it would certainly befar easier, for youto start all over again.” Such wasthe condition
intowhi ch Bill perceived Enlightenment thinking (including theol ogy) had fallen, indeed, Westernthinking from
the Ancient Greeks on; and such, to histhinking, wastheradical nature of the only cure sufficient to deal with
it.

Different Treatmentsof theTranscendent

Adding to the difficulty that Poteat perceived asinherent in the task of aradically reformed way of
thinking, and thereforeto the difficulty of communicating hismanner of thinking, wasthe enigmatic mannerin
whichheoftenexpressed himself. For example, whileacknowledginghis* deeply interiorized Polanyianmotifs,”
he disclaimed being a “Polanyian.” Indeed, Kieran Cashell, in the final essay in this symposium, makes a
convincing case that Poteat’ s thought was thoroughly inspired by Polanyian ideas and marked by Polanyian
concepts. Still,itisobviousthat, inorder todevel opfurther what, accordingto Prof essor Poteat, wereimplications
of Polanyi’ s concepts - implications of which, aswe have noted, Polanyi himself was unaware, Poteat had also
to go beyond Polanyi by creating his own concepts.

Polanyi’ s concepts, although a decided advance, did not permit him to break completely free of the
essentially spatial, visual, and static categories that had inhered in Western thought from its very beginning,
and that were exacerbated by thelinear literacy of the Enlightenment. Infact, it isprecisely thetemporal, aural,
and dynamically tensional dimension of Poteat’sinnovative concepts that provide not only theradical genius
of his contribution to the processes of both knowing and being, but also - by their very innovative nature -
confront the inheritor of Enlightenment habits of perception with the difficulty of grasping his radically
challenging insights.

I’ ve encountered numerous individuals who, having assured themselves of finally having compre-
hended Professor Poteat’s dynamic mode of thought, and indeed in many instances having been assured by
Poteat himself of their having achieved this, suddenly experienced their mentor’ ssharp rebukefor “falling back
into the old Enlightenment habits.” Around 1997, when | had nearly completed a lengthy essay in which |
attempted to schematize Bill’ s understanding of his key concept of “mindbody” inits“protensive” dynamics
by utilizingthe, admittedly spatial, concept of acircle, withitscenter, radius, and circumference(seemy “William
H. Poteat’ sAnthropology: ‘ Mindbody intheWorld',” ThePolitical ScienceReviewer,v. 27[1998], pp. 267-344.),
helavished probably the most extravagant praise|’ ve ever received for having grasped another’ sthought. Bill,
it turned out, had no problemwiththe utilization of spatial imagesaslong asthey were understood asmetaphors.
Infact, hiswritingsarefilledwithreferencestoamindbodily “radix,” or “ center,” thereby implying theimageof

acircle.
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However,inthefinal stageof draftingmy essay, when| turnedfrom mereexpositiontopartial criticism,
suggesting that some of his fundamental concepts did not allow him to incorporate in his thinking a sense of
truetranscendenceand, in particul ar, an acknowledgement of aDivine Being, hisrebukewasassharp asit was,
at this point, unexpected. It turned out that, according to Bill, | had finally and unwittingly succumbed, along
withtherest of modern, Western culture, to the attractive madnessof the Enlightenment mode of thinking. What
surprised meeven morewasthat Bill, in hiseffort to vindi cate himself from my suggestion that hisconceptsdid
not allow himto acknowledgethereality of aGod, proceededtoreciteamajor portionof theNiceneCreed, thereby
proclaiming hisunreserved embraceof all itsprincipleaffirmations. | sharedthislatter part of Bill’ srejoinder, at
thetime, with Jim Stines, who quotesit in hisessay. (It turned out that Jim, too, was still puzzled over asimilar
experience with Bill, shortly after having received from him the highest accolades for his and Jim Nickell's
publication of Poteat’s collected essays.)

After Jim'smuch morerecent sharing with me of Bill’ sparable of the child who fell into the outhouse
toilet, it occurred to methat | would have liked to have had the chanceto ask Bill, “How on earth doesone’ start
all over again’ by startingwiththeNiceneCreed?” It seemsthat thepoint Bill wasattemptingto makeherewas
that, inthisinstance, | had completely failed to seethat hisradical reconceptualization of the mindbody (or self)
in relation to its Divine radix, or its primal core, had retained its full faithfulness to the primal principles of
Christianity. But, again, it seemsto methat much of what he claimed to embracein hislengthy excerpting from
the Nicene Creed werealong way fromwhat one can convincingly claimto betheprimal principlesof thefaith,
thatis, of early first-century Christianity.

In short, I’ ve never been able to reconcile some of Poteat’ s key concepts - not to mention, hisrare, if
ever, discussion of hispersonal faithand hisequally rarewitnessof thisthrough publicworship - withthissudden,
unqualified affirmation of Christian orthodoxy. Some have puzzled over what appears, to them, to be a gap
between, inthisinstance, Polanyi’ soccasional affirmation of Christian principlesin hisphilosophy, ontheone
hand, andtheabsenceinhislifeof either consistent personal affirmation or consi stent rel ationshiptoacommunity
of worship, on the other hand. However, | have argued elsewhere (in an unpublished paper, “A Polanyian
Resolution of the Age-Old Conflict Between Faithand Reason,” presented at the Annual M eeting of the Polanyi
Society, November 17, 2006) that thisinconsistency was not dueto the deeper implications of histhinking. It,
rather, appears to have been an instance of some of those deeper implications of which, according to Poteat,
Polanyi himself was not aware, and - most ironically, in thisinstance - of which Poteat himself appearsto have
been unaware!

But, despitemy failureto reconcileBill Poteat’ sapparently far more blatant self-contradiction onthis
matter, | think I’ vebeenmoresuccessful, after yearsof puzzlement, infinally comingtocomprehend hisavoidance,
within his scheme of thought, of the concept of “transcendence” (and, therefore, his sharp response to my
criticism of him, which employed this concept) - even while allowing for the other metaphorically-empl oyed,
spatial concepts. Itfinally occurredto methat, for Poteat, unliketheconceptsof a“ circle” andits* circumference,”
“radius,” and “ center,” the concept of “transcendence” or “transcending” was apparently too radically spatial
inits suggestion of areaching “out There” to allow for a convincing and mere metaphorical construal. And it
was apparently inthis sensethat Poteat thought Polanyi had cometo beliehis promising beginningin Personal
Knowledge.
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Contrasting Groundsof Reality:
A Primal Radixvs. | ndeter minateFutureM anifestations

Theradical insight of Polanyi’ s epistemol ogy, Poteat agreed with Polanyi, waswell expressedin his
epigrammatic formula, “1 know morethan| cantell.” Inother words, our epistemological groundingiswhat we
tacitly dwell within and from which wetacitly draw in al our articul ations and understandings. For Poteat, this
grounding of all that we can cometo embracewith somedegreeof certainty, lay deepwithin us, and notin some
transcendingly distant “Beyond.” Anditistobeencountered by our silent listening to, and reverential probing,
or “retrotending,” into this radical center, or “radix,” of our concrete experience of being in this particular
circumstance, inthisparticular momentintime, andinthisparticul ar place. This, to Poteat, wasquitetheopposite
of an abstract and spatially outward “transcendence.” Apparently, to Bill’s thinking, in my criticism of his
thinking, | had over-extended the applicability of an inherently and inextricably spatial metaphor.

And, likewise, it appearsto me that this was the sense in which Poteat felt that Polanyi had suddenly
abandoned, idway through PK, the concrete, “mindbodily” grounding that, up to that point, he had provided
for his, until then, brilliant and radical portrayal of the process of discovery and knowing. Bill was specificin
locating what was, to him, the clearest indication of this surprising and sad epistemological reversal, on page
192 inthe 1964 Harper Torchbook edition of PK, where Polanyi assertsthat

logi cal antecedentsderived fromtheprior acceptanceof their consequentsarenecessarily less
certainthanthe consequents. Itisclearly unreasonabl e, therefore, toregard these antecedents
as the grounds on which we accept their consequents. (Emphasis mine.)

One' shasi c assumptions, which Poteat insistswecomeupon only by adeep probinginto, andindwelling within,
themindbodily radix, are/less/ certainthantheexplicitly elaborate abstractionswederivefromthem?!! Polanyi
himself had asserted, up to that point, that it was our tacit indwelling, our reflective journey into the depths of
ourselves, that grounded our thoughtsand that provided uswith theintimationsby which our “ neat” conclusions
were challenged, forcing us often to “break out” of these elaborate and often long-held world-views and
theoretical constructions.

Asfar as| know, Poteat never confronted Polanyi with what appearsto beaclear inconsistency in his
thinking. In all fairnessto Polanyi, I’ m inclined to think that, had he done so, Polanyi would have done some
rephrasing, or somere-contextualizing, of that statement, becauseit isclear to methat the dominant themethat
Polanyi maintains throughout not only PK, but also in his The Tacit Dimension and, indeed, throughout the
extensive body of his epistemological literature, is one of aprimary reliance on, and atrusting of, one’ stacit
intimations — to be sure, while still subjecting the trustworthiness of our initial intimationsto atesting by our
encountersintheempirical world of experience, aswell asby thedurability of thegeneralized conclusionstowhich
wehavebeenthereby guided. Inother words, the processof discovery and knowing towhich Polanyi introduces
usisadialectical process, an only partialy articulable back-and-forth process between, on the one hand, an
opening and attuning of ourselvesto awarenesses, themsel vesaproduct of largely inexplicableinner processes
of assimilation and synthesisand an equal openness, inthe sense of a“ reaching outward” to, on the other hand,
our developing, but far moreexplicit and arti cul abl e, awarenessesand understandingsof our larger world. Polanyi
described this as a “from - to” movement: from an indwelling of our internalized awarnesses, we move /to/
experiencethat of which we can be aware only from our involvement with the external world.
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Polanyi, in asserting that “We know morethan we cantell,” was suggesting that there’ sanimportant,
inner- but tacit — reality to which we should be attuned. Poteat referred to thisas the “radix” at our innermost
core of our awarenessand being. Polanyi also said that “ Wetell morethan wecan know,” implying by thisthat,
aswegivesucharticulation aswecanto bring both our inner awarenessesand our moretangible, or “ outwardly”
focused experiencesto amore comprehensive explicitness, wetend to discover moreand moreimplicationsin
our articulationsthanwehad expected, or “known,” whenweinitially articulatedthem. Infact, Polanyi offersthe
very insightful proposal that wemeasurethereality of athing (which could beanidea) by itsanticipatedfecundity
—inhisterms, by what we have experienced, or at |east anticipated, asits potential to manifest itself interms of
“indeterminate future manifestations.” In this sense, he says, “A person is more real than a cobblestone.”

Poteat, with the heavy emphasisheplaced uponone's“ primal” awarenessand thegenerative potential
of such awarenss, whichwediscover inthedepthsof introspection, at thevery inner core, or “radix” of our being,
feared that Polanyi, especially when his statements (such asthe one we have quoted) occasionally placed more
emphasis upon “conseguents’ than upon “antecedents,” had lost a sense of the balance that needed to be
maintainedinwhat Polanyi had himself, earlier, characterizedasa“from - to” dial ectic. Whether or not weagree
with Poteat that Polanyi had lost this balance in his thinking, the real genius of Poteat, to my thinking, ishis
determined effort to eliminate the stark dichotomy of the“inner-self” and the“ outer-world,” and thereforethe
split between mind and body generally assumed in Polanyi’ s understanding of the processes of both knowing
and being. Instead, in Poteat’s thought “mind” becomes merged with “body” (in his central concept of
“mindbody”) and knowing comes to constitute the very essence, or meaning, of being. In fact, Poteat goes
beyond the mere merger of concepts and, if you will permit me a neologism, further “dynamizes’ our
understanding of both what it means to know and what it meansto be.

However, to accomplishthis, Poteat realizesthat we must replace the M odern/Enlightenment vestiges
of spatiality that he perceives as still inhering in Polanyian concepts (despite Polanyi’ s success, for the most
part, in moving beyond modernity’ s blinders) with concepts more suggestive of temporality, exemplifications
dominantly visual with those that are more aural. Therefore we find Poteat speaking in terms of a tensional
dynamic, using such words as “pro-tensive” and “retro-tensive” and alluding often, both in his seminars and
in hiswritings, to the musical medium. Just aswithinthe musical progression of amelody involving aseries of
notes, C, G, and E, our appreciation of themelody must entail our sense of the G note anti cipating (pro-tending)
the E that followsit, even asit still recalls (retro-tends) the C note that preceded it, and so on; thuswe cometo
know the meaning of wordswithin asentence, sentenceswithin aparagraph, our present experiencesgenerally
inthelarger context of past and future(antici pated) experiences.) Thistemporal dynamic, indeed, mightwell have
been employed by Polanyi to providefuller illustration than wasallowed by hismorespatial conceptstohisown
insistence upon the active role of the knower in the process of knowing. | am quite certain that Polanyi would
havewel comed aconceptual moveinthisdirection. In 1972, when Professor Polanyi wasawareof hisdeclining
mental capability, heinvited Bill to assist himin drafting hisfinal work aimed at pulling together the strands of
hisreflections. Bill wasinitially agreeabletotheinvitation, but because of the pressuresof hisacademic schedule
at Duke, finally declined. One can only wonder about the salutary impact that Poteat might have had upon
Polanyi’ sformulations, had he been aparticipant in thisfinal collaboration.

Still Poteat, himself, often employed spatial illustrations of hisdynamic approach. In reflecting upon
boththeconversationsl’ vehad withhimand hiswritings, |’ vepuzzled for yearsover the sometimesdominating
references he has made to the graphic and plastic arts, wondering, for example, how he could perceivein the
spatially two-dimensional paintings of Cezanne, or even in the spatialy three-dimensional sculptures of
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Moustakas the temporally pre- and retro-tensive dymanics of the creative process. Only recently did it finally
occur tomethat heviewedworksof art not simply asfinished productsand, al so, evenwithviewed as* finished,”
not obj ects separate from the viewing subject. In regard to the latter, | discovered in his unpublished essay on
Cezanne Poteat’ s sense of being “ drawninto” the painting. Onefound oneself walking on Cezanne' sdepiction
of awinding path, alowing the viewer, in a sense, to be ‘indwelt’ by the entirety of the landscape, and to
progressively appreciate, successively, theever-changing perspectiveoffered at every step alongtheway. And,
from listening to Bill’ s experience of watching Moustakas at work, sculpting a chunk of marblein his studio,
gradually givingit humanform, | becameconvincedthat evenwhen Bill viewed thefinished scul ptures, hismind's
eyestill saw themarbledynamically taking formastheskilled artist pro-tensively imagined thefinished form, but
also modifying theimage of that imagination asheretro-tended avast array of tacit intimati ons suggesting both
the possihilities and the limitations of the material with which he worked.

When | used to speculate on matters of this sort, I'd usually end up sending Bill a write-up of my
reflections, to get hisalways-ready reactions, sometimesafew lines of my reflections provoking several pages
of treasured response. Now | turn to those who sat far longer than did | in hisseminars. I’ vefound that | could
always rely upon them, both to raise interesting questions of their own about the exciting thoughts of this
enigmatic mind, and to provide an array of insightful responses. So, let us now turn to them, then to one who
—aong with other colleagues—found that, among peers, he was pretty much a“loner” — not even sharing his
enigmas, and finally to onewhoserelationshipto Bill wasonly asareader —still an appreciativereader —of his
works.

Notes on Contributors

Gus Breytspraak (gus.breytspraak@ottawa.edu) received his B.A. from Southwestern-at-Memphis (now
Rhodes College), where helearned of Poteat from Jerry Gill, who encouraged him, asaPolitical Sciencemajor
growingincreasingly committed to Philosophy and Religion, togoonto Duke. There, asaDivinity studentfrom
1967101970, hetook classesfrom Poteat, including graduate seminarsfromhimduring hisfinal year inthe Divinity
School. Subseguently, asagraduatestudent from 1970t0 1973, hepursued further studieswith Professor Poteat,
served ashi steaching assi stant, took apreliminary examinReligionand Culture, and wrote hi sdi ssertation under
hisguidance, finishingin December of 1973. Gusthentaught in Duke' s Department of Religion, which Poteat
chaired from 1973 to 1976, and even then continued to attend some of Poteat’ s seminars. Sinceleaving Duke,
Gushasbeen onthefaculty of OttawaUniversity in Kansas City, Kansas, where he currently servesasDirector
of Graduate Studies and Professor of Socia Ethics.

DaleCannon (cannodw @wou.edu) entered thegraduateprogramin Philosophy at DukeUniversity in Fal| 1965.
A year later, hetransferredto Duke’ sgraduate programin Religion sothat Professor Poteat could behisadvisor.
In Fall 1967, he began his dissertation research in areas relating to both Religion and Philosophy including
Poteat’ sfield of Religionand Culture. Heleft Dukein Fall 1968for ateaching positionat SkidmoreCollegewhile
compl eting hisdissertation, which hesuccessfully defendedin June 1969. A year |ater, hetaught at theUniversity
of Virginia. Heiscurrently Professor Emeritusat Western Oregon University, where he taught philosophy and
religiousstudies. HeisontheBoard of Directorsof thePolanyi Society. Hisarticleshaveappearedin numerous
journals, including the International Philosophical Quarterly, PRE/TEXT, Tradition & Discovery, The
Personalist Forum, The Journal of the American Academy of Religion, Polanyiana, Appraisal, and Buddhist-
Christian Studies.

continued on page43
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Polanyi’s Role in Poteat’s Teaching Cultural
Conceptual Analysis. 1967-1976

Gus Breytspraak

ABSTRACT Key Words:: WilliamH. Poteat, Michagl Polanyi, cultural conceptual analysis, modernity, teaching.
The influence of Michael Polanyi on William H. Poteat’ s teaching from 1967 to 1976 was apparent but not
paramount. Cultural conceptual analysis as taught and practiced by Poteat during this period included
Polanyian texts, themes, and concepts, but drew extensively from other major conceptual innovators who
provided radical alternatives to key cultural conceptual commitments of modernity. This was the period
roughly between the completion of Intellect and Hope and the writing of Polanyian Meditations.

For my contribution to this discussion, | thought that, for those who knew Poteat’s thought only
through hisbooksif they knew hiswork at all, it would be most hel pful for meto addresstheinfluence of Polanyi
on Poteat’ s teaching.

Teaching was Bill Poteat’ s calling. It fundamentally shaped histhinking, writing, and unique way of
being-in-theworld. Seetheexamplesinhiswritings, acknowledgements, and dedi cationsfor confirmation of this.
And Bill’ steaching certainly shaped those of us who had the privilege of studying with him.

| pickedtheperiod of nineyearsfromthefall of 1967 toearly 1976 when | wasaround him (asadivinity
student, doctoral student, teaching assistant, dissertation advisee, and beginning teacher in a Religion
Department which he cameto chair during that period). Otherson the panel weretherefor at |east part of that
time, and | hoped my recollectionswoul d generate some hel pful comparisonswith the experiences of othersin
order to clarify what Polanyi had to do with Poteat’ s teaching.

Thiswasthetimebetweentheediting of I ntellect and Hope(I1H, 1968. Bill hadjust put |H tobed, having
undoubtedly burned much midnight oil going over every word of that important volumein Polanyi studies) and
thebeginningsof Polanyian Meditations(PM,1985). HetelIsusintheintroductionto that major Polanyianwork
that PM burst forth in agraduate seminar in the Spring of 1976 when he promised to write afive page handout
so that he could get the students to stop taking notes:

To deflect the seminar’ s attention from note-taking in order that instead the expectant faces
of itsmembersmight be allowed to work their maieutic magic upon my only half-formed and
emergingthought, | promisedtocommittowritingfor futuredistributionwhat | felt | wasabout
tosay. A few dayslater | sat down to write the promised handout, beginning with a passage
from page 160 of Personal Knowledge, supposing it would run to perhaps five legal-size
mimeograph sheets. Three months and twenty-four thousand words later | had long since
forgotten the handout and was well underway in the writing of Polanyian Meditations: In
Search of a Post-Critical Logic (8).

