
PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS 
FOUNDATIONS OF THEOLOGY: 

A COMMUNITY'S TRADITION 
OF DISCOURSE AND PRACTICE 

Several weeks ago, when I was preparing my talk and Elisabeth was in Hol-
land attending the editorial board meeting of Concilium, I suggested to Chris we 
go out to eat. We landed in a Chinese restaurant in Harvard Square. Chris opened 
her fortune cookie to find: "Life is full of questions without answers." We had 
been just talking about her upcoming exams, so I teased, "what an appropriate 
fortune for you! With high school and college examinations ahead, you will face 
many questions to which you will not know the answers.'' "Oh no ," she retorted, 
' 'the fortune fits you. It was made for a theologian. After all, they are always rais-
ing questions for which there are no answers." Chris is right. High school quizzes 
do have answers. At least much more readily than theology does. 

Does a theology merely raising questions or criticizing past answers have 
nothing to say? Would not the quip of the Polish satirist fit such a theology? "To 
preach the Gospel it is necessary to have a church, a pulpit, and a preacher. It in-
deed would be helpful if one also had a Gospel."1 Yet to affirm that theology does 
indeed have a Gospel to interpret and to proclaim does not make the task of the-
ology any easier. Central to the task of theology is the foundations of theology. 
Does theology have any foundation? What is it? 

Last year's theme, "Theology: Ecclesial and Academic," reminded us that 
the interpretation of the Gospel is not a simple task. It must face conflicts of in-
terpretations, diverse criteria, and distinct social and political matrices. When I 
had decided on that theme more than two years ago, I had no idea how acute it 
would become for us. Today, the academic freedom and teaching position of one 
of our most respected members, a former President of our Society and a former 
John Courtney Murray awardee, is threatened. 

This year's theme, "Theology in the North American Context," looks like a 
different topic, but is not. By pointing out that theology exists in particular his-
torical, social, and political contexts, it raises the theoretical issue of the signifi-
cance of such contexts for theology itself. In this presidential address I shall, 
therefore, explore last year's theme, "Theology: Ecclesial and Academic," from 
this year's perspective, "Theology within the North American Context," and I 
shall do so from my perspective as a fundamental theologian. 

Such a complex topic as "Theology: Ecclesial and Academic" can be ap-
proached in many ways. One can approach the topic as the conflict between the 

'Wieslaw Budjenski, Katzenjammer. Aphorismen (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1966). 
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learned or philosophical faith of elite theologians and the simple faith of the mul-
titude of faithful. The problems was so formulated in the early Church, especially 
in the debates surrounding the School of Alexandria.2 So formulated, it stresses 
the tension between the content and images of faith and the conceptual elucida-
tions of these symbols. This basic problem touches on important issues of the re-
lation between symbols and concepts, between religious ideas and social context, 
and between catechesis and theology. 

Recently, a statement directed to theologians in North America compared 
theologians to "ferocious lions" chewing away at helpless " l ambs" ("simple 
faithful") and argued for the "primacy of the faith of the simple people." Leave 
aside for now what that image claims about theologians. What does it claim about 
the faithful? Does not the modern Enlightenment differ from previous Enlight-
enments in that it has become a general phenomenon? Is is not a decisive char-
acteristic of modernity that learning is becoming increasingly universal? I attend 
St. Paul's in Cambridge, where many of the Catholic faculty and students of Har-
vard University also go. Is it justified to refer to these people in the pew as the 
"s imple fa i thful?" Should not such language be mindful of Schleiermacher's 
warning: "Shall the tangle of histoiy so unravel that Christianity becomes iden-
tified with barbarism and science with unbelief."3 Do we want to identify faith 
with simplicity and science with unbelief? 

One can also view the problem as the conflict between religious studies and 
theological studies. Such a view moves the issue beyond the confines of specifi-
cally confessional Roman Catholic problem and into a much more general and 
theoretical problem. It concerns the very disciplinary and academic nature of the-
ology itself. The emergence of religious studies challenges the location of theol-
ogy within the university. Not theology but only religious studies has its rightful 
place in a modern university. 

