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

I: The Indeterminate Anthropol ogical Center

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

II: The Protensive“ Radius’

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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