While one could reasonably expect from IH, PM, and hislater writingsthat Polanyi would have been
thedominantinfluenceonBill’ steaching, itismy argument that Bill wasNOT primarily “teaching Polanyi” nor
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washeprimarily “teachingfrom Polanyi” inthisperiod. | nstead | argue Poteat wasteachingamethod of “ cultural
conceptua analysis’ (CCA) - away of doing Religionand Culture- inwhich Polanyi wasonly oneally andexample.

Whilepreparingthispresentation, | remembered afiledrawer with about afoot andahalf of foldersfrom
my Dukeyears. Somy remarkstoday are based not only on thefoggy recollection of an aging professor in his
early 60's remembering events in the late sixties — | actually had some primary sources to work fromin re-
constructing Polanyi’s influence on Poteat’ s teaching.

Thepaper that resulted fromthisexerciserunsmorethan 40 minutes. | haveshareditwiththepanelists.
| can only share afew sectionsin my time this afternoon.

Poteat in the Classr oom

Y ou may not know that, prior to discovering Polanyi intheearly fifties, William H. Poteat, wasbornin
1919, grew up in Chinaasachild of American Baptist missionaries, graduated from Oberlinand Y ale Divinity
School, and wrote adissertation at Duketitled “ Pascal’ s Conception of Man and Modern Sensibility” in 1950.

In my view, this dissertation is much moreimportant than Polanyi for understanding/explaining what
Bill was up to in teaching when | studied with him. It was a huge project that treated developmentsin early
modernity from Renai ssance painting through political theory.

E.A.Burtt, Whitehead, Temple, aongwithBill’ sanalysi sof primary sources(my notesstressDescartes
and Pascal) contributed to discussions of mathematics, method, and metaphysics, the bifurcation of nature, the
exteriorization of sensibility, mechanism, technical reason, modernity’ salternation between pride and despair,
and the consequent unintelligibility of man.

This was philosophical anthropology on a grand scale, and plenty of gold ore was uncovered for
refinement in futureyears.

While you can find in it some anticipation of Polanyian themes, thereis amuch broader and deeper
agendabeing set that | think Bill was still working on inthe period under review.

My first classwith Bill was Christianity and Culture 16 (CC16), arequired first-year coursefor Duke
Divinity studentswho had had some exposureto philosophy intheir BA. Thiswasaclose reading of one book
eachby Marx, Darwin, Freud, and B.F. Skinner. Wewererequiredtowrite300word“ arguments’ each Friday (plus
or minus2words). Learning to recognize acentral conceptual problem and deal withitinashort argument was
acrucial skill. But learning how deeply my own thinking, and thethinking of thewider culture, had been shaped
by the conceptual commitments underlying Marx, Darwin, Freud, and Skinner wasrevel atory.

Inthelively classdiscussions, we could not think and argue our ways out of the very perspectiveswe
weretrying to opposeasBill played anincredibly skilled dialectical devil’ sadvocate. Philosophy majorslike
RonHall and Larry Churchill werethestarsindeliveringincisivefast pitchesthat Bill woul d blast out of thepark,
alwaysin good humor, as he continued to demonstrate how wewere all Skinnerians, Marxists, Darwinists, and
Freudianseven, sometimesespecially, whenwetried to arguewith them. Bill could also takethe stammerings

of confused participants such as me and help us find our voices as we began at |east to recognize the hazards
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in the dangerouswaters of modernity’ s Cartesian conceptual hang-ups, objectivist obfuscations, and dualistic
dead-ends.

Polanyi was not assigned and wasrrarely introduced explicitly asacontributor to thisenterprise. My
notescontain many referencesto RonHall, but only onemarginal noteabout Polanyi. Surely Polanyi wasinthe
background—wedid spend several weekstryingto convincean Azande-likePoteat that heshould adopt scientific
horticulture as we learned about arguments and changing one’s mind. Perhaps Polanyi contributed to Bill’s
analysisof theconceptual commitmentsat stakein theimpact of evolution on modernity, but my notesaremore
about the conceptual innovations around the contingency Christianity introduced into Western thought that
allowed themovefrom Aristotleto Darwin, the Exodusevent asradically different fromthe Greek cosmos, and
other differencesin Semitic and Greek concepts. With B.F. Skinner, perhaps Polanyi was closer to the surface:
| find noteson experimentsin subception and argumentsthat what wehavewith Pavlov’ sdogis* anactivecenter
seeking to maximize meaning rather than aS-R response machine.”

But this was not a course about Polanyi, an introduction to Polanyi, or one taught from Polanyi’s
perspective. Apparently, thereisan unpublished paper Bill wrote about teaching Religion and Culture which
discussesthemethod tothisdial ectically maddening and thrilling experience: “ | found, for example, that while
tacitly, by anacritically-received cultural inheritance, they were M arxists, Freudians, Darwini sts, neo-behavior-
ists, or what have you, their explicit professions were different from and incompatible with these views, even
though thiswas almost never recognized by them” (Primacy of Persons[POP], p. 4). Nickell and Stinesdraw
from and comment on this approach the Introduction to POP: “ The comprehension of such contradictions, as
the world has known since Socrates, is an exercise in therapy in the best sense of that word” (4-5).

In1967, Bill’ sappointment wasprimarily intheDivinity School. Alongwith CC16, hetaught el ectives
on “Religion and Tragedy” and “Religion and Art.” Theinformation | have about those courses shows little
influenceof Polanyi. Thereiscertainly noPolanyi inthe 11 pagebibliography onreligionand art hedistributed,
including among the42 booksunder the heading “ Sel ected booksdealing with aspectsof theintellectual history
and characteristic sensibility of modernity.” Thisisan obvious place for Polanyi, but thereis no referenceto
hiswork. And remember this area of art and Western culture was hisintended focus when he went to Greece
on sabbatical in 1968.

Regular graduate seminarswere offered: Existentialism, Religious L anguage, and onethat often used
Personal Knowledge.

Merleau-Ponty, Wittgenstein, Hannah Arendt, Kierkegaard, and Polanyi werethecoreof Religionand
CultureandBill’ sapproachtocultural conceptual analysis. Seminarswithvaguetitlesallowed Bill toassignthem
and/or others he wanted to examine: Piaget, Ricoeur, Elizabeth Sewell, Walker Percy, George Steiner, Joseph
Church. Themethod of cultural conceptual analysishewasteaching usused thesebigfiveaswelearnedtothink
inwaysthat begantoliberateusfromour critical, objectivist, Cartesian proclivitiesand claim post-critical voi ces.

Wedidn'treally “learnabout” thethinkersweread so closely. Onmorethan one occasion when asked
about “ research expectationsfor papers,” Bill proclaimed: “ Anyonecaught doing researchinthiscoursewill be
summarily shot!” Wewereinstructedtogofor “thejugular” —the core conceptual commitmentsthrough which
these radical thinkers broke through or failed to break through the impasses of modernity, the ways their
understanding of knowing, being, acting, perceiving, speaking, learning, and teaching broke out of the
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conceptual dilemmas and dead-ends that were destructive of what Stinesand Nickell choseto call their book,
The Primacy of Persons.

Hisadviseeswould then apply thisperspectiveto aproblem or athinker, and therangewasincredible.
Dissertationswerewrittenon Erik Erickson, Walker Percy, Elizabeth Sewell, social theory, literature, philosophical
issues and thinkers, and, sometimestheology. Polanyi might be central to that effort, ashe wasin my attempt
to show Polanyi as an alternative to the Sociology of Knowledge. But hewasnot alwaysthe central figure and
sometimes was not even involved in dissertations written under Bill.

Bill Poteat moved from the Divinity School to the Department of Religion about 1970. When Tom
Langford becameDeanof theDivinity Schooal, Bill wasappointed chair of theundergraduate Religion Department,
amajor change professionally and anew stage from which to display hisconsiderable gifts. Sotherewasalot
goingon—including complicationsinhispersonal life. | don’tthink hewrotemuchinthisperiodapart fromessays
that came out of histeaching.

| suspect that during these nineyearsbetween finishing IH and beginning PM, Polanyi’ sthought was
always around as Bill taught, lectured at Texas and Stanford, spent time in Greece and arranged an exhibit of
Moustaki’ swork at Duke, etc. But Polanyi was often not in Poteat’ s focal attention in teaching, nor do | find
evidence in my notes, his writing, or my recollections that Polanyi offered the predominant or over-arching
perspective from which he taught and engaged in cultural conceptual analysis.

Of the 10 coursesthat | took under Professor Poteat, of which | have somerecord, only onehad Polanyi
(KB) assigned. Only TheTacit Dimensionisonthereadinglist of 18 booksfor theReligionand Culturepreliminary
exam | took under Bill in January, 1972. My notesindicate Polanyi appeared in discussionswhere hisconcepts
were helpful, but Polanyi does not seem to be the platform, framework, or focus of attention that often.

What was the method —what was Bill doing —what were wetrying to learn to do?

Theterm| havecometo prefer, “ cultural conceptual analysis,” isnot really history of ideas, not exactly
philosophy, not “religion and culture” in any of the various ways that phrase is often used.

Intheunpublished essay “ Religionand Cultureas| Seelt” quoted by Stinesand Nickell, Bill writesthat
he thinks of culture“not asacertain form of social order or asystem of practice or asphysica artifacts, but as
arepertoire of concepts, models, metaphors, anal ogies, images, picturings, myths, and stories shaping thelife
of apeople.” (POP, 11) Cultural conceptual analysiswasBill’ smethod for recognizing, analyzing, and dissecting
modern culture in this sense and providing therapeutic alternatives for the problematic status of the humanin
modernity’ s developing conceptual configuration.

It' scultural becauseitisdeeper thanany specificarticulationsor disciplines. CharlesTaylor talksabout
“socia imaginaries’ and “cosmic imaginaries’ in ways that remind me of Bill. But unlike Taylor’'s endless
summariesof intellectual history, Bill somehow could get tothecoreconceptual commitmentsof theunderlying
logic of modernity moredirectly. Hewassomehow diggingintothelevel fromwhichideas, theories, articul ated
frameworks emerge, but pulling forth the basic models, metaphors, concepts that emerge again and againin
modernity. They arefar inthebackground —on the horizon —yet these cultural conceptual commitments shape
—andinmany casesinmodernity mis-shape—our understandingandevenour lives. Sodiscoveringthem, seeing
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how they are driving us and driving us mad, is very much like analysisin that can be therapeutic.

“Analysis’ in this approach brings to mind at least two associations: ordinary language analysis and
analysisin the Freudian tradition. Some of Poteat’ stoals, tricks, even content, came from the former. Bill's
incredible classroom riffs may have drawn from Wittgenstein, Austin, Wisdom, and others more often than |
recognized, untrained philosophically as| was. Many comparisons could be made with the Freudian meaning
of “analysis,” including the “therapeutic” dimension mentioned by Stines and Nickell and cited above.

Thebest written examplesof cultural conceptual analysiswould betheintroductionto|H and theessay
“Personsand Places.” Thisseminal essay, whichisin POP, wasonethat Bill did distributeto classes—at | east
asearly as1968. Itisnot dependent, explicitly or tacitly, onPolanyi inmy reading. ThelH essay RonHall comments
uponinhisreflections(“ Myths, Stories, History, Eschatol ogy and Action: SomePolanyianMeditations’) isalso
up there among the best examples of Poteat’s cultural conceptual analysis, in that case cultural conceptual
analysisworking with Polanyi’ sinnovations.

Knowing how much he had invested in Polanyi, | may be underestimating how important Polanyi was
for Bill’ steaching duringthisperiod. If | couldtravel backintimel might findmuchmoreattentiontoandreliance
onPolanyi. | certainly findalot of Polanyi inhisthreebookswritten after thisperiod, andtoedit IH hemust have
been immersed in Polanyi at adepth most of uswill never attain.

One note | found would suggest that much of my attempt to represent Poteat islikely wrong. It was
at theend of someclarification of confused arrangementssent out for the Dutch Creek FallsSymposiumin 1974
by amember of that group, agathering of former studentsof Bill’ sthat occurredinthemountainsof North Carolina
each summer for about 6 years. The group’sfocuswas often on the teaching challengeswe were finding early
inour careers. Bill’ sparticipationinthisongoing convivial order of hisformer adviseesand otherswho became
interested in hisapproach to religion and culture exemplifies his commitment to teaching. The note addressed
toalist of 40 membersof the diaspora, probably from Ben Ladner becauseitissigned withalarge“B,” stated:
“Furthermore, it isimportant not to lose sight of the fact that you don’t know what the hell’ sgoing on, neither
dol. Neither does Stines, neither does Gus. So there!! Prayerfully, B.”

Addendum: Inthediscussionthat followed our panel presentations, Dave Rutledgerecalled that Poteat did offer
aseminar on Personal Knowledgein 1971. There were other courses during this period of which | don’t have
records, and they may have emphasized Polanyi. Interesting aswell was Diane Y eager’ sreport that Bill gave
her a copy of Intellect and Hope and inscribed it for her when she arrived for graduate study in 1971 thus
emphasi zing theimportanceof Polanyi for what shewasbeginning. My pointisnot that Polanyi wasunimportant
in Poteat’ s teaching, but that cultural conceptual analysis as taught by Poteat was much more than Polanyi. |
know | did not read Polanyi thoroughly until my dissertation research.

RonHall’ scontributiontothispanel, which| read only after writing mine, confirmsmy point aboveabout
“analysis’ and providesimportant insights into the origins and impact of Wittgenstein and ordinary language
analysisin Poteat’ s approach to cultural conceptual analysis. Students more familiar with that tradition might
have seen even more of thisinfluencein Bill’ steaching than | could. | suspect thisinfluence went far beyond
mere content and, indeed, shaped the basic ways he engaged students, asked questions, identified and
approached problems, and led classroom and seminar discussionsin hisinimitable style.
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Poteat’sVoice: Thelmpact of Polanyi and Wittgenstein

Ronald L. Hall
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The focus of these remarksis on theimpact that Personal Knowledge and Philosophical Investigationshad in
shaping Bill Poteat’s philosophical voice. Of the two works, | claim that, for good or ill, it was Personal
Knowledge that had the more profound influence on Poteat. Of cour se, both sources had profound influence.
What makes Personal Knowledge more profound is that his use of it, at least in those early years, was more
indirect than his direct and explicit use of Wittgenstein’s ideas. Following Bill’s lead, there is much that
Polanyians can learn from Wittgenstein and vice versa.

1958, fifty yearsago, wasabigyear. [t wasanespecially bigyear for Bill Poteat. That wastheyear Michael
Polanyi’ s Personal Knowledge (PK)was published. And thiswasjust onthe heel s of the publication of another
book that would become almost as near and dear to Poteat as Personal Knowledge, namely, Wittgenstein's
Philosophical Investigations(PI).t Intheseremarks, | want tofocuson theimpact that PK and Pl had in shaping
Bill’ sphilosophical voice.

Of thetwoworks, | claimthat, for goodor ill, it was PK that had themore prof ound i nfluence on Poteat.
Part of what | mean in saying that the influence of PK was more profound than the influence of Pl comesfrom
noting that Poteat’ s use of Polanyi, at least in those early years, was moreindirect (to use Kierkegaard' sterm,
also one of Poteat’ s prior and also profound mentors) than his direct and explicit use of Wittgenstein' sideas.

What proved for Poteat to be very important is Wittgenstein' s concept of alanguage game. But more
generaly, | want to suggest that Bill’ s early way of indirectly appropriating Polanyi’s thought, that is, as not
mentioned, or at least as not at the focus of his philosophical meditations, has much to offer those who find
Polanyi’ swork instructive. Whilel acknowledgethat inthelater writingsof Poteat, the use of Polanyi wasmore
explicit, | would say that even here, Poteat’ swork isbetter described asPolanyianrather thanastudy in Polanyi’ s
philosophy. Whileit took mealongtimeto cometo this, after adissertation on Polanyi’ s philosophy, and after
trying toteach coursesin histhought, | now think that Bill’ searly indirect use of Polanyi hasmerit worth noting
and which Polanyians should welcome. This early indirect use of Polanyi, use without much mention, is
highlighted in Bill’ sessay in Intellect and Hope: Essaysin the Thought of Michael Polanyi (1H, 1968) entitled
“Myths, Stories, History, Eschatology and Action: Some Polanyian Meditations.”

In the first sentence of this essay, Poteat says that he will “...talk about man and language from a
perspective opened up to [him] by thewritings of Michael Polanyi” (I1H,198). And then in afootnoteto thishe
says: “ Itisimpossibleto givespecificreferencesinthePolanyi corpuswhich, thusexamined out of context, could
yield the views | am here developing. It is the impact of the corpus as a whole which has educed these
meditations.”? Consistent withthisremark, Michael Polanyi is(barely) mentioned againintheremainder of this
quite lengthy essay.® Wittgenstein, by contrast, is not only mentioned more directly, especialy his idea of
languageasagame, but itisthe perspectiveof Pl that seemstobeof focal interestin Poteat’ svision of how words
and personsareinternal ly connected and how stories, history and myth areto beunderstood. Itisnot anaccident
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that during this period many thought of Poteat as an ordinary language philosopher, a thought supported by
a spate of publications that focused on language, or better, on the later Wittgensteinian conception of it.4

Asyoumay or may not know, Poteat started histeaching career inthephilosophy department at Chapel
Hill. Thiswasaperiodjust after Bill graduatedfrom Y aeDivinity Schoal. [| mentioninpassingthat at Y al ePoteat
encountered aKierkegaardian scholar whowashimself | ater to comeunder theinfluenceof thelater Wittgenstein;
that scholar wasPaul Holmer. Poteat wasnot unduly influenced by Holmer, | think, but wastaken by Kierkegaard.
Bill oncetold methat Holmer stopped him on campusashe (Poteat) wasclutching acopy of Either/Or Vol. | close
tohisbreastandsaidtoBill: “thereisnothinginthat book.” AsPoteat’ sstudentsknow all toowell, Poteat thought
otherwise.] Whileat Chapel Hill, Bill steeped himself in philosophy and wasintrigued with theimpact of modern
philosophy on modern religion and culture. During thistime, hetook aPh.D. in Religion at Duke and wrote a
dissertation in which Pascal and Descarteswere compared and contrasted, Pascal coming out on the better end
of thiscomparison. In 1958, things changed for Bill. According to Maynard Adams, along-time colleague and
friend of Bill’ sand afixtureinthe Philosophy Department long after Bill left toteach at Duke, it wasinthisyear
that Bill Poteat found his philosophical voice.

Maynard, whowasmy own mentor inmy Ph.D. program at Chapel Hill, told methat in 1958, just after
the publication of Wittgenstein’ sPI, that the philosophy faculty at UNC had adiscussion group to read thisnew
book and evaluate these radically new ideas about language. | can’'t say much more about the details of this
discussion group except to say that Maynard told me that he knew at this point that Bill Poteat was going to be
avery good philosopher. And of course | think this was an understatement.

TheideainPI that | think impressed Poteat morethan any other wasWittgenstein’ snotion of language
games; Poteat was especially impressed by the diversity of language gameswithin ordinary language. Thisis
clearly seenin hisessay in Intellect and Hope.