I do not agree with such a claim. It underscores a dichotomy where there should 
be none. A theology, worthy of its salt, takes into account the transcendental and 
linguistic turn of modern philosophy. Such a theology must analyze its object within 
the refraction of human language and subjectivity. At the same time, if religious 
studies is to take into account the nature of religion, then it has to take into account 

2See Jacques Lebreton, ' 'Le désaccord de la foi populaire et de la théologie savant dans 
l'Église chrétienne du Ille" in Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 19 (1923) 481-506; 20 (1924) 
5-37; Herman Langerbeck, "Zur Auseinandersetzung von Theologie und Glaubensge-
meinde in der römischen Gemeinde in den Jahren 135-65," in his Aufsätze zur Gnosis 
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck, 1967) 167-79. H. J. Carpenter, "Popular Christianity and the 
Theologians in the Early Centuries," Journal of Theological Studies 14 (1963) 294-310. 
Norbert Brox, "Der einfache Glaube und die Theologie," Kairos (1972) 161-87. In the 
West during the second century and even much later the simplicity of faith and the faithful 
was praised as a virtue, the reverse was true in the East where simple faith became a de-
fective faith. 

'Friedrich Schleiermacher, On the Glaubenslehre. Two Letters to Dr. Lücke. Trans. 
James Duke and Francis Fiorenza (AAR Texts and Translations 3; Chico CA: Scholars Press 
1981)61. 
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the relation between meaning and truth-claim. Religious studies would then have 
as its method not only explanatory but also hermeneutical modes of analysis.4 

One can also approach the problem of the academic and ecclesial dimension 
of theology as the relation between theology and the magisterium.5 This approach 
has been well represented, both historically and systematically, in previous papers 
at our conventions, especially by our ecclesiologists. There is no need for me to 
repeat the outstanding work of my predecessors on this issue. 

These three approaches deal with the theme as the relation between the content 
of faith and philosophical rationality, between religious and theological studies, 
between theology and magisterium. Each raises the fundamental problem as to what 
counts as rationality or as the foundations of theology and what role does a com-
munity have in rational justification and in the foundations of theology. The dis-
agreements in each of the three approaches rest upon deeper disagreements about 
the foundations of theology, the nature of rationality, the conditions of academic 
disciplines, and the authority of community. Therefore, I shall attempt to address 
the more general problem of the nature of rationality and the foundations of the-
ology. 

In addressing this problem I shall first analyze its emergence within funda-
mental theology in the nineteenth century in order to show that certain basic as-
sumptions about knowledge and rationality have deeply affected the traditional 
fundamental theological conception of the ecclesial and academic nature of the-
ology. Then I shall explore some recent discussions of epistemology in North 
America in order to contrast contemporary conceptions of rationality with those 
influencing the traditional Roman Catholic formulation of the problem. Finally, I 
shall outline my view of theology and its foundations. 

I. A FALSE ALTERNATIVE: 
AUTHORITY OF FAITH AND AUTONOMY OF REASON 

My first question is: what conception of rationality underlies the conceptions 
of theology in traditional fundamental theology? How has this conception of the-
ology influenced the understanding of faith and the relation of theology to the 
academy and to the ecclesial community? 

A. Vatican I and the Roman School of Theology 

A starting-point for modern Roman Catholic theology can be found within the 
Roman School of Theology as it has affected Roman Catholic doctrine on the re-

"Wolfhart Pannenbert, Theology and the Philosophy of Science (Philadelphia: West-
minster Press, 1976). 

