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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.

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



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
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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?
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