Asl interpretit, Poteat took over from Wittgenstein thisideathat concepts derivetheir meaning from
their useinparticular languagegames. Each gamehasapeculiar grammar or logic. Althoughthereismuch overlap
inthese games, thereisnot just onefundamental |ogic or grammar that underliesall of them. Ordinary language
is not a language game, but consists of various languages games. As he puts it, Wittgenstein’s view is that
language, or better speech, is

comprised of a variety of language games, governed by constantly changing and seldom
specified, sometimes unspecifiable rules, played with ever-evolving counters, and among
whichtheonly relationwhich obtainedwasthat of a‘ family-resemblance... WhenL aplacesaid
of God: ‘' | havenoneed of that hypothesis,” hewasinaway makinganimportant Wittgensteinian
remark. The language games of ‘physics' and ‘chemistry’ have no use for the concept of
‘God.’...And obviously, " hearts' no more belongsto poker thanto bridge; nor doesit belong
exclusivelytocardiology (IH, 207).

LikeWittgenstein, Poteat claimsthat every concept getsitsmeaning inrelationtoitsgrammatical environment,
the central feature of which isthe occasion of its use.

To see how this works, Poteat says that concepts like “person,” “happen, ” “action,” “decision,”
“choose,” and so forth have adifferent meaning because they have different useswithin the different language
gamesof myth, stories(including artslikedrama, novels, and soforth) and histories. Moreover, therearedifferent

sensesof myth, theclassi cal andtheeschatol ogical . Poteat sometimesreferstothesedifferent gamesasarticulate
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forms, formsthat havel ogical environments; hesays, inperfect allegianceto Wittgenstein, “Noconceptislogical -
topography neutral” (IH, 227). He concludes by saying: “ Every such form depends upon and has no stronger
legitimation thanitsgrounding initsliving useamong men” (IH, 251).

Whileit isfascinating to trace the differences between the grammar of the language game of history
and the language game of the cosmos as Poteat does (a contrast often assimilated to the contrast between
Jerusalem and Athens), | must turn to the bearing of all of thison theimpact of Polanyi in the shaping of these
Wittgensteinian ideas. At the very beginning of the essay, Poteat lets us know that while he is making use of
the Wittgenstei nian concept of language games, he has hisreservations about thismodel. He says: “ There may
be aWittgensteinian fly-bottle waiting behind hisown illuminating injunction: ‘ Don’t look for the meaning of
aword, look foritsuse’, into whichwemay heedlessly fly” (IH, 210). Andwithout further ado, hewarnsusnot
tofall into thefollowing trap:

Inall our preoccupation with words astokens or tools, ashaving thisor that * use’ according
to rules—specified or implicit—like balls, rackets, bats [and so forth] or as occupying this
logical neighborhood, weareindanger of being misled by thenotion of meaningasuse—when
thisistaken exclusively in conjunction with the language-game model—misled, that is, into
overlooking the user, a conditio sine qua non of something’s having a use. The kinds of
relations| may haveto thewords| may use cannot be exhaustively displayed in termsof the
language-game analogy, or any other singleanalogy (IH, 210).

Polanyi is at work here in shaping Poteat’s acknowledgement that the language-game model is
incompletewithout personswho play these games, who inhabit the wordswith whatever personal backing that
they giveto them, along with whatever meaning these words are taken to carry. We must not forget that there
aredifferent waysof saying and different waysof readingwhat issaid, aswell asdifferent |ogical environments.
AsKierkegaard might say, these different ways of sense-giving and sense-reading include the aesthetic, the
ethical, and thereligious use of words. Or as Polanyi and Poteat might put it, all saying ispersonal, even when
itis“impersonal.”

But let me end with two brief remarks. First | noteacriticism of Wittgenstein' slanguage-game model
by one of Wittgenstein' s students, namely, Rush Rhees. | think Bill would have welcomed this criticism for it
continues hisworry about theliability of Wittgensteiniansto overlook just what Polanyi bringsto thetable, to
wit, theindispensible albeit informal role of user inthe use-model of meaning.

In akind of apostolic succession, Rush Rhees, who was Wittgenstein' s student, passed the wisdom
hegot from hismaster onto hisstudent, D. Z. Phillips. And no doubt studentsareinthebest positionto criticize
their teachers, devoted to them, and knowing them asthey do. In any case, Rhees’ criticism of Wittgenstein that
| now pass on comesviaitstelling to me by Phillips.®

Rheessaysthat Wittgensteinnever got compl etely over theformalismthat characterized hisearly period
inhisTractatus. Inthat early work, Wittgensteinwasconcernedwithlogical formastheparameter that determines
all of the possible things that can be said. In this respect he was thinking about language as bounded by rules
intheway that the game of chessis so bounded. Because chessis such aformal system, it makes perfect sense
tospeak of all of thepossiblemovesinthegame. Inprinciple, all suchmovescoul d beprogrammedintoacomputer
like Deep Blue. But Phillips says that Rhees thought that in Pl Wittgenstein’ s idea of language as consisting
of afamily of gamesdid not abandon completely the notion that language is such aformal system. Assuchwe
might beledtothink that inWittgenstein’ smodel of languageasafamily of gamesitwould makesensetocal culate
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all the possiblemoveswithin aparticul ar language game. But Rheesis, | think rightly, unhappy with thismodel
of language. Toremedy this, Rheessuggeststhat wecanfind abetter analogy for language, alessformal analogy,
if we substitute the model of a conversation for the game model.

Let medefer to Phillips’ ownwords: “ Rheesnotesthat Wittgenstein’ semphasison ‘followingarule,’
‘continuing aseries,” ‘going on in the sameway,’” have their natural home in the context of playing agame or
operating within formal systems. They are not at home, on the other hand, if wethink of our innumerable daily
conversations’ (Phillips, 104). One can be achess master but not a master of conversation in the same sense.
Indeed Rhees’ point isthat conversations proceed informally—by way of improvised responseswe might say.

Itishere, | think, that we arrive at Poteat’ s reservation about the game analogy and why he thought
it needed to be supplemented with Polanyi’ s emphasis on the role of the person (or the user) in the use-model
of meaning. And | suspect that both Poteat and Polanyi would be much more sanguine with Rhees than
Wittgenstein on just this point. Moreover, | think Polanyi might well have welcomed the idea of scienceasa
conversation as opposed to a game, and surely Poteat would have welcomed the idea of philosophy as a
conversation. And like all conversations, the give and take among the participants proceeds in ways that are
essentially informal and grounded in nothing more or less than the ongoing personal judgments of the
participantswho conduct it. Indeed, | have no doubt that both Polanyi and Poteat would resonate with theidea
of lifeitself as a conversation as opposed to a game.

Finaly, I register onefinal observation. Tomy mind Poteat saw in Per sonal Knowl edgesomethingmore
profound than Polanyi himself saw. And he was able to see this thanks to the insights he gained from
Wittgenstein. Thoseinsights center on theissue of meaning. Poteat found hisvoicein awakening (I might even
say re-awakening) to thefact that voiceisthe paradigmatic figure of meaning for human beings. (I say that this
might have been are-awakening to note my sense that Bill’ s childhood was shaped by the voice of hisfather’'s
sermons, a voice that perhaps never ceased to resound in his bones.) So then, while Polanyi’s focus was on
knowledge, Poteat’ swas on meaning and hence on language and voice. Y et in the end, Poteat might well agree
that heand Polanyi wereunifiedintheir convictionsnot only that all knowledgeispersonal but that all meaning
ispersonal aswell.

Endnotes

11 might also notethat it wasin 1958 that another great book was published (and right herein Chicago
atthat), abook thatwas destinedtobecomecanonical inPoteat’ sphilosophical library, namely, Hannah Arendt’ s
The Human Condition.

2 Poteat repeats thisideathat heisrelying on a perspective opened by Polanyi in the opening of part
two of the essay (IH, 215).

3Inanexceptional remark, Poteat bringsPolanyi’ sideasexplicitly tobear, but againinamost apassing
way asfollows: He saysthat the relation that speakers bear to their words has an active-passive quality that
“...paralels Polanyi’s tacit-explicit, subsidiary-focal, proximal-distal, attending to-attending from
dichotomies...” (IH, 199).

4 Seefor examplethreeessaysall publishedin 1959: “Birth, Suicide, and the Doctrine of Creation: An
Explorationof Analogies’ (Mind); “GodandthePrivatel” (Philosophy and Phenomenol ogical Research); and
“1 will Die: An Analysis’ (The Philosophical Quarterly).

5 The Problem of Evil and the Problem of God (Minneapolis: Fortress Press 2005). Hereafter cited in
parenthesis by page number as Phillips.
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Polanyi’s | nfluence on Poteat’s Conceptualization

of Modernity’s“Insanity” and ItsCure
Dale Cannon
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My intent isto paint in rather broad strokes Bill Poteat’ sintellectual agenda, as| cameto understand it, and
how Michael Polanyi fit into that agenda for Poteat al ongside other major intellectual mentors. Bill’ sagenda
was to expose critically and, so far as possible, to counter the fateful consequences of what he called the
“ prepossessi ons of the European Enlightenment” regar ding human knowing, human doing, and human being.
Although his work involved conceptual analysis, the nature of this conceptual-archaeology was far more
profound than what usually goes by the name “ conceptual analysis’ or “ cultural conceptual analysis.” In
effect it sought first to bring to light how the conceptual resources by which modern intellectual sreflectively
consider anything, fatefully result in a state of self-abstractedness — indeed, a kind of culturally constituted
insanity — that loses touch with the actual, concrete object of one’s concern, with one’s actual concrete self,
and with the wellsprings of one’ sintellectual passion and creativity. Second, Bill sought to curethiscultural
insanity, person by person, by ushering his students and readers into re-placement of themselves into
themselves, in possession of themselves, within the concrete context of their embodied personhood. Poteat
called attention to the way that our power s of refl ection quite systematically forget their contextual rootedness
in this (multi-leveled) cultural matrix and, beneath that, in our lived bodies — ultimately in our personhood.
Polanyi served to assist Poteat (and his students) inthisendeavor, | believe, asmuch as, or morethan, did any
other of Poteat’s several intellectual mentors.

My first direct encounter with Bill Poteat wasin agraduate course hetaught in Existential Philosophy
inFall Semester 1965. Thiswasmy first term at Duke asagraduate student in philosophy. Thefollowing Fall
Semester (1966) al ong with oneother student | did atutorial in Polanyi’ sPersonal Knowledgewith Poteatinhis
homein Chapel Hill. | had not really begun serioudly to read Polanyi for myself until that Fall. | finished my
residency at Dukein Juneof 1967, receiving my PhD in June 1969, with adi ssertati on supervised by Poteat, entitled
“MasteredIrony: ThePoint of Entry intoaPost-Critical Epistemology.” Thetitlemakesexplicitreferencetoideas
of both Kierkegaard and Polanyi, thoughit did not involveaseriousexposition of either thinker; it wasnot about
either Kierkegaard or Polanyi, though it did employ severa of their insights, conceptual innovations, and
arguments. Rather, it centered on identifying and overcoming the inherent self-abstracting tendencies of
modern modes of intellectual reflection (encapsuled inthe phrase*theironiesof themodern mind”). Asl think
about it now, this focus very much coincides, in large part, with Bill Poteat’s own agenda as | have come to
understand it.

How different and apparently incompatible Polanyi and Kierkegaard seem, especially when read as
authorsor intellectual systems unto themselves— an approach Poteat definitely discouraged his students from
taking! That Polanyi and Kierkegaard arenot only compatiblebutin certain respectsprofoundly complementary
and even convergent is characteristic of the sort of unprecedented creative contribution that Poteat brought to
Polanyi studies: Both Polanyi and Kierkegaard in certain basi ¢ respectswere getting at the same crucial issues.
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Theintellectual journey that |ed meto Poteat and Pol anyi hassomebearing on my account. Out of high
school | began with an undergraduate career-oriented major in physics and mathematics. My focus shifted to
philosophy by the middle of my second year of college. | cameto recognize later that what motivated the shift
was an increasing preoccupation with and philosophical puzzing over the consequences for our understand-
ing of ourselves that were the result of therise and coming to cultural dominance of what was supposed to be
moder n scientific under standing of theworld. (Theseconsequences| inchoately sensed then, and moreclearly
believe now, to be more on the order of deep confusions and disorientations— misunderstandings of ourselves
—thanthey weredisplacementsof ol der, ignorant, pre-scientific understandingsby newer, enlightened, scientific
understandings.)

| compl eted adoubl e undergraduate maj or (physicsand philosophy) viaan extrayear (including ayear
in Europe), whichlanded mean NDEA TitlelV Fellowshipin Philosophy and Philosophy of Scienceat Duke's
Graduate Philosophy Department. By theend of my first year at Duke (1965-66), | realizedthat nooneinDuke's
Analytic-dominated Philosophy Department was interested in working with me on the larger questions that
motivated mein philosophy. By then | had had two courses with Poteat and had come to realize that working
with and under Poteat was exactly what would most permit meto follow and support meinfollowingwhat | felt
tobemy intellectual calling. Thatled metotransfer to Duke’ sReligion Department towork directly under Poteat
with aspecial focuson Polanyi’ sthought. Polanyi’sown pilgrimagefrom physical chemistry into philosophy,
and specifically his breakthrough to post-critical philosophy, became a paradigm for my own intellectual
pilgrimage — one that led me not away from my own personal and sub-cultural roots but to arecovery and re-
appropriation of those roots.

Bill Poteat’ sown intellectual agendawas set well before meeting Polanyi. It waslargely set with his
1951 DukePh. D. dissertation (compl etedin 1950), entitled“ Pascal’ sConceptionof Manand Modern Sensibility.”
Thoughthedissertationwasostensi bly about Pascal, it wasreal ly about what Pascal sought to beabout—namely,
identifying, combating, and overcoming the self-abstracting, self-alienating, person-occluding tendencies
inherent in modern modes of reflection from the Renai ssance forward but particularly of the sort epitomizedin
Descartes.

Poteat titled hislast book, Recovering the Ground: Critical Exercisesin Recollection (Albany, NY:
SUNY Press, 1994). There herepeatedly callsattentionto thefact that the exercisesin recollection that he sets
out for his reader are not about recovering the ground but are exercises specifically designed to recover the
ground, to return hisreaders (and himself) from being lost in self-alienated abstraction, to return them to their
concrete mindbodily selves. Thiswasthedominant theme of Bill’ sintellectual calling and career: to counter a
fundamental bias built into and taken for granted in modern, critical modes of reflection —that isto say, third-
person, non-reflexive “thinking about” things (including thinking about oneself). He deliberately seeks to
identify and set out a different mode of reflective inquiry (I should say, different modes) and with different
purposesthan what is customary — because the customary modes of reflection in modernity (and most of post-
modernity) all alienateusfrom ourselvesandtheworldincommonbetweenus. Thatistosay, Bill sought topoint
the way to amode of reflective inquiry which returns us again and again to our embodied selves (before God)
and withinthe commonworld (participating thereinin common-sense-making).
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Bill Poteat was concerned to have his studentsand hisreaderslearn what wasinvolved in and engage
in what Kierkegaard identified as double-reflection for the purpose of re-duplication. The point of double-
reflection is not only to concentrate or focus on the content of reflection (“the what”) but to become aware of
and track how itiswith us personally inour actual lived, existential relationship to that content (“the how™), of
which normally we are oblivious. Why? For the sake of bringing our reflective understanding into alignment
with our lived relationship within whatever it iswe are thinking about, and vice versa (re-duplication). Why?
To overcome the manifold ironic contradictions, both comic and tragic, that pervade our lives as modern
intellectuals just beneath the surface.

Thus Poteat sought to have us existentially doubly-reflect on theintellectual tools (“the how™) with which
wethink about and reflect upon theworld and our concerns (“thewhat”), seeking to call attentionto thecultural
means/ language/ metaphors/ assumptions/ picturesweunthinkingly rely ontoreflect ontheworld and discover
how they are not neutral at all. They skew our take upon the world and abstract usfrom ourselves. Thiswork
at timeslooked like conventional conceptual analysis—and to agreat extent it was—but it always had adeeper
purposeand agenda. For example, wecan supposeweholdexplicitly toananti-Cartesianmetaphysical view but
without realizing it we more often than not continue to rely on and reinforce Cartesian ways of construing the
world. Poteat sought to call attention to the way that our powers of reflection quite systematically forget their
contextual rootednessinthiscultural matrix and, beneaththat, inour lived bodies. Polanyi servedtoassist Poteat
(and hisstudents) inthisendeavor of double-reflectionfor the sakeof re-duplication, | believe, asmuch or more
than did any other of his mentor-authors. At least Polanyi did so for me—in large part precisely because of
Polanyi’ s standing within the natural sciences and his showing how a scientist could reflect upon the work of
scientificinquiry and reflection without becoming lost in self-abstraction and self-alienation.

Largely from Kierkegaard, | believe, Poteat early on learned that the human conditionis (and fundamental
concepts about it are accordingly) through and through “ dialectical” —which isto say ambiguous: Nothing is
simply what it seemstobeonthesurface, particularly not what it appearsto beto detached, “ objective” reflection
(whosemodel of intelligibility remainsthewholly explicit,immediately apprehensible, unambiguous, “ clear and
distinctidea’). Whatisneededisasensitivity totheironicpossibilitiesinexistence. All truthastruth,considered
existentially, isinherently and essentially dialectical: what it discloses of itself isdirectly dependent on one's
own mode of relationship toit, on how fully one hasfor oneself comeinto rapport withit. When Kierkegaard
referredto“ existential” matters, heisreferring primarily to thisrelationship that we haveto thetruth of things.
It would not bewrong to say that existential mattersare precisely mattersof spirit or spirituality intheauthentic
senseof thesewords. Tokeepintouchwithand monitor thisexistential relationshipwehavetothetruth of things
requiresadifferent kind of reflectionthan usual: what Kierkegaard called apassionate, “ subjective’ reflection,
areflection that attends more to the “how” of truth (how it isto berealized in existence) than to the “what” of
truth. An approach to, and communication of, truth that attends to the “what” asif the “how” can be blithely
ignored presumes that truth is not dialectical but is evidently the same for al. Such an approach and
communication Kierkegaard speaks of as direct. On the contrary, an indirect or dialectical approach (and
communication of truth) that addresses thistacit relationship of ourselvesto truth isalwaysin order —indeed,
isessential. Unless a person becomes aware of and sensitive to this, she or heisliable to misunderstand and
mistakewhat Poteat wasall about and what hefoundin Polanyi. SometimesPolanyi wasawareof and sensitive
tothis, at other timeshewasnot. Andthat is, in large measure, where the difference between them lies.
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In any case, encountering Polanyi’ s thought heightened, deepened, and re-focused Poteat’ s agenda.
Heread someof Polanyi’ searly essaysin 1952, and amanuscript of the Gifford L ecturesin 1955whilein England
studying ordinary language philosophy. His appreciation of the radicalness of Polanyi’s criticism of (to use
Poteat’ swords in Polanyian Mediations: In Search of a Post-Critical Logic [Durham, NC: Duke University
Press, 1985], 2) “theprepossessi onsof the European Enlightenment” [“ concerning thenature of humanknowing
and doing, and, by implication, of the architectonics of learned inquiry erected upon this Enlightement
foundation”] grewwiththeyears, particularly witha“ breakthrough” Poteat experienced (intoapersonally deeper
re-duplication) in 1968 with histravel to Greeceand meeting with Greek scul ptor EvangelosM oustakas. (For his
own autobiographical account of this “breakthrough,” see the Prologue to Polanyian Mediations.) In other
words, Polanyi’s thought complemented and refined Bill Poteat’s agenda, which in turn provided a critical
perspectiveon Polanyi’ sownwork —asto how faithful Polanyi wasto what Poteat had become convinced were
Polanyi’ s deepest insights and profoundest criticisms of the legacy of the Enlightenment.