5For example the essays edited by Walter Kern, Die Theologie und das Lehramt 
(Quaestiones Disputatae 91; Freiburg: Herder, 1982) Max Seckler, ed., Lehramt und Theo-
logie. Unnöitiger Konflikt oder heilsame Spannung (Düsseldorf: Patmos 1981); Karl Rah-
ner and Heinrich Fries, eds., Theologie in Freiheit und Verantwortung (Munich: Kösel, 
1981), Remigus Bäumiger, ed., Lehramt und Theologie im 16. Jahrhundert (Münster, 1976); 
Im Spannungsfeld von Wissenschaft und Kirche (Freiburg: Herder, 1980). 
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lation between theology as academic and ecclesial at Vatican I.6 For this purpose 
the Syllabus of Errors, the writings of Johann Baptist Franzelin, and the Consti-
tution Dei Filius of Vatican I should be examined. We should examine not only 
their explicit affirmations, but also their implied conceptions of rationality as they 
affect the foundations of theology. 

The Syllabus of Errors is very important for an understanding and interpre-
tation of Vatican I. The papal decision to publish the Syllabus took place at the 
same time as decision to call the Council. December 6, 1864 was also the date 
when the pope communicated his decision to call a council and established the 
first consultation. Quanta Cura dates from December 8,1864. Cardinal Bilio, the 
final editor of the Syllabus was the President of the council's theological prepa-
ratory comission. And most importantly, the Syllabus was to serve as the basis for 
the proposed schemata.7 

Johann Baptist Franzelin, a professor of the Gregorian University, a leader of 
the Roman School of Theology, is significant because he authored the relevant 
sections of the council's constitution.8 Franzelin had the task of drawing upon the 
section of two of the Syllabus of Errors of 1864, basically errors 8 to 14 (DS 2908-
2914). Whereas section one dealt with pantheism and naturalism, section three 
with indifferentism, section two, relevant for our purposes, dealt with moderate 
rationalism.9 

These errors were not so much about the doctrine of revelation or of faith as 
about the nature of theology as a science and its theoretical foundation. The Syl-
labus rejected the opinion that Catholic dogmas could be scientifically understood 
and evaluated by a philosophy that understood itself to be autonomous and inde-
pendent of ecclesial authority. Such an opinion (errors 9 to 11) was thought to stem 
from Frohshammer's understanding of the nature of theology as an academic dis-
cipline.10 

"See Peter Walter, Die Frage der Glaubensbergründung aus innerer Erfahrung auf dem 
I. Vaticanum. Die Stellungnahme des Konzils vor dem Hintergrund der zeitgenössischen 
röminischen Theologie (Tübinger theologische Studien 16; Mainz: Matthias Grünewald: 
1980). See also Walter Kasper, Die Lehre von der Tradition in der Römischen Schule (Her-
der: Freiburg, 1982) and Roger Aubert, Le problème de l'acte de foi. (Louvain/Paris 1945-
4th ed. 1969). 

7See Roger Aubert, "La composition des commissions préparatoires du Premier Con-
cile du Vatican," in Reformata reformando, ed., Erwin Iserloh and Karl Repgen. (Fest-
schrift für Hubert Jedin; Münster, Aschendorf, 1965) vol. 2,447-82; Wilhelm Bartz, "Zur 
Geschichte der Constitutio dogmatica de fide catholica des Vatikans," Theologie und Glaube 
39 (1949) 275-77. 

8Cf. J. M. Gómez-Heras, "La constitución 'Dei Filius' y la teología J. B. Franzelin 
(Estudio comparado a la luz de los votos inéditos conservardos en el Archivo Secreto Va-
ticano)," RET 23 (1963) 137-90, 451-87; 25 (1965) 79-114; 27 (1967) 375-97. Unfortu-
nately, the monograph by E. Barón on Franzelin and Vatican I was not available to me. Le 
racionabilidad de la fe en el Concilio Vaticano I. Esquema de Franzelin. Discurso leído 
en la solemne paertura del Curso Académico 196-1967 en la Facultad de Teología de 
Granada (Granada, 1966). 

'DS 2908-2914. 
,0DS 2850. See the previous papal encyclical Gravisssma inter. I cannot discuss here 
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The Syllabus rejects the theological Enlightenment. It interprets this Enlight-
enment as the attempt to establish religious truth without any acknowledgment of 
divine or ecclesial authority. The Syllabus criticizes those theological positions 
making a universal and rational philosophy the norm that judges Christian dog-
mas. It rejects such a view as another affirmation of the possibility of natural re-
ligion without divine revelation. Its condemnations imply a specific view of 
theology: theology is based upon supernatural revelation. This revelation as in-
terpreted by the teaching office of the Roman Catholic Church is the authoritative 
principle and the foundation of Catholic theology. 

B. Franzelin's Epistemology: 
Revelation as Authoritative Foundation 

In drawing on the relevant sections of the Syllabus, Franzelin focused the the-
matic on the epistemological dimension. His votum treats "unice de ordine cog-
nitionis agere propositum sit ac manda tum."" His intention was to develop 
"hermeneutically, and theologically" the position of the Syllabus. In so doing he 
made the concept of revelation into a central and foundational category of epis-
temology. Transcendence was viewed as an epistemological transcendence so that 
revelation became both the ground as well as the means of religious knowledge. 
Moreover, this epistemological transcendence was located within the analysis of 
faith.12 

Franzelin's theology was caught up within the framework of the very modern 
rationality which he criticized.13 In sketching a raster of heresies he points to an 
absolute opposition between the autonomy of reason, on the one hand, and the 
belief in the authority of revelation, on the other hand. In his conception, Chris-
tian theology has its foundation exclusively from the standpoint of the formal au-
thority of God. Philosophy and science rest on the standpoint of an autonomous 

the question to what extent the negations correctly grasped the intent of the positions of 
Frohschammer or of Hermes. The painstaking archival investigations of Herman H. Schwedt 
in regard to Hermes portray a scandalous situation that can only caution us: see his Das 
römische Urteil über George Hermes (1775-1831). Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der In-
quisition im 19. Jahrhundert (Freiburg/Rome: Herder, 1980), published also as the sup-
plementary volume 37 of Römische Quartalschrift. Franzelin gives several references to 
Günther's writings, but notes himself that he had available only the assessment of a con-
suitor to the Holy Office in regard to Frohschammer's work. See VF 132n. 

"See the text of the whole votum in the appendix to Herman Joseph Pottmeyer, Der 
Glaube vor dem Anspruch der Wissenschaft. Die Konstitution Über den Katholischen 
Glauben. "Dei Filius" des 1. Vatikanischen Konzils und die unveröffentlichten Voten der 
vorbereitenden Kommission (Freiburger theologischen Studien 87: Freiburg: Herder, 1968). 
The quotation here is from pp. 27-28**. 

l2See Peter Eicher, Offenbarung. Prinzip neuzeitlicher Theologie (Munich: Kösel, 1977). 
13Eicher, Offenbarung 115. For the interrelation between political authority and reli-

gious authority and the extent the critique of the Enlightenment was just as much a critique 
of the French Revolution, see Hermann Josef Pottmeyer, Unfehlbarkeit und Souveränität. 
Die päpstiliche Unfehlbarkeit im System der ultramontanen Ekklesiologie des 19. Jahr-
hunderts (Tübinger Theologische Studien 5; Mainz: Matthias-Grünewald 1975). 
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rationality. Therefore the autonomous rationality of reason and a Christian faith 
based on authority are contrasted. 

If one examines the anti-Christian elements of the Enlightenment within the 
eighteenth century in distinction to the nineteenth century, one observes that they 
criticized religion and Christianity as representing an external, particularistic, and 
authoritarian faith. They contrasted this faith with the internal freedom and au-
tonomy of a universal rationality. The famous chapter of Hegel' s Phenomenology 
of the Spirit ridicules the Enlightenment for contrasting the particularism of faith 
with the pure insight.14 Franzelin's own view maintains the same basic contrast of 
that version of the Enlightenment, except in contrasting the authority of faith with 
the autonomy of reason he takes the side of authority and faith. 