Polanyi isonly one of several intellectual mentorsfor Poteat, including (in addition to Blaise Pascal)
SarenKierkegaard, Ludwig Wittgenstein (inhislater work), Maurice M erleau-Ponty, and Hannah Arendt. These
werethemostimportant. Otherstoowereimportant, however: W. H. Auden, Elizabeth Sewd |, William Faulkner,
Gabriel Marcel, Denis DeRougemont, John MacMurray, Paul Ricoeur, Walter Ong, Hans Jonas, Erwin Straus,
George Steiner, John Austin, H. Richard Niebuhr, Joseph Church, Chaim Perelman, Thorlief Boman, Johannes
Pederson, Walker Percy, Evangel os Moustakas, Paul Cezanne, and many others. All werecriticsof modernity
(atleast in the respects wherein Poteat was drawn to them): all werediagnosers of the cultural crisis/malaise of
modernity and the* prepossessi ons of the European Enlightenment,” all sought to find pointersto asaner, more
wholesome, truer understanding of ourselvesand theworld about us. Poteat excelled in putting these thinkers
intheirwritingsinto creativedia oguewith each other (especially intheclassroom), using eachto counterbal ance,
correct, and fill out what was missing in the others; each throwing new light on matters of common concern.
Without the others (without the “triangulation” afforded by holding each in creative tension with the others)
thecentral crisisof modernity anditsissueswouldbelessclear, lesswell understood. Thusfor Poteat and Poteat’s
students, Polanyi wasrarely, if ever, read and appreciated asathinker by himself, asathought-world untoitself,
or asasolution to the crisis of modernity on hisown. No onethinker, in Poteat’ s estimation, could or should
be! Polanyi was aways only one entrée among othersinto sorting out the muddle of modernity (though to be
sure some were more important in certain respects than were others). And that is how Poteat, | think, would
counsel usto be reading Polanyi today.

Family resemblances among these writers included their different accounts of a large range of
problematic consequences and manifold overwhelming temptations issuing from “the prepossessions of the
European Enlightenment concerning the nature of human knowing and doing” plus deep resonances in their
critique of these consequences and temptations with a Biblical/Hebraic sensibility: varying expressions of
gnosticism (or “angelism/bestialism” to usethe evocative phrase of Walker Percy); varying formsof nihilism;
romanticirony asan existential standpoint; unbounded eroticism (“sensual erotic genius’ to useKierkegaard's
phrase); alossof any substantial senseof reality (asenseof unreality, and acorrespondingindistinction between
reality and so-called virtual redlity); aloss of commonsense; aloss of reflexive self-reference (at least in any
concrete sense); aloss of concreteness and of concrete orientedness within our bodies; aloss of the sense of

26



our embodied incarnate condition; aloss of the sense of being present with and to other persons; aloss of the
otherness of things (loss of co-presence and mutuality); a loss of worth and goodness of things and the
corresponding sense that we arein somefundamental sense answerabl e to them and for them; an uprootedness
fromthewell springsof our passions; asuperordination of thevisual sensoriumand of thevisual fieldfromwhich
the seer/knower isasif it were absent; the exteriorization of our sensibility; aninability to give credenceto any
standpoint other than what the later Husserl called ‘the natural standpoint’ — namely, third-person, detached,
impersonal spectation; thedominanceof amechani zed conception of theworldripefor unhindered exploitation;
alack of appreciationfor paradox, metaphor, i ndirection (indirect communication), ambiguity, irony, and humor
(andthat thereare sometruthsthat simply cannot be said clearly and distinctly), or contrariwise an unrestrained
reveling inthem (asin post-modern romantic irony); aprejudice on behalf of formalized, context independent,
univocal, tensel esslanguage (paradigmatically mathematics); aprejudicial dispositiontotreat thingsunder the
aspect of abstract homogeneous space and time; aradical discontent with being domiciled in aparticular time
and placeand cultureand anirrepressiblehankering for being el sewhere(what Max Picard called“infiniteflight”);
alossof any happy comingtogether inasynthesisof infinitudeandfinitude, of theinfiniteinthefinite, of ideality
in the everyday; etc.

Poteat found counters to these manifold temptations of modernity in large measure (though not
exclusively) intermsof abiblical or Hebrai c sensibility (Jewishand Christian). Heoften spokeof biblical themes,
concepts, images, metaphors, etc. as“ Y ahwist” motifs of thought. Here, it seems, for Poteat, was the locus of
our sanest prepossessions of knowing and being. Key to these, of course, isthe I-Thou, personal encounter,
first- and second-person interaction and exchange, between theindividual personand God, and between person
and person. Inprayer conceived aspersonal encounter (indeed, conceived aboveall aspersonalizing encounter)
we find the most profound expression of language, kairos time vs. homogeneous time, place vs. space, the
Augustinian motif of faith seeking understandinginlovevs. the Hellenic motif of thepriority of intellect towill
and passion, calling vs. socia role and status. Important in making sense of thisisthe fact that for Poteat, as
for Kierkegaard, and perhaps for Pascal too, being aperson of Christian faith was not amatter of assenting to
abody of theol ogical beliefsor even of indwelling aparti cular symbol systemand set of stories(oneamong others)
—thoughsubsidiarily, theseoriented himtowhat did matter). Itwasfirst of all amatter of returningtoand owning
up tothe particular concrete self oneiscalled to be before God, aboveall vis-avisthedecisively personalizing
historical incarnation of God in Christ. Christianity for Poteat was not a content for thought, not a what to
contemplateintellectually, but aradical addressthat concernsour very “existence,” i.e., howweareintheworld
and how we relate to everything qua responsible person.

Rooted inthese concernsand these prepossessi ons, Poteat found much to besatisfiedwithin Polanyi’s
thought and much to be dissatisfied with. Remarkably, Poteat did not find in Polanyi’ s explicit reflections on
religion much with which he agreed. Where he found himself most profoundly in agreement with Polanyi was
inPolanyi’ sunderstanding of theperson of theknower, theknower ascalled and responsibly obeyingthat calling,
pursuing hidden discoveries, andtheknower asexperiencing self-transformationin her/hisdeepening graspand
indwelling of reality both transcendent and immanent, a reality that evocatively manifests itself, yes, but
inexhaustibly (see Polanyian Meditations, pp. 133, 136 et passim.) According to Poteat, Polanyi often said
incredibly profound things and said them more profoundly than he realized, but often Polanyi failed to realize
that profundity and later unfortunately came to qualify, compromise, or discount some of the most profound
thingsthat hehad said. Overall, aswithal thegreat philosophical writersby whom Poteat was mentored, each
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had failings and shortcomings; each failed fully to appreciate and remain faithful to their profoundest insights
into the predicament of modernity and how to extract ourselves from it. (Toward the end of hislife, Poteat
discovered abook which profoundly confirmed and deepened hisintuitionsinto what hetook to bethe culture-
wide insanity of modern life, Madness and Modernism: Insanity in the Light of Modern Art, Literature, and
Thought by LouisA. Sass[Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1992]. Among the sourceswithwhich
Poteat had earlier become well acquainted that contributed to his diagnosis of the insanity of modern culture,
special mention needs to be made of the novels and essays of Walker Percy.)

Poteat spoke repeatedly of the crisisof modern cultureasan [intellectual] culture-wideinsanity, and
meant that chargequiteliterally, thoughhewaskeenly awareof theironiescreatedinsodoing. And heunderstood
his own task (and the larger task of hisintellectual mentors) asthat of curing thisinsanity and returning usto
our selves, to who we are as concrete, embodied persons, persons before God —yet not supposing that it could
be done straightforwardly or easily —least of al asasocia program to be advocated for the masses.

A couple of times (not often though —in fact, rather rarely), | recall Poteat having referred to himself
asdoing propadeutical (preparatory) philosophical work for more-or-lessorthdox Christian theology, inakind
of servantrolefor Christiantheol ogy (or perhapsmorebroadly for Christianintellectualsgenerally). Theproblem
wasthat few of thetheol ogiansaround him cameclose, in hisjudgment, tofilling thebill for what hehadinmind,
or fully grasping and appreci atingwhat hewasdoing. To histhinking, most contemporary theol ogians(especially
those of amore liberal persuasion, but so also those of afundamentalist cast) fell victim to the self-abstracting
intellectual matrix (habits) of modernity that he was committed to challenging and overcoming.

Somekey “borrowings’ or “minings’ of Poteat from Polanyi: mindbody, mindbodily (though hecoined
these two terms himself, they emerged directly from meditating on Polanyi’s writings), the impossibility of
exhaustive (compl ete) reflection and arti cul ation of any subject, our powersof reflection being groundedin pre-
reflective acts of being in the world (which derived as much from Merleau-Ponty as from Polanyi), bodily
presuppositions of our thought and powers of reflection, the incarnate roots of our concepts (our assumptions
and presuppositions) in our bodies, tacit intimations of meaning, alternative picturesof what itisto reflect and
inquire than those of the Cartesian and Enlightenment inheritance, knowing and being as being mutually
implicated in each other, unspecifiable presuppositions, subsidiary clues, the pregnancy with meaning of the
pre-articulate; the from-to stretch of attention (temporally no less than spatially) — indeed, the entire tacit
dimension of thingsthat constitute the subsidiary particulars from which we attend in attending to the foci of
our interests; and certainly adefining characteristic of reality asthat which manifestsitself inexhaustibly.

Bill Poteat’ s publication that most explicitly takes Polanyi’ sthought into discussion ishis Polanyian
Meditations: In Searchof aPost-Critical Logic. | wouldlikebriefly tocharacterizewhat Poteat meant by “ apost-
critical logic.” | wasinfairly closecontact withhimwhenhewasinitially undertakingthisproject. | may bewrong,
but I believe | may have been the one who suggested to him this particular phrase aswhat it was he was getting
atinhisinitial writing effortsthat led tothisbook. Regardless,innoway do| want totakecredit for theconception
that lay behind it.
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What Poteat meant by it saysalot about what he took Polanyi to mean by “ post-critical,” and aswell
what hetook to bethe radical import of Polanyi’ sthought for newly understanding and re-conceiving “logic,”
“reason,” “rationality,” and related concepts from what they have long been taken to mean by Enlightenment
thought and mainstream modern philosophy. For us here at this conference, what Poteat was getting at by the
phrase can provide for us a paradigm of the relationship between Poteat’ s thought and that of Polanyi.

Poteat read Polanyi as directing usto there-place-ment al of the deracinate (= uprooted) products of
enlightened critical thought back within the tacit concrete pre-lingual context of their emergence and their
appropriate use (compare Wittgenstein here: both “L ook not for meaning but for use” and “a picture held us
captive”), replacing them back within the stretch of attention between the inarticul ate, inchoate intimations of
meaning, connection, and order we sense within our mindbody and the actual articulations of appropriate/
normative/ correct meaning, connection, and order which we express and seek to have confirmed between us.
Formal logic, as such, is not only an abstract, decontextualized, highly refined and sophisticated articulate
skeleton [actually asystem of signs of such a skeleton] of some of these normative relationships (precisely the
onesthat remain univocally the same from one context to another, ignoring all that are not context-invariant).
Wecannot assuch learnrationally toinquireand reason directly through employing formal logic and following
its explicit rules [despite the suasions of formal logic enthusiasts to have formal logic be acore subject of the
general university curriculum] ,nomorethanwecanlearntorideabicyclethrough being handed theengineering
formulafor keepingabicycleupright viashiftsof weight and appropriately orienting thefront wheel for any given
velocity. We cannot, because understanding and applying formal logic depends upon informal, tacit skills of
interpretation and application of the formally explicit terms, concepts, principles and rules, but, even more
fundamentally, upon our prior but still present, more primitivetacit, pre-lingual, groping mindbodily effortsto
discern meaning, make sense, and find connections between things.

Thusa*“ post-critical logic” would belogic (both formal and informal) re-placed, re-appropriated, and, as
a result, reconceived as a mindbodily extension of ourselves toward what we accredit to be normatively
interconnected thoughts —that isto say, logic as employed responsibly by areasoning person. |ndeed, formal
logicis nothing, is meaningless, without that tacit appropriation and grounding —even when it forgetsitsroot
and ground in our mindbody’ s hold upon the world.

Now isthisamatter of giving exposition and extension to Polanyi’sideas? Yesand no. While at times
itisPolanyi exposition, inimportant respectsitisdoing aPol anyiankind of post-critical analysisof logicd, rational
thinking —following up that toward which Polanyi pointed, following up intimations of further aspects of the
realitieswhich Polanyi’ sownwritingsdisclosed. Wasit/isit alwaysconsistent withwhat Polanyi wrote? Well,
both yesand no. Whichisprecisely what, | believe, Polanyi would affirm and expect.

SomeQuestionsfor Further Consider ation

e What isPoteat’ sintellectual home base/foundation/tradition? | think we all have some notion of it, but it
isnot something that surfacesprominently assuchinwhat Poteat wrote or taught. What placeandroledoes
it grant to Christian revelation? Where, if anywhere, might we place Poteat theol ogically and hermeneuti-
cally? Doesit matter? We need to recall and take into account here Poteat’ s deliberate adoption of irony
(which he sought to keep mastered) at timesin histeaching and in interpersonal relations.

e |nsome sense, Poteat sought to establish a new intellectual tradition, asit were, among his students and
the principal writers/thinkersthat were the meat of the reading program in which he directed his graduate

students. How doesthisappear inlight of thework of Alasdair Maclntyreand Jaroslav Pelican (inaddition
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to Polanyi) about the crucial role of tradition for thought?

Regarding Poteat’ scritique(s) of Polanyi: What areitskey points? What should wemakeof Poteat’ scritique
in PM of Polanyi as being inconsistently Y ahwist?

Poteat’ sprojectinrelation to Polanyi’ sproject? Neither ispre-modernist. Neitherismodernist. Neitheris
post-modernist in most senses of the phrase. Both are post-critical in some sense (both claim this phrase).
In the same sense? |s Poteat’s “return to the ground” identical to Polanyi’s shift (from a modernist/
Enlightenment/critical perspective) to what he understands as post-critical? If not identical, then how do
they differ?

What difficulties stand in the way of understanding and fully embracing Poteat’ s perspective? For many,
Poteat was and remains a mystery asto what hisviewsreally were, where he stood on important matters,
and where hisown perspectivefitinto (if at all) hishearer’ sframe of reference. (No doubt thisdependson
whoisunder consideration.) Isit moredifficult than understanding and embracing Polanyi’ sperspective?
Isit vulnerableto the charge of being in somesensedlitist? Too ‘far out’ ? Tooradical? Toointellectually
sophisticated?

Polanyi scholars have spent not a little time wondering and exploring why Polanyi has not been better
received among professional philosophers and intellectuals generally. Might we ask and explore similar
guestions about Poteat? Arethetwo casesinstances of the same problem and the same causes, or do they
differ in significant respects?

Towhat extentisPoteat’ sperspectiveuniquely Poteatian? How ‘ common’ (widely shared, evenamonghis
students) isit? How common could it be/lbecome? How sharableisit? How common should it become?
How important and irreplaceableisit?

Thedifficultiesand obstaclesonemeetsin Poteat’ shyper-reflexivewriting/rhetorical style: How essential/
necessary arethey towhat it seeksto communicate? Can Poteat’ sviewsbesimplified (communicated more
clearly) without loss? Or does that communication always require the dialectical sophistication Poteat
embodied in himself and demanded of his students?

Similarly, towhat extentisit possiblefor someonewishingtotodofor others, and for studentsin particular,
what Poteat sought to do by way of enabling arecovery of themselvesfrom reflective self-abstraction and
repl acing themsel vesin possessi on of themsel veswithintheconcrete context of their embodied personhood?
Haveany of Poteat’ sown studentsbeen ableto accomplish thisfeat? How effectively and with how many
of their students? What conditions facilitate its accomplishment and what obstacles frustrate it? Isit
possible for others who have not been Poteat’ s direct students/disciples in this endeavor to take on and
pursueit? Further, what canwelearnfromtheir coll ective experienceabout transitioning readersof Polanyi
fromacritical to apost-critical perspective?

30



Salto Mortale;
Poteat and the Righting of Philosophy

D. M. Yeager

ABSTRACT KeyWords: agency, commitment, heuristics, F. H. Jacoghi, Michagl Polanyi, WilliamH. Poteat, salto
mortale.

Ranging himself against philosophical and theological traditions that he considered “ bankrupt,” William
H. Poteat sought to set philosophy back on its feet by exemplifying the way one might reason philosophically
fromadifferent set of assumptions. Hisproject can, inthisrespect, beusefully comparedtothat of F. H. Jacobi
two centuriesearlier. Poteat and Michael Polanyi offered attuned critiquesof philosophical presuppositions
and practices. Constructively, both were committed to bringing home the agent and knower who had been
evacuated by depersonalized and abstracted accounts of being and knowing.

Supposethat philosophersreally are” out of their senses’ andreally do“walk ontheir heads.” Suppose,
furthermore, that you areal most al onein being abl eto perceivethe pathosof theirimpaired crania hopping. Heads
downward, their feet treading air, their heels where their ears should be, they see everything upside down,
including you. With dogmatic certitude, they trade and sparkle among themselves, dismissing you asacrank,
if they noticeyou at all. What would you do? What intellectual (and moral) obligation would you have? In
considering the contribution of William H. Poteat (even—or perhaps especi ally—when the matter of particular
interest istherelation of hiswork to that of Michael Polanyi), thisiswherewemust begin, becausethisiswhere
he, rightly or wrongly, began.

It was Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi, two centuries before Poteat, who surveyed his philosophical
colleagues and complained, “Itisasif | saw people walking on their heads while they shout at the top of their
voices. ‘Hop! Hop!" and ‘ Hop away fromthe heretic who, scornful of thehead, remainsstanding on hisfeet!’”*
Poteat and Jacobi arealikeinat | east this: they areboth powerful critics, abletodiscernnot just local andreparable
oversights and inconsistencies in this or that philosophical argument, but also the invidious and infectious
implications of the foundational assumptions upon which philosophical analysesarebuilt. They areasoalike
inthinking that philosophy can only be put right by beginning from different assumptions. Jacobi’ sinvitation
to Lessing—that he perform the acrobatic feat of a salto mortale in order to somersault from an inverted to an
upright position—images Poteat’s own diagnosis and prescription with respect to modern philosophy.2

This comparison with Jacobi isnot justified by anything in Poteat’ s biography. | do not recall Poteat
ever makingreferenceto Jacobi inhiswritingsor inconversation (although | dodistinctly remember hisdescribing
philosophers as “walking on their heads”). | bring the two into conjunction simply because their improbable
likenesses help usto see why the work of Michael Polanyi engaged Poteat to the extent that it did. | would be
surprised if Poteat ever doubted for amoment that it was he who was “right side up,” but he also knew hewas
looking out at averitable seaof eye-level boot laces. Therewereafew others, though, who also had the ground
undertheir feet, and hegravitatedtothemasallies. That iswhy figureslikePolanyi, L udwig Wittgenstein, George
Steiner, and Sgren Kierkegaard were so particularly important as anchors in Poteat’s philosophical and
pedagogical program. That Polanyi enjoyed pride of place among these confederatesisplain not only fromthe
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title of and prologue to Polanyian Meditations but also from earlier essays. For example, in“ George Steiner:
Extra-Territorial Critic,” after both expressing hisappreciation of Steiner’ sinsight andfaulting Steiner for “loss
of nerve,” he contrasts Steiner’ swork with those who do not succumb to the“evasions’ of critical thought and
who“ haveexplicitly movedto post-critical options.” HenamesWittgenstein and Maurice Merleau-Ponty, but
“most of all Michael Polanyi in Personal Knowledge: Toward a Post-Critical Philosophy.”2

Itiscertainly truethat Poteat did not think of himself asastudent or interpreter of Polanyi or any of the
others; his calling was not to become a commentator explaining, defending, and embroidering the work of
someoneelse. But as peers, they provided confirmation of hisfundamental critique; they werewitnesses, like
himself, totherecovery of “commonsense.” They, too, treated modern philosophy, if not modern thought more
generaly, as strangely and obstinately inverted. They, too, were performing, each in a distinctive way, the
treacherous feat of the salto mortale.