Franzelin contrasted faith and reason within the analysis of the act of faith.15 

Faith is not a way of knowing based upon insight into reasons but has an external 
foundation. The formal object of faith and the motive of faith lies in the previously 
acknowledged authority of another. But how does one acknowledge this author-
ity? If through natural human reasons, then the formal object of faith is not the 
authority and truthfulness of the revealing God, but rather these natural human 
reasons. If the external signs of credibility alone provided the ground for belief, 
then the formal object of faith would be a probable practical judgment rather than 
the authority of the revealing God. 

In his analysis Franzelin disagrees with Suarez's assumption that the authority 
of God must be believed on its own account. He follows de Lugo in arguing that 
such an assumption amounts to an infinite regress or a contradiction. Therefore 
Franzelin follows the path of de Lugo and proposes that the acknowledgment of 
the authority of God is an immediate certainty that is not naturally produced but 
is supernaturally given. The act of faith is thereby distinct from the knowledge of 
the external signs of credibility. It is an act in which these same signs are known 
as signs of God. The act of faith is given by a revealing and self-testifying God. 
Therefore, God is not only the material object of the act of faith, but also the prin-
ciple of the act of faith. The certitude in the act of faith is not a natural certitude, 
but an immediate supernatural knowledge of certitude.16 

Franzelin's explication of the ground of faith in the authority and truthfulness 
of God and independently of human reason leads him to define faith in a way 
which for want of a better term—almost claims a "Cartesian certitude and im-
mediacy for faith." Not only does he define faith formally as well as materially 
into relation to God, but he modifies the more traditional emphasis on the natural 
signs of credibility and subordinates them to the experientia interna of faith.17 With 
such a conclusion, faith takes on characteristics of the transcendental description 
of knowledge. Neo-Scholasticism had criticized the Enlightenment for autonomy, 

'""Belief and Pure Insight" is the title of the subsection of chapter six where Hegel 
criticizes the Enlightenment for its failure to grasp the particularity of rationality. 

15See Joahnnis Baptist Franzelin, Tractatus de divina traditione et scriptum (Rome: S.C. 
De Propaganda Ride, 1875; revised edition) 628-76. 

"Ibid., 640-55. 
"Walter, Die Frage, 170-207. 
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certitude, and immediacy of its scientific rationality. Franzelin's description of faith 
betrays a similar immediacy and certitude. The attempt to base faith upon the 
truthfulness and authority of a revealing God leads to the subordination of human 
elements of credibility and interpretation. 

C. Common Presupposition: Autonomous Rationality 

The neo-Scholastic critique of the theological Enlightenment argued that those 
theologians seeking to appropriate the Enlightenment shared the epistemological 
presuppositions of the Enlightenment. George Hermes deliberately makes the 
starting-point of his theology the methodic doubt of Cartesianism. By taking this 
starting-point of doubt, he sought to move to the certitude of faith.18 Anton Günther 
the most influential German theologian in the nineteenth century sought to relate 
theology and anthropology within a Cartesian philosophical framework.19 His stu-
dent, Johann Nepomenuk Ehrlich, the first holder of a university chair explicitly 
called "Fundamental Theology," sought to give this discipline a more "scientific 
foundation." He criticized contemporary developments in apologetics and fun-
damental theology, especially the Tübingen School, for insufficiently grounding 
the certitude of faith in human subjectivity. He argued that fundamental theology 
must adequately ground faith and theology in human subjectivity so that funda-
mental theology could be considered a scientific discipline.20 

Although one often recalls the neo-Scholastic critique of the Enlightenment, 
one often forgets the degree to which neo-Scholasticism itself was permeated with 
the characteristics of the very rationalism that it sought to overcome. Johann Bap-
tist Franzelin is only one example. Joseph Kleugten, influential as the theologian-
author of Aeterni Patris, displays similar characteristics. Most recent interpreta-
tions have demonstrated how heavily his theology was indebted to Descartes's 
epistemology: the emphasis upon clear and distinct ideas as well as the immediacy 
of knowledge and certitude.21 

'"Georg Hermes, Einleitung in die christkatholische Theologie Vol. 1 (Münster, 1831, 
2nd ed.). See R. Schlund, "Der methodische Zweifel," Zeitschrift für Katholische Theo-
logie 72 (1950) 443-59. 