1. Conver gences

Of course, hiscollegial relationshipwith Polanyi brought Poteat morethan moral supportinhisanalysis
of the failures of philosophy. In conceiving acorrective aternative, the two were deeply attuned, so attuned
that | do not think we can identify distinctively Polanyian elementsin Poteat’ sthought. At best, we can only
point to places where Poteat chose to develop his own position in Polanyian language and structures. Of the
many that might be mentioned here, | will confine myself to three.

1.1 Faith that grounds knowledge and action

Poteat, for all hishostility to modern philosophical assumptions, possessed philosophical acuity of a
caliberthat | haverarely encountered since. Inboth hiscriticismand hisconstructivework, hetheref oreexpected
of himself alogic that was superior to what herejected. No fuzzy, second-rate argumentswould do. Polanyi’'s
distinctive analysis of the actual operations of the working scientist opened for Poteat a clear, precise, and
philosophically persuasive account of the fiduciary character of al acts of knowing. Polanyi’sframing of the
“logicof affirmation” and histheory of thefrom-to structureof al learningandknowing provided away toframe
theattack onnarrow conceptionsof rational ity without havingtofal | back intotheswamp of intuitions, sensibility,
feelings and sensations, and innate certainties (a swamp that Jacobi and others since have seldom found the
languageto escape). Now, to be sure, when Poteat first read Personal Knowledgein manuscript, he already had
in place his knowledge of Pascal, Kierkegaard, and H. Richard Niebuhr. He had been tussling with the
pervasiveness of faith and the limits of reason all along, but, to take just one example from these authors, the
contrast between reason and the reasons of the heart, while it brings the cognitive and the conative into some
sort of connection, leaves them sundered despite the word play. Polanyi, in contrast, traced the operations of
faith, reliance, and commitment withinthemost putatively objectiveandrational of human enterprises. Without
any deliberatefanfare, hesimply filledinoneof thevariousgreat ditches(some) phil osophershad been struggling
for several centuriesto get across.

Perhapseven moreimportantly, Polanyi provided astructurethat justified holding “ unproven beliefs,”
a structure that installed the indemonstrabl e as the unavoidable starting point of demonstration. He did this
without appealing to any supernatural or mystical ground and without supposing any problematic intuitions or
special organs of knowledge. At the same time that Polanyi banished methodological doubt, he removed the

philosophical shame associated with reliance on the doubt-able. He thus made space for Poteat to write those
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last two paragraphs of “Myths, Stories, History, Eschatology, and Action”:

Such fiduciary grounding cannot be explicitly prescribed; nor isthere any sure protection
against its eventual erosion.

After three centuries of a quest for, if not an assurance of, certainty we must contritely
confess that we in the Western world have lived by nothing more substantial than hope,
recoghizing neverthel essthat hope has alwaysbeen rewarded by unexpected knowledgeand
that speech, made bold by hope, has always disclosed to us more than we could explicitly
anticipate and than we can ever fully say. “What the dead had no speech for, when living, /
They cantell you, being dead: the communication / Of the dead istongued with fire beyond
the language of theliving.”*

1.2 Heuristic passion

Jacobi’s attack on eighteenth-century construals of rationality that reduced reason to explanation,
together with the inadequacy of Jacobi’s own repeated efforts to formulate a persuasive alternative account,
remind us, should we need any reminding, of just how tightly and invisibly weare all bound to the construal of
knowledge as repeatable or at least traceable explanatory mastery. Polanyi’s reconstruction of knowing,
accomplished by treating it as an action motivated by heuristic passion, provided Poteat with a means of
conceptualizing (a means more philosophically convincing than the psychological theories offered by figures
like Piaget) hisown way of leaping over “rock and abyss’ to land “firmly and in good health with both feet on
theotherside.”® Discovery, therevelatory unfolding of the only now known, replacesthetracing and projecting
of causal chains as the very soul of the active, groping, achieving enterprise of reasoning.

Thenotion of “intellectual passions” generally allowed Poteat, in one oxymoronic stroke, to override
troublesomereceived dichotomies. | remember hisholding out to methisideaof intellectual passionasthethread
by which I might find my way from my background in literary studies into the world of philosophical and
theol ogical theory for which | wasso manifestly ill prepared. Amongtheintellectual passions, heuristic passion,
in Polanyi’ s sense of “truth-bearing passion,”® was especially important to him because of its power not only
to account for feats of discovery but also to capture (without any self-sabotaging attempt to explain) creativity
and originality—novelty inthelife of themind and in our socia “world.”

It seemstome (though | admit that | have no firmer evidenceto offer in support of thissuggestion than
my ownlimited senseof whohewas) that it al sogavehimanamefor hisowndriving, striving, searching, restless
journey. Itenabled himto claim hisinability to find aplace of peaceasavirtuerather than areason for despair.
He adverted many timesto what he called the withessing presence of the philosophers whose lives and daily
practices were, in hisjudgment, totally disconsonant with the theories that they proffered. In contrast, he not
only taught about but also witnessed to the vital reality of heuristic passion.

Moreover, it seemsto mein retrospect that heuristic passion was what he wanted more than anything
else from his graduate students. (I regret to say that at thetime, cluelessas | was, | did not really understand
that.) That desirewas, | would suggest, what made him aliberating and inspiring teacher. To seek to cultivate
genuine heuristic passion in one' s studentsis aremarkable undertaking, requiring almost unfathomabl e trust:
trust that the student has enough of afoundation to reach for true insight; trust that the student will lay hold
of aninsight that is not hopelessly redundant and banal; and trust that even if theinsight is redundant or banal,
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the simple endeavor of working it out in risk and responsibility will justify the venture.
1.3 The evacuation of the agent

Poteat complained frequently and colorfully about the philosophical fantasy of the “deracinate’
knower, plucked up out of body and history, and divested of concreteparticul arity inorder toreasonimpersonally
and therefore reliably. Y et his more serious and abiding concern focused on the tendency of philosophical
accountsto empty knowing, eval uation, and decision of any vestiges of agency at all. Fallaciousasit might be
topretendtouproot theknower fromher or hishistorical context, itisevenworsetoleave*thought” or “judgment”
suspendedinair to drift unanchored among impersonal and disowned “ systems’ that are scrutinized abstractly
fortheirlogic, their coherence, their truth—all without any referenceto the agentswho makethe claims, uphold
their truth, and act inthe social spacethat they create. Here Polanyi’ soften almost inarticulatereferencestothat
irreducible, awaysoperational “centre of action,” “autonomous centre of decision,” and “ primordial centre of
individuality”” convergewith Poteat’ sexplorations of the mysterious and elusive character of the“l.” Poteat’s
publication record makesit clear that hisinterest in and devel opment of thetheme of agency waswell underway
by thetime he encountered Polanyi’ swork, but Polanyi’ stheory of emergence, which groundsthe mind and all
itsoperations(fromthemost rudimentary perception up throughthemost el aborate abstract conceptualizati ons)
intheintricaciesof bodily probing of world, sufficed to openfor Poteat thepossibility of recasting thereflexive,
reflective”|” asthecomposite, thoroughly temporal mindbody that dominatesPoteat’ slatebooks. Thisattempt
to give some sort of philosophical account of the systematically elusive and unsayable ground and meaning of
agency and therefore freedom constitutes Poteat’ s most distinctive and most significant contribution.

Indeed, thereisreason to think that on this point Poteat may have attributed to Polanyi’ swork more
than Polanyi himself putintoit. Thecriticism of Meaning put forward by Ron Hall and Bruce Haddox provides
acase for reflection. They object that in his last, co-authored book Polanyi seems to move backward from
important ground that he had staked out in Personal Knowledge. Meaning treats science and art as quite
different, whereas Personal Knowledge, asthey read it, makes“ an innovative claim that science and art were
grounded inthesamestructureof inquiry, thekey feature of whichwasthe centrality of theimaginative, creative
person.”® Hall argues, against the grain of the argumentsin Meaning, that just as the scientist and the artist
both “disappear” behind their work, the works of both science and art, mutatis mutandis, can only properly be
accountedfor by referencetotheagency and ownership of thescientist or theartist.° Haddox iseven moreexplicit
about the evacuation of agency he finds in Meaning:

The presence of persons as indicators in our first person language shows explicitly what
Polanyi hasalwaysmaintainedisthefiduciary grounding of all claims. What thismeansisthat
all “framed” indications cannot beanalyzed adequately inthemsel ves, as Polanyi seemstobe
doing in Meaning, but must be cast within thelogic of personal action. “Framed” scienceis
apersonal achievement of an abstract naturewhichisused by someonetoindicate something
about an aspect of redlity.

The point hereisthat indication [the “integration” offered by the scientist or the artist in
order to"indicatesomething about theworld”] isanact by someone, not alogi cal characteristic
of aparticular classof propositions. ... . Likescience, art iscreated by theimagination through
abstractionandiswhat itisby virtue of how itisused in personal action. Polanyi arguesthis
in Personal Knowledge. He seemsto forget it in Meaning.™®

34



| entirely agree with the critique of Meaning advanced by Hall and Haddox. But | wonder whether our sense of
theregressivecharacter of Meaning arisesbecausePolanyi really did“ forget” what hehad achievedinhisearlier
work or whether Poteat taught thethreeof usto“hear” in Polanyi’ searlier work amoredevel oped phil osophical
account of “the grounds of human action,” the “logical priority” of “first-person indication,” and “the self-
involving nature of all actions’*! than Polanyi ever put there.?

Conversely, though, | think it isal so appropriateto wonder whether Poteat may, inhislater work, have
excessively diminished thesocial dimension of agency that Polanyi carefully preserved. It sometimesseemsas
if Poteat gave way to that seductive “turn to the self” that he had attacked as it manifested itself in critical
philosophy—not, to besure, ingivinginto subjectiveidealism, butin“forgetting” thesocial natureof “world.”
Consider two claims, oneearly and onelate, fromhiswriting. In*“ Faithand Existence,” an essay whichisdeeply
consonant withthework of H. Richard Niebuhr and which appearedin TheHibbert Journal in 19531954, Poteat
richly exploresthe proposition that “a man’ sidentity is given by that which he ultimately loves and trusts, for
it isthisthat imparts unity to all his purposes, volitions, and acts by defining his existence, asawhole; that as
heisfaithlessto this heinsomuch loses hisidentity. . . ”** Roughly thirty-five yearslater, in A Philosophical
Daybook, we find what seemsto meto be aquiteradically different understanding of the unity that constitutes
personhood: “My mindbody is the absolutely radical and prior—at the root of and antecedent to absolutely
everything (!)—hereand now: theprimordial place; whenceall timesand spacesare pretended; that every time
and spaceretrotends. Therebeingthisplaceisnot thecondition of my mindbodily integrity; itisthisintegrity.” 4

2. Persuasion, Ambivalence, and I nfluence

Asnearly every commentator on Jacobi takes painsto point out (and as Jacobi himself felt compelled
toinsist), thesaltomortaleisnotablind, feet-firstleapintotheabyss(or ditch). Itisarisky attempt toright oneself
by one's own daring powers. It isatreacherous maneuver, and performed on atightrope, it can befata. Itis
onething to criticize the way philosophy (or theology) isbeing done. Itisquite another to propel oneself from
the same formative grounding forward or backward through the air to land at some distance on on€e’s feet.
Although Jacobi’ s contribution seemsto be attracting new interest, the general judgment still seemsto bethat,
despitehisimportanceasacritic and polemicist, the philosophical alternative he devel oped (insofar asit canbe
articulated clearly enough to befairly evaluated) isneither particularly helpful nor successful. And Poteat? In
the end, must the same be said of him?

| confessthat | find thebooksthat hewroteat theend of hiscareer disappointing. Jacobi’ sconstructive
project shipwrecked because he was never able to make clear how he thought reason ought to be understood,
if it was not to be understood asthe philosophers of hisday (and most philosophers since, for that matter) have
understood it. In contrast to the extraordinary lucidity of his critiques of Spinoza, Kant, Fichte, and Lessing,
Jacobi’ sown philosophical contribution thusremains oddly out of focus. My disappointment in Poteat’ sfinal
summings up is not that the fundamental insight remainsunclear. In my judgment, the final books do a quite
extraordinary job of consolidating the project that he began in the 1950swith “ Birth, Suicide, and the Doctrine
of Creation” (1959),“‘ I Will Die’: AnAnalysis’ (1959), and“ God andthe’ Private-1'" (1960). My disappointment
arisesbecausel donot think thefinal bookssucceedinestablishingwhy the* primacy of theperson” really matters
orwhatisgained by anchoring all knowinginmindbodily immediacy, tonality, retrotension, and protension. He
failsto show the use. Hefailsto show that or how thiswill get us*“ out of the fly bottle.” Thiswould be, from
Polanyi’ s point of view, afailure of persuasive passion.
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Polanyi has quite alot to say, in his chapter on theintellectual passions, about persuasive passion, a
passion awakened by our hunger for response. Whileuniversal intent alwaysrequiresthat aknower seek tobring
othersto share her or hisconvictions, the most vivid examples of (and challengesfor) persuasive passion arise
when the discoverer is driven to adopt a new framework of interpretation. Persuasive passion, like heuristic
passion, involvesthecrossing of agap, but thegapisdifferent: “ Totheextent towhichadiscoverer hascommitted
himself toanew vision of reality, hehasseparated himself from otherswho still think ontheoldlines.” > Formal
argument and demonstration will not succeed when oneiscalling othersto adopt “anew way of reasoning.” In
such cases, supplemental strategies are required, and Polanyi names two: (1) The opponent’ sway of arguing
must betotally discredited, and the opponent must “ be madeto appear asthoroughly deluded,” which, Polanyi
grants, “will easily cometoimply that he[is] afool, acrank or afraud. ¢ Thus, headds,“Inaclash of intellectual
passionseach sidemust inevitably attack the opponent’ sperson.”” (2) But Polanyi also notesthat “ proponents
of anew system can convincetheir audienceonly by first winning their intellectual sympathy for adoctrinethey
have not yet grasped.”® Polanyi himself does not comment on the startling dissonance between thetwo. The
second is far easier to achieve with one’s students than with one’s philosophical peers, so perhaps it is not
surprising that Poteat’ sintellectual life, particularly after Polanyi’ s death, seemed to find its center among his
doctoral students. To employ thefirst strategy almost always forecloses the second. Moreover, thefirst, asa
strategy of persuasion, supposes that avigorous conversation isin progressin which advocates of competing
systems actively contend in the effort to show the bearing of their claimsupon thereal. Ironicaly, asPoteat’s
thought matured, he seems not to have sought that and may even have actively refused it. Certainly Poteat’s
choice of meditativereflection removed himfromthe‘ agora inwhich“heuristicpassionwill . .. turn (and have
to turn) into persuasive passion.”®

But perhapsthisisunfair. Giventhedilemmaof thethinker whose salto mortale hasmade himunable
to speak any longer in the language of his peers, perhapsit was and is up to those of us who were students of
Poteat to do the work of showing the use. Perhaps, in dozens of disparate ways, we actually have. Butitisat
least possible that, infected with Poteat’ s ambivalence toward philosophy, we (with the possible exception of
RonHall) havenot donethiswork inatellingway, that is, inaway that would lodge Poteat’ scontributioninthe
structureof latemodern American philosophy. That hisambivalencetoward philosophy wasprofoundisbeyond
doubt. What weareleft withinthoselast books, much morestrikingly thanin hisearlier work, isaphilosopher
rejecting philosophy so completely that he seemsto have no task | eft apart from thereiteration of therejection.
A philosopher rejecting philosophy—without being quite willing to abandon it and go back to playing bridge
or cut hisboat free and come ashorein theworld of art criticism or philosophical theology.

Y et, evenas| writeall thisl amincreasingly awarethat, asthe comparisonwith Jacobi suggests, Poteat
actually takeshisplaceinalong and distinctive philosophical tradition. Differencesabound, but thereare some
remarkabl esimilaritiesbetween Jacobi’ scritiqueof phil osophical rationalisminthelateeighteenth century, the
appeal stosensibility characteristic of Germanromanticism, William James' scritiqueof monological reductionism
intheearly twentieth century,® andthe” therapeutic” analysesof Poteat, Polanyi, and Wittgensteininthemiddle
to late twentieth century—not to speak of Martin Heidegger, Jacques Derrida, and their heirs.

So perhaps the more pertinent question is actually this. Why have Jacobi and all hisfellow travelers
down through these two hundred years of philosophical argument failed to set philosophy back onitsfeet? Is
it because they asmuch astheir adversariesaretrapped inside thefly bottle? But what would the way out |ook
likeif none of these can be said to have found it? Isit because those who succeed in the salto mortal e become,
by their very success, incomprehensible, or simply cease to philosophize in any recognizable sense? Or isit
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because the dominant tradition, still broadly funded by the continuing success of the sciences, remains so
powerful (despite its contradictions, hypertrophies, and dissociations) that even penetrating criticism will
continueto amount only to ahigh, resistant descant reminding usthat the harmoni es and argumentsamong the
dominant choral voices are not, after al, the entire story?
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William H. Poteat: Liberating Theologian For Polanyi ?

J.W. Sines

ABSTRACT Key Words: William Poteat and Michael Polanyi; Polanyi’s ambivalent relation to Christian
theological perspectives; Poteat’ s post-critical theological commitment; Poteat and human spiritual qualifica
tion; an answer to Polanyi.

Asiswell known among readers of Tradition and Discovery, William H. Poteat was a central influence in
bringing Michael Polanyi to the attention of American scholarsand, particularly, to theinterest of scholarship
inreligion and theology. Poteat’s own work was heavily impacted by Polanyi. Inturn, Polanyi’s affiliation
with Poteat at Duke and elsewhere clearly impressed and edified Polanyi and led to Polanyi’s request for
Poteat’ s collaboration with him on Meaning and to the prospect of Polanyi’s coming to Duke for six weeks
to facilitatethis. Unfortunately, that promising timewas not realized. This present essay represents an effort
to discern a direction in which such a collaboration might have deeply and felicitously influenced Polanyi’s
interpretation and celebration of his own poignant, yet quite restless, religious sensibilities.

| have been away from intense reflection on thework of Polanyi and Poteat for so long that my return
was both exciting and frustrating because every second page of reviewing offered fresh interest and beckoning
suggestionsfor what should bemy focusfor thispresent discussion. But finally my review of the Scott-M ol eski
biography of Polanyi and the passages on his religio-theological perspective evoked in me the question of
whether Polanyi read any of Poteat’ sessays, either beforeor after Poteat’ scloser personal contact with Polanyi.
| note that Poteat cited from Polanyi asearly as1954 (in “ The Open Society and Its Ambivalent Friends”) but
without noting the specific source (likely The Logic of Liberty[ 1951], xvii). Ontheother hand, sofar as| have
been ableto discover from Polanyi’ s published works, thereisnowhere mention of Poteat onissuestheol ogical
or otherwise. Indeed, Richard Gelwick, inacommunicationto meon September 15, 2008, confirmedthisconclusion
inhiscomment that hedid“ not recall [ Polanyi having made] any specific conceptual or other referenceto Poteat”
ineither hisreading of Polanyi’ swritingsor in hismany conversationswith him. Gelwick goesonto emphasize
that thisisnot to deny themajor rol ethat Poteat played in encouraging Polanyi through conversationswith him,
by bringing himto Dukeinthespring of 1964 and, four yearslater, by co-editingwith ThomasL angford I ntellect
and Hope: Essaysin the Thought of Michael Polanyi, thereby introducing Polanyi to aconsiderably larger and
moreappreci ativeaudiencein Americathanhehadfoundat home. That Polanyi never cited or otherwisereferred
to Poteat in any of hiswritings, Gelwick says, “isnot totally surprising” since “ Poteat’ s reluctance to publish
his thought limited the chances of Polanyi referring to it.” Poteat’ s first book-length publication, Polanyian
Meditations, Gelwick remindsus, didn’t appear until “ 1985, nineyearsafter Polanyi’ sdeath.” Itisworthnoting,
however, that both Phil Mullinsand Marty M oleski haveindicated (correspondencefrom October 2008) that there
is evidence Polanyi had read some of the essaysin Intellect and Hope and had been favorably impressed.

A timemost outstanding for apotentially decisiveinput from Poteat camein 1972 when Polanyi asked
Poteat to help him with the volume that he, Polanyi, was engaged upon with Harry Prosch. As the biography
notes, “Polanyi even suggested that he (Polanyi) might spend six weeks at Duke, although he was happy with
Poteat’ s alternative proposal of coming to Oxford” (see biography, p. 262). In the end, however, Poteat could
not fulfill that prospect, and thisapparently auspi ciousmoment never cametofruition. The* Acknowledgments’
in Meaning specify that thanks should go to Richard Gelwick “for the numerous discussions he found time to
hold with Professor Polanyi relevant to the subject matter” of that book. Whatever the quite limited influence

39 Tradition & Discovery: The Polanyi Society Periodical, 35:2



that Poteat appearsto have had on Polanyi’ sthinking, my interestinthisessay is to consider how Poteat could
have been — or would have been — akind of Dantian Beatrice for Polanyi’ s apparently quite intense, but in
some ways quite hesitant and tenuous, wanderings toward the light of a more confident, dare we say amore
“paradisial” religiousdwelling place.

| was particularly touched by an account, in Scott and Moleski’s Michael Polanyi, Scientist and
Philosopher (MP) of someof Polanyi’ scomments— inthe unpublished supplement to his 1969 lecturesgiven
atU. of Texasand U. of Chicago—on DietrichBonhoeffer’ sfuneral orationfor Adolf vonHarnack. Polanyi quotes:
“Corruptible putsonincorruptible. ... Deathwhereisthy victory?’ Then hegoesonto say “I now realize how
revealing such words are for our destiny even though thereis no information given by them. And | can think
now of the depth of my own life being expressed by thewords, spoken by the congregation on their knees, * Our
Father which art in heaven’ and so on, though literally | believe none of the Lord’ s prayer.” (MP, 273).

Inthelarger context of Polanyi’ spilgrimageanddiscourseconcerningreligion, thisfinal clause, “literaly
| believe none of the Lord’ s prayer,” notwithstanding the richness of this statement asawhole, hintsat arather
surprising mental cramp bespeaking either amomentary, or lingering, failureof nerve—asliptowardaCartesian
object for which Polanyi’ swhol e epistemol ogical tour deforceisthe massiverelieving massage. However, it
appearsthat very many of us havefelt that, as exhibited here and el sewhere — especially in Meaning — Polanyi
was somewhat paralyzed in hisreligious pilgrimage, with al of its passion and hopeful ness, by this shadow of
positivistic, essentialisticlinguistictheory. InMeaning (157) having spoken el oquently of Pauline Christianity,
Polanyi says, “None of those beliefs makes any literal sense. They can be destroyed as easily asthe actuality
of Polonius' death upon the stage should anyone attempt to defend its reality in the world of facts.” Here, it
appears that Polanyi had lost his own counsel to that of 1.A. Richards.

However, in what seems to me a rather potent and instructive “on the other hand,” Bill Poteat’s
pilgrimage of faith —especially within the ambience of his Polanyian meditations (not just in the book by that
name) — presentsastriking contrast! | find support for thisemphasisin any number of placesin my personal
relationship to Bill andin many placesin hiswritings. One of the most forthright among theseistobefoundin
an unpublished letter of April, 1991 to Professor Walter Mead which Wally shared with me two months after
receivingit. Hehasgivenmelicensetoquotefromthat letter. Without Wally’ spertinaciousquesti oning of Poteat,
wewould not have, tomy knowledge, any other such boldand unequivocal commentson certai n specificaspects
of hisongoing relation to the Christian faith. Therefore, | quote somewhat at length here. All of theitalicsare
Poteat’s. The quotations imply the questioning to which Poteat was responding:

Though| havenot looked at most of thepiecesyou arereadinginthe Stines-Nickell collection
for many years, | believe | can say that | still stand now where | stood forty years agointhe
practice of my life, before God—sometimes actually, sometimesvirtually—inthe posture of
prayer and confession. . . .

Tomakean unquestionably artificial distinction between my mode of dwelling acritically in

theworldasone who, inthesetting of corporateworship, affirmsthe Apostle’ sCreed without

reservation, on the one hand, and my critically reflective self that wishes to confront the

challenge of the Enlightenment skeptic that isinmeand all my modern fellowsthat callsfor

theol ogical and phil osophical argumentsontheother, | should say that | havehardly changed

at all with respect to the first, but have laboriously undertaken shifts (in) the ground upon
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which to carry out the second.

Inshort my faith (asthelogosof theway | livemy life) remainsessentially unchanged;
but my “theology” (understood as the attempt to explicate the logos of that faith) has
undergone averyradical change. ... Thislast| discovered, | believe, simply by paying painful
attentioninaradical new way to my own modesof being asthrough and through responsible
to God-standing within my own mindbody, on this earth, with my unique history, in a
particular cultural setting, at thistime and place, and with these duties. All meaning and
meaning-discernmentiscenteredin, radiatesfrom andretrotendsthismindbody that achieves
such integrity asit may have by being before God, who, while heisaboveall in magnitude,
isalso closer tomethan | amtomyself. . ..

Now for thequestion of theafterlife! Whenl,inthecontext of corporateworshipdeclare, Inter
alia,“...| believeintheresurrection of thebody andthelifeeverlasting,” | donot takemyself
to be granting notional assent . . . to aproposition such as 12 x 12 = 144 (though even thisis
no longer quite the same under the new dispensation), but rather to be enacting and
identifying in as direct away as can be (that is, there is nothing second-order, derivative,
metaphorical, symbolical aboutit) oneof thefeaturesinthe structureof theoneand only world
inwhichl actually liveand moveand havemy being, insofar asl recognizeit asexistingbefore
God. Andtheenactment of theresurrection of thebody affirmsthat |, thisparticular man, in
thishistory, bearingthe scarsuponmy body and uponmy psyche. .. havemy beingandvalue
through and through in God' seternal and never failing providence both in thismoment and
forever....

But, of course, you ask: isthat worldreal of whichtheresurrection of thebody isafeature that
you have enacted and identified? Answer: asreal asany world that is made by our uttered
words to appear; for it has exactly the same ground in the asseverations of our convivial
mindbodies. And thereis no other world.

“Everlastinglife,” then, islifeinthebosom of God whoisAlphaand Omegaandinwhom my
mortal lifein history with all its earthly trappingsis granted its eternal significance.

Here and in any number of placesin Poteat’ swritings the radical nature of his epistemology and the
correlative ontology is seen by him to be both derivative of, and applicableto, the primordial indicative of the
“lam” of Biblical faithand, | believe, of what SorenKierkegaard, by way of JohannesClimacus, called“ pathetic
dialectic.” For Poteat, | am both intheworld and yet transcend it; | am that being whose being or non-beingis
systematically elusivetolanguage and concept, yet proleptically present in every moment of the Cogito. Many
of thecognateissueshereareencounteredinsuch early writingsas“ GodandthePrivate-1"; “1 Will Die”; “Birth,
Suicide, andtheDoctrineof Creation” andin hislater worksdiscussing, for example, theEucharistin“Memory
andImagination” or,inRecoveringtheGround, therel ativestatusinthereal world of treesand theL ast Judgment.
Poteat finds himself, asit were, in the position of attempting to persuade someonethat he ought to think of the
world ashaving been created. That, hesays*. . . isnot unlike persuading aman who speaks alanguage having
no personal pronounsthat therearepersons.” (See“Birth, Suicide...”, ThePrimacy of Per sonsand theLanguage
of Culture, p. 168). This, of course, wasessentially theproblem Kierkegaard set for himself: How doesonesupport
the claim that subjectivity istruth?
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Did Polanyi’ sapparent light and joy in the conviviality of The Moot and in prayer finally addresshis
doubtsabout whether hebelievedinGod, asheputit, “. . .inany sensewhichmadeadifference’ ? Woul dexposure
to Poteat’ s constant drumbeat—apparently so resonant with Polanyi’ s deepest epistemological insights-have
led Polanyi, alaDante sBeatrice, beyond theinferno of hisdoubtsinto || Paradisio? Or isthat just one of those
utterly absurd and irrel evant questionsto which St. Augustineand, perhaps Poteat himself, would have said that
God is creating Hell for those who ask such questions? Still-might conviviality in Poteat’ skind of relentless
critique of our and Polanyi’ s Cartesian |apses have made any inroads for Polanyi’ s ascent in mattersreligious
and theological?

InJanuary, 1988, Poteat wrotealetter tomeinwhich hesaid, “| really amahopeless Y ahwist. For me
theworld iscreature; and in our knowingswe respond as personstoit astoitscreator” (see P of P, p. 19). In
this connection we should note that in Poteat’ swritings, thereisamost arefrain, arecurring, usually indirect,
referenceinearly andlater writingstothe peculiar power and relevance of Anselm’ sontol ogical argument from
the thought of a being whose non-being isinconceivable. It is clear that for Poteat, as for Kierkegaard, the
conviviality of my“lam” withthe"l am” of the God rel ation bespeaksa(pneumatic) spiritual qualification of my
being. AsKierkegaard (Anti-Climacus) putsit, that in mewhich isenabled to relate positively to my being as
finite freedom is transparently grounded in God who is that in which all things are possible. Is that treatise
(ScknessUnto Death) thento betakento be somesort of argument for the existence of Godwhichisonall-fours
with traditional “rational” proofs? Clearly not. The “dialectic” here may be said to be, in a broad sense,
phenomenol ogi cal —theself asbeheld fromthehorizon of Anti-Climacus, theeminently Christian psychologist.
AsKierkegaard (Climacus) would haveit, itisa*“ pathetic dialectic” which constantly directs, almost coerces,
the “reader” to pay attention to her own existence.

Itisclear that, for Poteat, thereisno dichotomy of the cosmol ogical argumentation and theontol ogical
argumentation. Both presuppose “something thought can’t think” —that historical mindbodily being, tensed,
oriented, evoked - -apart from which neither memory, nor hope, nor project, nor concept isconceivable. Thus
itisnot theabstracted Cartesian cogito or “rational dialectic” whichistransparent tothe God-relation, but— and
| believe Poteat to beat onewith Kierkegaard here—pathetic dialectic. Fully totakeuptheinescapablepresence
which | amistotake up the convivial presence, both the given and received, of the*l am” of that Being whose
being and whose non-being are alikeinconceivable, yet closer to methan | am to myself even though | am (in
St. Augusting’ sterms) “very farfromThee.” Thisspiritual qualificationisinalienableevenwhenasPoteat notes
(inapowerful, usually overlooked article entitled “ The Absence of God”), God shows usHisback and not His
face; and we could add, present in Job’ s mindbody-numbing pain when he cries out (paraphrase), “When will
it be, you watcher of men, that you leave me alonelong enough for meto swallow my spit?’ (see Job 7:19-20);
andcertainly inPilate’ sdisclaimerswhen, about torel ease Jesusto execution, heasks* What istruth” and washes
his hands; and, ultimately, even, perhaps especialy, in Jesus “cry of dereliction”.

| have come to see Poteat’ s work as an utterly relentless foray into communicating the pneumatic
qualificationof human existence. Heisjoining St. Paul in Paul’ sletter totheRomans(8:16) intestifyingthat“ The
Spirit himself and our spirit bear convivial (united) witnessthat we arethe children of God.” (JerusalemBible,
but with my emendation changing “united” to “convivia”).

Recall that in Meaning Polanyi quoted, in affirmation, from George Santayanaasfollows: Shouldwe
ever “ hear thesummonsof aliturgical religioncallingtous: sursumcorda, Lift upyour hearts, wemight sincerely
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answer, habemusad Dominum. Our heartsby natureareaddressedtotheLord.” (Meaning, p.180). Thisfollows
uponhisclaimthat weareaddressed by naturetotheattainment of meaning. | believethat, inhisreligio-theological
pilgrimage, had he spent that hoped-for timewith Poteat, hewoul d have experienced astill morecomprehensive
summonsto meaning than even hisown marvel ous sensefor the personal sourcesof meaning andthe correlated
freedom hadyet realized. Then, perhaps, thethought of hisrelationtothe, implicitly cognitively empty, “literal”
Pauline scheme of redemption and the Lord’ s Prayer would have seemed astrange remnant from his pre- post-
critical infancy.
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The Human Embrace: The Love of Philosophy and the Philosophy of Love: Kierkegaard, Cavell, Nussbaum
(Penn State Press, 1999). He servesas President of the FloridaPhil osophical Association and Vice President of
the Society for the Philosophy of Religion.
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Bill Poteat: Colleague?

Robert T. Osborn

ABSTRACT Key Words: Colleague, collegiality, teacher, Cartesianism, Copernican revolution, philosophy,
Christianity, Tom M cCollough, Tom Langford.

Bill Poteat wasamember of Duke University’ s Department of Religion and served a termas Chairman, during
which | served with him as Director of Undergraduate Sudies. | knew himasa brilliant scholar who devoted
his exceptional gifts primarily to his teaching and his students. He was charming, gracious, yet we his Duke
professorial colleagues never really knew him. One of our ranks suggested that the idea of Bill asa colleague
was an oxymoron. Bill did not attend professional meetings and only rarely had conver sation of any sort with
colleagues. He lived in Chapel Hill and not Durham. However, he seemed not to be at home in any of his
academies-UNC Philosophy Department, Duke Divinity School, or finally the Duke Department of Religion.
It was not clear what his commitmentswere. | knew that he had a Christian heritage and perhaps a Christian
“hangover,” and had a Divinity degree from Yale. Nevertheless, his personal faith was not publically
expressed. Perhapsit found expression in his zeal ous effortsto over come the Cartesiani sm of the modern mind
which he contended wasinimical to the Christian under standing of the human person and his/her relationship
to God. Yet, he wasrestless, rarely present to us and perhaps also to himself.

My assignment onthispanel istotalk about William Poteat asacolleague. My colleaguesand | at Duke
University recognized that Bill wasanimpressive and remarkableman, asall of these panel presentationshave
indicated. Hewasan attractive person— brilliant, widely read, very charming, evenwinsome, and ascintillating
intellectual. However, hewasamystery. | don’ t think any of usinthe Department of Religionknew himor began
toknow him. Helived not in Durham, but ten milesaway, in Chapel Hill. He had started histeachingin 1947in
the Philosophy Department at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. In 1957, he relocated to the new
Episcopal Theological Seminary of the Southwest, in Austin, Texas, and threeyearslater, in 1960, he returned
toNorth Carolinatoteachat the DukeDivinity School.! Finally,in 1970, hemovedtothe Department of Religion
at Duke. [ Someone commented that he had received hisPh.D. in Religionfrom Dukeand that this, perhaps, was
relevant to hisreturning to Duke rather thanto UNC.] Anyway, when he switched from UNC to the Episcopal
Seminary, then to Duke, healsomoved from Philosophy to Divinity, fromaprimarily undergraduate humanities
faculty to (at Duke) agraduate professional school, arecognized theol ogical school of the Methodist Church,
and eventually to Duke’ s(primarily undergraduate) Department of Religion, whereheserved atermasitschair.

Duringall thetimehewaswithus — some27 years, until hisretirement from Dukein 1987 — wenever
heardhisstory. | havelearned moreabout Bill Poteat at thismeetingthan| ever learnedwhilehewasmy colleague
inthe Department of Religion. It seems, as| look back, that hedid not share hisself-understanding, hispersonal
or hisprofessional story, with any of his colleagues. He was simply absent in spirit and mind, and — with his
residencein Chapel Hill — generally absent in body. He spent littletimein the Department precinctsexcept for
meetingswith his students and for mandated departmental meetingsthat he chaired with considerabl e success.
Otherwisehewasminimally present. Werarely had coffee, not to mention abeer, together; we shared no extra-
curriculartimethat | recall. Hedid not attend meetingsof the American Academy of Religion, regional or national,
evenwhen hiscolleagueswere performing. In short, hewasnot really acolleaguein the sensethat we normally
think of acolleague. Infact, oneof my colleagueswhowasal so Bill’ sandwhom | asked about Bill asacolleague,
retorted, “ Bill asacolleague? That isan oxymoz&n." Another onevolunteered, “| don’t think you want to hear



frommebecause| would betoo critical.” Asacolleague Bill wasahomo absconditus; present but unrevealing.

While he was not a professor with colleagues, he was a teacher with students, as these papers have
strikingly demonstrated. Oneof my colleagues, Tom M cCollough, did havemoreof arel ationshipwith Bill than
did therest of us. Hewaswriting abook at one point during Bill’ s tenure as chairman and was having a bit of
difficulty. Tommentioned hisproblemstoBill, who graciously agreed to meet withhimonaregular basistoread
and discusshismanuscript. Heprovedtobequitehel pful , avery goodteacher. | shouldal so mention hereanother
exceptional moment of collegiality, namely Poteat’ s collaboration with Professor Tom Langford in the 1968
publication of Intellect and Hope: Essays in the Thought of Michael Polanyi.? It issignificant, however, that
Langford wasfirst of all atheologian. (After serving as chair of the Department of Religion, he was appointed
Dean of the Divinity School in 1971.) But he was also a productive student of philosophy who could and did
engage Poteat and support Poteat’ s interest in Polanyi. On the other hand, Poteat, to my knowledge, had no
interest in Langford the theologian or in his theology, and there was no further collaboration. As| have said,
Bill wasfirst and finally ateacher. And his community was essentially a community of his students. Not too
surprisingly, he married a student, one of his more promising graduate students.

Thefocusof histeaching wasnot the history or tradition of philosophy but rather hisown philosophy,
which appears to have been developing in and through histeaching. | remember aretreat we once had as a
department. Weread together ashort play that Bill had copiedfor us. (I think it was* TheTeacher,” or something
similar.) Inany case, theplay wasabout aprofessor who talked much and expected hisstudentstogiveit all back.
His calling wasto fill those empty vessels with his wisdom. But there was one student that the professor just
could not reach; the student had atoothache. After all, he was embodied, and that body was getting in the way
of his(the professor’ s) teaching. Thiswasthe onetimethat Bill shared with us, asadepartment, something that
revealed abit of histhinking. Nevertheless, we had a sense of what Bill was teaching because we knew some
of his students, but not because of his having had a direct conversation with any of us. We did know that he
was very troubled by the subject-object dichotomy and the disembodied ego-centrism of Cartesianism. | must
admit here that | am unqualified to say much at all about his post-Cartesianism. | am, after al, an inveterate
theol ogian— hardly aphilosopher. My theol ogianisK arl Barth, andinthisconnection| amreminded of apassage
in Barth where he speaksof the*all too triumphal overcoming of the subject and object dichotomy.” [Audience
laughter.] But Poteat did overcome the subject-object dichotomy . . . asall of you [fellow panelists] havetold
me oneway or another. Thiswas our impression of Bill.

Attheend of hislife, | had afeeling, asense, of Bill’ sloneliness. Sadly, his dying dayswere scarcely
notedintheDepartment of Religion. | visited him duringthosedays, not often| fear, and| left for our Shaw Island
residence in Washington before he died. | think Tom McCollough also visited him, but to my knowledge not
many others [among hisformer faculty colleagues].® | wasthinking, as you were discussing the possibility of
establishing aPoteat archive at Duke, that | would not be ableto suggest to whom you might go today, at Duke,
to pursuetheproject. Thereareprobably very few whowould recognizehisname. | think hislegacy isthelegacy
that you all [panelists], as his students, have preserved and might passon. But | don’t suspect that, otherwise,
thereismuchof hislegacy at DukeUniversity today. Itissad and di sappointing becausehewassucharemarkable
man. But he was not really our colleague or a part of the Duke community.

| must tell you about my last visit with him. He was virtually bedridden. We had an interesting
conversation, onethat may say something about him, or at least my perception of him. | mentioned to him that,
sometimeswhen| amwriting, | get stumped by what | amtryingtosay. | can’twork throughthepuzzlethat | have
taken upon myself; sol haveto pick up apencil and scrattTSmy way through. | can’t doit onthecomputer. | have



to get more of my body intoit. When | told Bill about this, heimmediately resonated and lit up. He knew what
| wastalking about.

But onequestion | had, after | had finished my last visit with him, was (without wishingtobetoocritical
of him): How good alistener wasBill ?I know Bill wasawonderful teacher whentherewere, inhisstudents, open
vessels. Thiswashiscommunity. Oneof thequestionsDale Cannonrai sed hereis: Why wasBill not morewidely,
or better, received by the larger community of scholars? In response, my question is: What was there for him
tolearn fromthat community?

Doyou [fellow panelists] remember that timewhenyou got Bill to cometothe AAR / Polanyi Society
annual meeting (November 19- 20, 1993, in Washington, D.C.), whichwastofocuson Bill and hisphilosophic
vision? That was one of the most memorablemomentsin my academiclife. Y ouwill remember itif for no other
reasonthanthat Bill waspresent, at an AAR meeting. Hewas, of course, theoccasionfor the[ section] gathering.
Anddo you not still hear hisremarkable claim? (Thiswas not astudent’ s evaluation): He had accomplished a
“Copernicanrevolution” inphilosophy. Now, that beingthecase, what of significancewashetolearnfromother,
pre-revolutionary philosophers? He had, after all, created a radically new world of philosophy. And this
revolution evidently laid upon Bill a huge revolutionary responsibility - namely, as Dale reported in his
presentation, thetask of curing “thecrisisof modernculture, .. . itsintellectual, culture-wideinsanity,” the* task
of curing ourselves and returning usto ourselves as persons, to who we are as persons before God.” Now, that
isan overwhelming responsibility, and even if he had achieved a Copernican revolution in philosophy, could
he seriously have imagined that he could fulfill such aresponsibility?

Hearingthesewords, | havetosay, tomyself, “ Heisaskingfor Jesus,” whodidtakeon theresponsibility
to cureour soulsandto restore ourselvesbefore God. And with this, | am brought to thefinal, and perhapsfirst,
guestion that Bill confronted me with, a question he never answered: Was he a Christian? Much suggests that
he was, but not much isfinally convincing. He did seem to have a Christian “hangover,” atheological legacy
of sorts. Hewasraised, | understand, inadevout, prominent, Baptist family and graduated fromadivinity school,
althoughhenever wasordained. Heleft afine Department of Philosophy for [aseminary, then] aDivinity School,
and then aReligion Department.

[Panelist: Where did his Christian legacy play into hislife?] That isagood question. Not in hislanguage, not
inhisspeech, notinhispracticethat any of uscouldrecognize. Andyet, | think it did play, asasecularized, [Dale
Cannoninterrupts: not entirely secularized, | think] .. . but uprooted vision of hisresponsibility. Alongwiththis
isan absence of concreteness— particularity in histhinking and “religious’ discourse. It wasonly marginally
theological or doctrinal. It wasnot “biblical” in any explicit, concreteway. The name* Jesus’ isnot heard, nor
isScripturecited. Onedoesnot hear echoes of thelanguage of Canaan— an essential for authentic theol ogical
talk, according to Karl Barth. The'Y ahwist perspectivethat Poteat occasionally claimed for himself isabstract.
And | havetothink of Bill’ sinability to be settled in Chapel Hill, in Austin, in Duke’ sDivinity School, or inits
Department of Religion. Hewas not happy in the Department; hewas not happy in the Divinity School; hewas
not happy in Chapel Hill. Perhapsit wasbecause hewasjudged by amemory, by aninherited “religious’ vision
of himself, by ahopethat seemed well beyond him, whosefulfillment hecouldfindinno place- not Chapel Hill,
not Austin, not Duke, not Durham, no where.

Thisismy takeonBill. When| had my last timewith him, | havetosay | lovedtheman, but | felt hewas
inhis Savior’ shands, not hisown, not in mine, and not in ours. What hewaslonging for, hewasnot to get here.
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Endnotes

:The Episcopal Theological Seminary of the Southwest ceased to exist after afew years.

3Durham, North Carolina: Duke University Press.

[Editor:] It should be noted that some of Bill Poteat’ sformer studentsvisited himin hisfinal days.
Ron Hall, inan e-mail dated 6-6-2008, recallshisand the late Taylor Scott’ svisit with Bill on hisdeath bed:
“He asked Taylor to preach the homily at hisfuneral at Duke Chapel and he asked meto say a prayer from
Soren Kierkegaard. | read the prayer aloud to him on that last visit and he looked up at me and said: ‘ That
guy could really pray!"” A large number of Poteat’ s former students, some traveling considerable distances,
attended his funeral service.

Notes on Contributors

Walter B. M ead (wbmead@comcast.net), President of the Polanyi Society since 2006 and Professor Emeritus,
IllinoisStateUniversity, had hisonly personal contact withMichael Polanyi inthesummer of 1970, whenhewas
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Making Tacit Knowing Explicit: William H. Poteat’ sAdaptation of
Polanyi’sPost-Critical M ethod

Kieran Cashell

ABSTRACT Key Words: WilliamH. Poteat, Michael Polanyi, Post-Cartesian epi stemol ogy, post-critical logic,
apprenticeship, tacit/ explicit knowing, indwelling, subsidiary / focal, mindbody, mindbodily, beingintheworld,
reflexive phenomenol ogy, picture, Gestalt, figure, ground.

WilliamH. Poteat’ scritique of Cartesianismisan amplification of the phil osophi cal work of Michael Polanyi.
Poteat applies Polanyian methods to articulate an alternative to the metaphysical dualism that, he argues,
still dominates Western reflective thought at a tacit level. His argument is that the novel logic of Polanyi’'s
Personal Knowledge puts the presuppositions of the modern philosophical tradition in question. In the
elaboration of this focal argument, Poteat’s subsidiary acceptance of Polanyi’s anterior work is total.
Neverthelessit remainsimportant to disambiguate the thought of the two philosophers. Inthisessay, | argue
that Poteat’ s reliance on Polanyi as means of elaborating his own original philosophical position is perhaps
what ismost distinctive of thisrelationship. For Poteat relies on Polanyian grounds ontol ogically to the extent
that, once assimilated, these supporting grounds are finally cancelled. | argue that even if it is ultimately
impossible to locate the precise point where Polanyi ends and Poteat begins, it remains necessary to attempt
aclean separation. For onlyinthisway can Poteat’ sunique contribution to philosophy befocally appreciated.

“We bear this access to Being about with us as the condition of there being aworld.”
William H. Poteat, Polanyian Meditations, p. 14.

“... every thoughtful submission to authority is qualified by some, however slight, opposition toit.”
Michael Polanyi, Personal Knowledge, p. 164.

“To understand sumsin elementary school the children would have to be important philosophers.
Failing that, they need practice.”
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Zettel, 703.

William Poteat’ s critique of post-Cartesian dualism is presented as an amplification of the phil osophical
work of Michael Polanyi. InPolanyian Meditations, theconcept of tacit knowingisappliedasamethodtoinitiate
anddevelopanalternativetothemetaphysical dualismthat, accordingto Poteat, still dominatesWesternmodels
of theoretical reflection.! His argument is that the innovative logic suggested by Polanyi’s idiosyncratic
interpretation of key conceptsin Personal Knowledge? (such as: “ presupposition,” “ premise” and, especialy,
“assumption”) rewards careful and serious philosophic attention.® In fact, thisinadvertently avant-garde use
of logical concepts, according to Poteat, hasthe radical potential to put the basic presuppositions of the entire
modern philosophical traditionin question. Eventhevery hypothesisof tacit knowingitself, namely, that there
isaninexplicitdimensionof pre-reflectivebelief that determinesexplicit actsof refl ectiveknowledge, and hence
cannot be clarified prior to inquiry, suggests, for Poteat, nothing less than a dramatic epistemological
transvaluation with revolutionary consequences for how our situation in the world is understood. A key
hypothesisof Polanyian Mediationsisthat any theory of knowl edge (epistemol ogy) necessarily impliesatheory
of being (ontology). Moreaccurately: my modes of knowing reduplicate my modesof beingintheworld.* To
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one apprenticed to the tradition and informed by its conceptual values, ‘to find a new way to think about my
situationintheworld,” Poteat says el sewhere, ‘isthe ultimate tour de force' .5

Polanyi’ sradical positionis, according to Poteat, relatively easy to state: that knowledge is knowing,
‘merely aspecial classof human activity subsumed under the larger class, viz., the complex repertoire of ways
of humanly beingintheworld’ . In Poteat’ stermsthe truth of this unassuming claim is established when one
appreciatesthat it isrevelatory of being; itis‘ pregnant with the possibility of disclosing hitherto undiscovered
aspects of reality’ (and thisis Poteat’ s Polanyian definition of truth) areality that we nevertheless inhabit as
itinhabitsusbut yet may ultimately remain opaqueto theoretical reflectionif thenormsthat governit are set by
thepost-Cartesian epistemol ogical paradigm.” For itisonly relativeto the distinctive epistemic conventions of
thisparadigm (and | mean principally the mutual autonomy of subject and object) that “reality” isidentified as
that which is problematically independent of, and therefore indifferent to, human existence. According tothe
basi c demands of this orthodoxy, which prioritises conceptual clarity and overvaluestheinquiry motivated by
scepticism, thecognitiveegois(imaginedtobe) radically detached fromthecontext and provenanceof all actual
achievements of knowledge. Y et, as Poteat reminds us, the ascendant autonomy of the transcendental subject
comes at the devastating price of a profound, despairing alienation from nature.

This" birfurcationof nature” ... meant that manasknower comesincreasingly tobeconceived
asaliento, becauseestranged by abstractionfrom, and theref orequiteincommensurablewith,
the material world that isthe very object of hisknowing.®

With the doctrines of Descartesisinaugurated what Poteat el sewhere terms our ‘long season of self-alienating
madness'.® Polanyi’ sthesis proposesto preserve the dynamic activity of knowingin thetheory of knowledge
and thereby cauterise the bifurcation of nature by retrieving the epistemic agency and ontological context lost
inthe paradigmatic picture.

In the elaboration of this focal argument, Poteat’s subsidiary acceptance — his belief in the truth of
Polanyi’ santerior work — istotal. Tothosetrained inthe practice of critical exegesis, where the requirement
to attribute ideas to a single agency seems imperative, it is not easy to accept the hybridisation of thought
represented by Poteat’ sopen admissionsof deference. Wecould say, employing the central inspirational motif
of Polanyian Mediationsthat, asreadersof Poteat, hisacceptanceof Polanyi asintellectually anteriorislogically
impliedinour acceptanceof Poteat’ swork asderivative. Accordingly, Walter Mead’ sclaimtodistinguishwhere
Polanyi leaves off and Poteat takes offl® may appear perhaps too quick to disregard Poteat’s admission of
thorough Polanyian assimilation: Polanyi has become, as acknowledged in the Prologue to Polanyian
Meditations, part of theintegral structure of Poteat’ stacit knowledge and therefore, according to this concept,
this should be assumed to constitute the given logical ground of every subsequent hypothesisarticulated. This
isnot to accuse Mead of being insensitive to the embedding of Polanyian thought in Poteat’ sthinking. Heis
well aware of the complex indebtedness of Poteat’ sthought to Polanyi. Hispaper ‘ William Poteat’ sAnthropol -
ogy: “Mindbody in the World”' remains an important and subtle effort to distinguish Poteat’s original
contribution while acknowledging that hisoriginal thought must still be conceived as profoundly influenced by
Polanyi. However, despitewhat | might appear toarguehere, | think, asshould becomeclear as| proceedthrough
the argument of this paper, that Mead is absolutely correct to confront the difficulty of disambiguating the
thought of the two philosophers. For what is most strikingly original about Poteat’ s method — paradoxically
— is the almost obsequious way in which he relies on Polanyi as means of ultimately articulating his own
philosophical position. And yet it could be maintained with some justification that Poteat relieson subsidiary
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Polanyian grounds only to the extent that, once assimilated, and in amovement corresponding to adialectical
Aufhebung, these supporting grounds can finally be successfully sublated: cancelled, they remain preserved
inanembal med stateintheinfrastructureof Poteat’ sfocal itinerary. Thus, evenif it may beultimately impossible
to locate the precise point where Polanyi ‘leaves off” and Poteat ‘ takes off’, it remains decisively necessary to
attempt aclean separation. For only inthisway can Poteat’ soriginal contributionto philosophical investigation
befocally appreciated. Otherwisehisradical writingsareindanger of being misconstrued asmerecommentary.
And they are definitely not that.

Self-consciously and respectfully indebted to Polanyi, his presencein Poteat isubiquitous; it informs
everything at an infrastructural level. With *humility and obedience' 1, the authorial presencein hisown text
is thereby reduced to a medium for the transmission of Polanyi’s thought. Poteat’s authorship is mediated
Polanyi. It might be said that Polanyi is so profoundly ingrained and knitted into Poteat that his explication
involvesanunprecedented formof introspection. Inorder tothink out of himself, hehashadtolook into himself.
Y et this, paradoxically, places Polanyi, eveniif thisvery analysis derives from his proximal-distal distinction,
at astrategicdistance. Indeedtheetymological originof “mediation” isthelater L atinmediare, which asPoteat,
inamoment of unconscious self-revel ation, observes, signifies“tocutinhalf”.> So | guessmy questionis: is
it possibleto separate the hal ves of thismediation? Canweamputate Poteat from Polanyi? Wheredowesearch
for the seams?

Y et the peculiarity of thisaporetic mediation—the consciousintrojection of onethinker by another so
that heisat onceinfinitely proximal and significantly distal —may beconsiderably clarifiedwhenthat rel ationship
is considered as an apprenticeship. And indeed, this is how Poteat himself describes it. The idea of
apprenticeshipisnot without philosophi cal significancefor Poteat’ sPolanyian project; for that whichisinvolved
intheinitiationintoapractice, namely: submissiontotheauthority of thementor until thepracticeiscompetently
acquired, thetimetaken for the trade to be thoroughly assimilated by the apprentice, the synthesis of knowing
and doing implied in training, and the final ownership of the practice taken by the journeyman asevincedina
secureand confident styleof novel application—areall of apiecewiththeepistemol ogical perspectivedevel oped
in Personal Knowledge.

Polanyi’ saccount of tacit knowing oftenreferstothemodel of apprenticeship; hewrites: ‘ theintimations
followed by thelearner are based primarily in hisconfidencein others; and thisisan acceptance of authority’ .23
Inthe Tacit Dimension, he characterises scientific knowledge, its acquisition and accreditation, as apprentice-
shipto apractice; for it isonly when considered in terms of initial acquiescence to authority, that Polanyi can
arguethat thegenerational relay of knowledgeis‘ predominantly tacit’.** Intheindividual case, thisoccursby
virtueof theprocessPolanyi calls‘ indwelling’, namely, thecompl eteacqui escencetothepracticeuntil it becomes
“second nature”. ‘In order to share this indwelling, the pupil must presume that a teaching that appears
meaningless to start with hasin fact ameaning which can be discovered by hitting on the sameindwelling as
theteacherispracticing’.*® That isto say, by focally appreciating the subsidiary formof thepractice morethan
itscontent (how theprofessor behavesinthework context, how sheembodiesher fundamental beliefs, epitomises
“best practice”) the belief system that governs the logic of the practice is finaly introjected as an internal
dimension of theapprentice’ ssubsequent epistemological attitude. Unlessthisprocesstakesplace, the practice
is not completely assimilated and the approach to problem-solving cannot be innovative. This involves
unconditional belief in the value-system of the institution epitomised by the mentor. ‘ Such an effort is based
on accepting theteacher’ sauthority’.* The protégéis successfully inducted into the fiduciary structure of the
institution only when the values and methods of this institution have been successfully introjected (that is,

50



unconsciously assi milated) and away of doing becomesaformof life, the proximal ground of departurefor every
subsequent distal application of knowledge. Every creative act based onitsfiduciary structureisinformed by
it and simultaneously reinforcestheaxiology of theinstitution. Theprocessisconcluded whenthejourneyman,
having assumed ownership of the belief system that has taken up residency in her, possesses the potentia to
undertakesdlf-directedinquiry (and ultimately makeanindividual contributiontothefield)—all withoutimmediate
awareness of the operative tacit dimension orchestrating her conscious research-questions.

Becauseit suggeststhat knowingisactive—and, primarily, abelief-based activity —the apprenticeship
model is crucia to understanding the epistemological picture elaborated by the journeyman Polanyian
philosopher Poteat. What is that picture? Poteat argues that Polanyi’s innovative use of logical concepts,
although largely involuntary, implies the shocking truth that ‘ our only grounds for accepting [the grounds of
the premises of formal logic] is the fact that we do accept them and cannot imagine not doing so’.*”

Becausethey areinternali sed through apprenti ceshipto apracti ce, such groundshave becomeso much
anintrinsic part of our being, that we can be made conscious of them, if at all, only after thefact of having made
some discovery based on them. When inquiry is complete, having derived some conclusion from a logical
assumption, and having represented this in a defensible, logically sound pattern of argument, we may then
inquire: what constituted theaxi omati c assumption of thispracticeitself andwhereareitsgrounds? What beliefs,
thatistosay, groundthemoativationfor andindeed thestructureof inquiry itself? Certain assumptionsconstitute
the tacit conditions of possibility of inquiry itself, indeed, of al cognitive activity and as apprentices to a
“‘convivium'’ of practitioners, we cometo rely implicitly on these grounds—they areimplied in al subsequent
practice.® These grounds are made up of pre-reflective believings that inform our cognitive attitude and
comportment at an infrastructural level and finally constitute the ‘logical / ontological grounds of our coming
to achieve our presently explicit beliefs' .** Knowledge, despite appearances, is never sui generis.

It isnecessary to indicate that ground as used by Poteat should be understood in the Gestaltist sense
asthat background according to which all explicit acts of knowing aretheintentional figures.?® Thisexplains
why the background infrastructure of beliefscannot belucidly or explicitly dwelt upon assuch: to use Polanyi’s
terms, it cannot befocally apprehended simply becauseitisdwelt within: at oncethat subsidiary matrix that makes
possible all focal apprehension and the sine qua non from which every cognitive performanceisinitiated. ‘In
every act of speech’, Poteat observes, ‘ | attend fromthisrichly implicativegrid of surplusmeaningsinmy native
language as ground to what | am actually bodying forth as figure' .#

Therefore because tacit, that isto say, deeply introjected, the epistemol ogical grounds of inquiry are
radically fiduciary —they cannot be explicitly known prior to inquiry: they are unconscious (if in the ordinary
rather than Freudian sense). Tacitknowing, for both Polanyi and Poteat, remains, by definition, therefore, immune
todoubt. And, for Poteat at |east, it goesall theway down to the ontological ground of all belief and epistemic
activity.

Thealternativeepistemol ogi cal and ontol ogical ground untowhich | havebeentryingtodraw
you isone upon which our feats of reflection and intell ection —the exercise of our so-called
higher powers— are seen to berooted in and derivative of even our most primitive forms of
sentience, motility and orientation: our “minds’ areseentobeinextricably implicated with our
“bodies’ .2

51



According to the orthodox epistemological narrative, aswe have considered, knowledge tends to be divorced
from the actual activity of knowing. If emphasisfallson thelatter however, Poteat argues, thiswill return us
ultimately to itsintentional genesisin the knowing living body of the knower. Situating the act of knowingin
thebody of theknower, according to Poteat, compel susto consider theagent of knowledgeasacomplex hybrid
of cognitive and somatic aspects. It is areductive falsification of the factsto continue to consider cognitive
activity ascontainedinthemind, or claimed exclusively by consciousness, or sitedinthe Cartesian cogito. Rather,
asamotor skill isintegrated with the comprehensive logic of the somatic economy, knowledge isincarnate—
that is, it should be considered to inform our physical being; knowledge is held viscerally, ‘ by the very act of
“taking up” existenceintheworld’. We, in other words, embody our knowing.

According to the unprecedented epistemological view intimated by Polanyi and amplified by Poteat,
itisactually possibleto say that “ muscles make assumptions’.?* (See, for instance, Poteat’ s close anal yses of
striking atennisball in PM.) ‘When therefore | rely on my bodily being in the world as the conditio sine qua
non of my action, it is the assumption in which the act is grounded’ .

| would like to suggest that Poteat embodies his epistemological apprenticeship to Polanyi and that
Polanyian Meditationsisadocument, awritten report of thisembodi ment expressed from withinitsingrained
structure. Indeed, in alater work, Poteat describes the process of coming to know, again implicitly following
Polanyi’ smodel of apprenticeship, throughthe extraordinary claimthat all knowingisindwellingan“other”2:
‘toindwell an other’ he explains‘isin the important sense to know it; to have had thisknowledgeisto be able
toremember it, to bear it along and recreateitinmyself’ 2" Hisapprenticeship to Polanyi isexactly of the order
of thisindwelling an other in theimportant sense described here. Once he hasthoroughly assimilated Polanyi,
and thereby realised in himself that the existential infrastructure of all knowledge and belief must be assumed
to subsist behind all our acts, the aim of Poteat’ s project will be to recollect thisforgotten knowledge in order
to retrieve the ultimate ground — and get his readersto attend to it despiteitsresistance to focal apprehension.
Indeed, thisresistanceisduein large measure, Poteat claims, to the ‘amnesia’ of post-Cartesian metaphysical
dualismwhich, indepictingtheself asa’‘theatreof solitude’, abstractstheobject of knowledgefromtheknower,
disremembersthe* concretedensity’ of thelifeworld and, most paradigmatically (and damagingly), divorcesthe
body fromthemind.?® But because, aswe have seen, Polanyi’ sradical theory of tacit knowing putsthedualism
of mindandbody into question, Poteat insistsonreferring tothefinal irreducibleontol ogi cal backgroundimplied
by this epistemological view by suturing the Cartesian divorceesinto ahybrid: whencethe* mindbody’ that has
given criticsof Poteat much grief: Thus: ‘ My mindbodily being intheworld, itself finally opaqueto reflection,
ismy bedrock assumption’.?®

Irreducibly both body and mind, only mind because already body and only body because mind, ‘We
discover at bottom they are not two but one’.* In avery late text, possibly hislast, an unpublished essay on
Cézanne, Poteat delivers perhaps the clearest expression of the consequences of his Polanyian indwelling and
itsassociated project of recollection. Accordingtothisalternativeepistemology, the* dualism of mind and body’
hewrites* hasbeen seennottobeontologically radical, but derivative; sotoowiththedistinction between subject
and object — a distinction that [may be] indispensable for our second-order discourse ... but not ontological
bedrock’.* He concludes:

Fromthestandpoint of our mindbodi es, thesubj ect and object of our second-order, essentially

static conceit of our relation to theworld are seen to be but two different momentsof asingle

reality. ... Atnopointinthislively diaecticisthereany placefor asubject with an opposing
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object.®

The mindbody is that which is responsible for assuming the pre-reflective tacit beliefs that determine all
subsequent acts of cognitive behaviour. Although these may never be made explicit, the mindbody itself
expressly embodies al our infrastructural beliefs and epistemic attitudes, and, although the tacit dimension
cannot bearticulatedin propositional language, and although themindbody theref orerefusesto betheoretically
reflected, is' systematically elusive’ ,* nevertheless (and here Poteat draws on Wittgenstein’ ssaying / showing
distinction), it ‘showsitself’ .3

Poteat is aware that such notions as holding inexplicit beliefs, possessing tacit knowledge we are
unawareof yet pre-reflectively rely on, or, indeed, hypothesesabout alocus of reflection that itself resistsbeing
reflected will appear nothing short of scandal ous to apprentices to a paradigm that identifies objectivity with
abstractionand philosophical probity withdisinterested detachment. Y etall ‘ scandal disappearsif weremember
that all of our most fundamental believingsand evaluingsare (logically) dependent upontheir muteembodiment
inour intentional mindbodiesin their convivial setting, [yet remain] beyond explicitation’.*®* One of the most
significant (and most disturbing for the post-Cartesian mind-set) consequences of thisis, of course, that all our
most fundamental beliefsand values, held withinthefertile, radically given ground of our existential itinerary,
remainimmuneto doubt and aretherefore, to the extent that they areimplicitly relied on yet only tacitly known,
certain in away more profound than the Cartesian sense. Thisisthereal scandal.

Characterised according to the model of apprenticeship suggested here, what Poteat acquires from
Polanyi may infact ultimately beimpossibleto measure. But onething he does get from himisthe confidence
toexpressand devel op hisown philosophical intuitionsintoafull-blown post-critical philosophical project. This
project has two aspects.

On the one hand, Poteat, totally accepting Polanyi’s radical theory of knowing, seeks to expose the
subsidiary commitmentsthat refer our knowledge to afundamental ontological ground. Thus Poteat claimsto
usePolanyianlogicasacritica methodto el aborateand amplify what hebelievesstill remainslatentin PK, namely,
that thebackground of all my knowing, doing, speaking, andthereflectiveinquiriesthat derivefromtheseprimary
activities, ismy pre-linguistic being intheworld: theirreducible“mindbody” repeatedly invokedin PM. This
iswhatisapriori accepted (intuitively given) inall my deliberativeinquiry however alienated it may appear to
befromthat ‘ambient’ and ‘lively’ locus.® The mindbody isthe physical being that, in its quotidian context,
temporally extensive and bio-historical, inits presence, which at once ‘retrotends’ my past being (as memory)
and ‘pretends’ my future (as anticipation), is sentient and intentional, Poteat establishes as the matrix ‘ of all
meaning and meaning-discernment’.¥ It is the ultimate ground, ‘the nonexistence of which’ he says ‘is
inconceivable’ .

But thisproposition is, Poteat exclaims, the most prosaic datum possible! And yet, precisely for this
reason, it simultaneously represents the most radical challenge for those apprenticed to the philosophical
tradition. It isaso unfortunately the most difficult for sympathisersto defend.

“Yes, of course. Thesefactsare obvious; everyone knows them —the most ordinary things

in the world”; and because they are ordinary —in other words, known to us simply because

they areimbedded in our routine practice, rather than asthe outcome of systematic reflection

—we conclude that they could not possibly have any serious philosophic import, inasmuch
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as, since Descartes, only that knowledgeistakento beseriousthat istheissue of askepticisim
raising us, so it isimagined, above our history and practice.®

And this brings us conveniently to the second aspect of Poteat’s project. It is, of course, needless to say,
intimately related to thefirst aspect ... asaduck to arabbit. Thisisthe adaptation of the Polanyian ‘picture’ of
apprenticeship to a practice, where theinquirer is pictured as ‘ engaged in the activity of inquiry, governed ...
by away of doing, anterior to theformalisation of explicitrules *° into a post-critical method to exposethetacit
assent to a discredited Cartesian modus operandi he believesto be endemic to modern Western culture. And
thisisalso where Poteat, having taken ownership of the belief systemthat hastaken up residency in him, begins
to apply hisinteriorised Polanyian motifsin acreative andindividual way toaunique problem. Thisis, inother
words, where his project really comesinto its own.

Itisnotinsignificant that thelast threemeditationsof PM do not mention Polanyi or refer tohiswritings.
Thisis because this marks the point where the umbilical cord is severed and the two halves can be separated:
Poteat will now concentrate on developing his own post-critical project of exposing the residual Cartesian
metaphysical dualism from its sublimated state in the cultural imagination of Western modernity. And now,
because hebelievesthiscommitment tothecritical heritageof Descarteshasbeenthoroughly assimilated, it has
actually become uncritical — a fundamental part of our common sense repertoire. The Western zeitgeist is
profoundly, yet unconsciously conditioned, infected, by what hecallsan‘ ur-Cartesianism’ 4 whichisreinforced
by al phanumeric literacy and the official supremacy of mathematical idealsof formal rationality aswell asthe
ascendancy of thevisual modelsof conceptual theorisation. Indeed, using the post-critical method, thiscrypto-
Cartesianism can be exposed asmost damaging, most insidiously influential, paradoxically, ininstanceswhere
itisexplicitly criticised yet still unconsciously affirmed.

For Cartesianism, as characterised in PM, is not a systematic theory rigorously explicated by its
exponents. Rather itisadominant but deeply sublimated metaphysical grammar composed of avocabulary of
paradigmatic images and values, motifs and metaphorsthat operate at asubterranean level in theimagination;
andthisgrammar informsall our implicit beliefsabout thenatureof reality and our relationshiptoit, determining
eventhemotivationtothink or inquireinthefirst place. Weareall, Poteat argues, apprenticesto theinstitution
of Cartesian dualism. Indeed, its ubiquitous presence is so pervasive, Poteat argues, that the very efforts to
overcomeitsparalysing binary grammar often anchor useven moreinescapably toit. ThusaccordingtoPoteat’s
analysis, this entrenched, fiduciary commitment to the Cartesian metaphysical picture isthe very background
condition that necessarily remains uncritically assumed and isthereforeironically the very thing that remains
immune to the methodological doubt canvassed by Descartes.

Anecumenical doubt, infusedwithanintellectual energy sufficienttoaffect awholeworldwide
culture, only becamepossiblewhenaDescartes, during afew hours, took himsel f tobeaworld-
transcending — even a self-transcending — god before whom “ everything” could be arrayed,
asif inagnostic instant, to present its credential s to a detached and non-committal gaze.*

The target of Poteat’s post-critical method is nothing other than this legacy of ‘uncriticised Enlightenment

criticism’.* Inhishands, the Polanyian post-critical logic becomesamethod, aproject of de-sublimationwhich

isclosely related to the psychoanal ytic technique. For, heexplains, we'‘ areworking against long-standing and

powerful resistance’ and ‘the psychoanalytic analogy isapposite here’.* Indeed, he frequently usestheterms

of pathology to describe our dysfunctional sublimated commitment to Cartesianism: it is, he says, ‘achronic
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depression’, a‘ repetitioncompulsion’,* or even afull-blown ‘madness’ . Withthisrealisation, a‘demand for
sanity takeshold' 4" yet ‘if we areto cut deeper into the sources and characteristic disorders of thisculture, we
will haveto bring some of the motifsof thiscriticismto bear onitself’.#® Criticism of this pathological critical
heritagewill thereforehavetoassumetheformof * nothing other thanaprecritical logicrecovered after anexcess
of [uncriticised] criticism’ .

But why isthe Cartesian epistemological paralysis so resistant to every genuine therapeutic effort to
eradicateit? It only hastheindestructible, pernicious power it hasbecause ‘ our subscriptiontoitis... tacit's:
makeit explicit through the post-critical method, Poteat suggests, and ‘ the ground we have surrendered, even
though we never ceased to stand upon it, will be recovered; and with it our sanity’.>

Retrievingtheground and our mental health clearly requirestwo almost antithetical approaches: onthe
one hand, it requires a more disciplined and thoroughgoing critical comportment than the critical ethos of
Enlightenment modernity has bequeathed to us. For this post-critical method must prepareitself to challenge
the very norms of lucid objectivity by refusing to accept methodological doubt as the provenance of inquiry.
Ontheother hand, it requires, at the sametime, every effort to suspend our ‘ critical inheritance’ .2 Thisinvolves
theingenuousacceptanceof theintuitiveontol ogical ground of al inquiry, belief, activity and knowing, that from
whichall thedualismsof the Cartesian picturederive, namely, my mindbodily beingintheworld. Thisisbecause:

In our acritical, off-duty momentswhat isobviousistaken at face-value and asworthy of no
specia notice. Only when awhole critical tradition has trained us to be on guard and has
grossly impeached our sense of what isimportant in what is obvious do we haveto struggle
to recover our senses.®®

Drawingour post-critical attentiontothis’ systemically elusive’ ultimatebackground, the[ mindbodily] ‘ whence
of all meaning and meaning-discernment’* isthe only way to eradicate the Cartesian metaphysical dualismto
which we are unconsciously apprenticed; for thisirreducible ground is precisely the ontological matrix which
issuppressed whentheallegedly radical mind hasbeen divorced by reflection from my bodily being, whenthe
concept of the object stands opposed to the transcendental subject, and when the fantasy of the disembodied
ego cogito has claimed a hegemonic perch from which all being is surveyed. And | fed at once god-like, yet
desperately alienated. Theremedy for our post-Cartesian psycho-pathol ogy, according to Poteat, isto recover
the quotidian mindbodily being in the world, the forgotten ground of all knowing and activity.

Thisnecessary ground isprecisely the Being towhich all menhave an absolutely indubitable
access in the convivial sense of their own existence to which they are ... bonded, the non-
existence of whichisinconceivable.®

But how, Poteat, can you know all this?
| am hard pressed to say. However thiswill in no way weaken my intuitive certainty.%

Poteat’ s adaptation of Polanyi’s post-critical philosophy now perhaps becomes clear against the
background sketched here. He describes it as the supreme and repeated effort to avoid alienation from the
existential actuality of hisown mindbodily beingintheworld. Hecallsthiseffort ‘ reflexive phenomenol ogy’ ¥
anditischaracterised asfollows: ‘toallow myself toresonatewith theactuality of my own existential mindbody
initsact of reflecting upon reflection fromtheinside’ . It isthis method that is applied to in those descriptive
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vignettes of engagement in activities so crucial to Poteat’ s philosophical style: striking aball with histennis-
racket, jogging for five mileswith hisdog, gazing at apainting in hisstudy, listening to alandlady refusetolet
her rooms and watching her gestures, lying on arock by the Grand Canyon for six hours, the panic of asudden
attack of amnesiain ashopping mall.

Aboveall, however, themostimportant motifsinthisgenrearethedetail ed descriptionsof the physical
processof writing—of Poteat, our author, actually writingwith pen on paper —that repeatedly interrupt thecourse
of our reading. Drawing attention to the nib of his Cross pen at the beginning of Recovering the Ground, for
instance, he attributesthe subtleties of histhought to the extra-fine point of that nib. ‘A delicateinstrument for
thinking' he says ' encourages delicate thought’.>® The point of these impolite incursionsthat so rudely alarm
thesolitary reader, of course, istoinduceusto awaken to our own mindbodily being intheworld and thusshake
us out of our Cartesian slumber by making us reflexively conscious of our somatic, proprioceptive, spatio-
temporal engagement inthevery activity of existing. ‘ Thetexts of my books' he continuesare so ‘ designed to
defeat their appropriationinorder that, paradoxically, thereader will beforcedtodwell in, reappropriateand come
to valuethe logos of hisor her own quotidian mindbodily life’ .8

If al this seems quite distant from Polanyi it is because the journeyman Poteat has struck out here on
his own post-critical programme. Infact, at one point, he explicitly contrasts his reflexive methodol ogy with
Polanyi’ s post-critical philosophy, claiming his own as more radical than Polanyi’ s and reminding us perhaps
of Polanyi’s observation that ‘ every thoughtful submission to authority is qualified by some, however slight,
oppositiontoit’.®! Yet, even here, Poteat immediately qualifiesthe claim by adding that thisradical reflexive
phenomenology istacitly implied in the ‘ metaphorical intentionalities of Personal Knowl edge throughout’.%?
And yet somehow, again even here, thistacit implication raises an explicit head when Polanyi says:

Wecanvoi ceour ultimateconvictionsonly fromwithinour convictions—fromwithinthewhole
system of [mindbodily] acceptancesthat arelogically prior to any particular assertion of our
own, prior to the holding of any particular piece of knowledge.®

Perhapsthepoint isthat Poteat isnever closer to Polanyi than when heappearsfurthest from him. But how could
| establishthat? | can't. But | feel itstruth.

So how is one to do justice to this unique philosophical project? Certainly, as should be clear, the
configuration of aformal paper, acceding respectfully tothelucid formulaof argument and exposition, that ticks
all the rhetorical boxes familiar to the academic tradition would misrepresent Poteat and, indeed, implicitly
condemn hisefforts: ‘ the paradigm of agood written-out argument surreptitiously takes onthevaluesof apage
of print’ and thus effects ‘areduction of the lively reality of our actual [feats of knowing] to an abstraction’®*.
‘Theliterateimagination, becauseitisalienated by print fromtheconcretedensity of my mindbodily life' heinsists,
in print, ‘moves me—leads us—toward an abstract picture of myself intheworld’.% To do justice to Poteat,
to bear witnessto hislifework, which | want to do becauseit isimportant to me, cannot be to teach “ Poteat” —
if thismeansto tell studentswhat hiswork is about, and if this means addressing that ‘ upon what “ objects” it
bears .®® No, | shall teachwhat I’ veawaystaught, but now with more confidence, rejuvenated from apprentice-
ship to acompletely transformed post-critical epistemological enterprise that encourages the development of
aunique and personal style of being in the world.

One may therefore claim expertise regarding Poteat’s writings and yet fail to grasp the ultimate
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significance of his work. This is because the objective of his teaching was not to transmit a determinate
informational content accessibleto cognitive assimilation. Rather, as Dale Cannon, aformer student of Poteat
observes, the significance of the latter’ swork actually resists being taught, it refuses, that is, to be trandated
into informational terms. Poteat’ ssignificance hasto do with something that cannot straightforwardly be said
and comprehended in modernintellectual termsat al.” Rather, Cannon concludes:

It hasto dowith undergoing ashiftin sensibility, aradical shift: from attendingtowhat ... to
attending to the how of intellection itself, and specifically to the how of being both an
intellectual and oneself, a whole person in the world.5”

To dojusticeto Poteat’ s post-critical philosophic project inthislive presentation | would have had to
attempt to capture my aporetic struggleswith Poteat’ s (and Polanyi’s) ideas. Somehow, | would haveto have
endeavoured to create new waysto adequately represent these perplexities—to devel op some form that would
mimetheprocessof composition, that would represent, ultimately, the practi ceof thinkingitself —completewith
itspassions, existential absorptions, aswell asitsabortive starts, snares, distractions, hiatuses, the frustrations
of never quitefindingtherightwords. The'fail again, fail better’ scenarios: am| gettingitright?; havel explained
it adequately?; what thehell am | saying/ doing here? How doesonerepresent thelong periodsof near catatonic
inactivity characteristic of ‘doing philosophy’ ? What, indeed, of the thinking that emerges at the distal point
of the pen-tip scratching its traces on the surface of the paper that Poteat has drawn our philosophic attention
to? What also of thefingers' choreography acrossthe keyboard that appears to outrun my very thoughts, | am
talking about that tacit kinaesthetic skill for locating keysthat | cannot adequately explain and would be hard
pressed to say how and when | learned? But this pressure does not weaken my intuitive certainty.
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