"See Günther's major work Vorschule zur spekulativen Theologie. Two volumes. (Wein, 
1828-29; 2nd ed. 1846-48). For the debate between the neo-scholastics and Günther, see 
Thomas Schäfer, Dei erkenntnis-theoretische Kontroverse Kleutgen-Günther (Paderborn: 
Schonigh, 1961). 

20See the analysis by Clemens Engling, Dei Bedeutung der Theologie für philoso-
phische Theoriebildung und gesellschaftliche Praxis (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Rur-
pecht, 1977) 74-130. 

21Karl Deufel, Kirche und Tradition. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der theologischen 
Wende im 19. Jahrhundert am Beispiel des kirchlich-theologischen Kampfprogramms P. 
Joseph Kleutgen S.J. Darstellung und Quellen (Beiträge zur Katholizismusforschung Reihe 
B.; Paderborn: Schoningh, 1976). Leonhard Gilen, "Kleutgen und die Erkenntnistheorie 
Descartes" Scholastick 30 (1955) 50-72, and "Kleutgen und der hermesianische Zweifel. 
Zum 75. Todestag Joseph Kleutgens (13. Januar 1883)," Scholastik 33 (1958) 1-31. Karl 
Gerhard Steck, "Joseph Kleutgen und Die Neuscholastik," in Festschrift für Joseph Klein 
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck, 1968) 288-305. 
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Vatican I sought to justify the Christian faith before the forum of modern rea-
son.22 This agenda implied an understanding of modern rationality. In important 
respects, it modified Franzelin's schema. The very section on the freedom and 
dignity of science was absent from Franzelin's schema and was introduced by the 
council Fathers. Various speeches criticized the schema's emphasis on the oth-
erness of faith to science. Yet in many respects what has endured within Roman 
Catholicism has been a critique of the Enlightenment and a critique of the auton-
omy of modern rationality. This understanding went across differences of opinion 
within theology. Yet this modification of the neo-Scholastic attitude did not go far 
enough and it was only in Vatican II that it in principle was overcome.23 

Its consequence for theological method still influences us and contemporary 
debates about the nature of theology and its relation to the community of the 
Church. The neo-Scholastic emphasis upon revelation and faith in terms of formal 
authority of revelation and the relation of this authority to the truthfulness of God 
led to a de-emphasis of the need for interpretation and community. The authority 
of revelation is an authority that needs to be gained through the interpretation of 
what is revelation. 

A certain tragic irony exists: This neo-Scholasticism sought to emphasize the 
importance of the community of faith over against an individualistic rationalism. 
Its goal could be appropriately characterized—to use Cardinal Ratzinger's recent 
formulation—"that either theology is within the community of the church or it 
does not exist at all ."2 4 Yet by basing theology primarily upon the supernatural 
authority of God over and against all human reasoning and by attributing a direct 
certitude to faith in this authority, it in fact eliminated community. The certitude 
that the object of belief is true does not rest in what is believed as mediated in and 
through the community but formally in the authority of God. The acknowledg-
ment in faith of the authority of God becomes an internal experience rather than 
a theology within a community and of a community. 

The challenge of the relation between the rationality of science and the au-
thority of faith remains before us. In his talk at the University of St. Michael's 
college, Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger repeated the traditional warning against the 
autonomy of science and stressed the intimate relation between theology and the 
Church. Yet his talk contained a very nuanced formulated challenge, "In this sense 
rationality is part of the essence of Christianity and in a way which is claimed by 

"For the interrelation between the epistemological conception of authority and the po-
litical concept of authority, see Yves Congar, "L'ecclésiologie de la révolution française 
au concile du Vatican, sous le signe de l'affirmation de l'autorité," in L'ecclésiologie au 
xif siècle, ed. M. Nedoncelle et al. (Unam Sanctam 34; Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1960) 79-
114. 

23For the modifications on Franzelin's proposed schema in regard to the freedom of sci-
ence, see Pottmeyer, Wissenschaft, 392-431, and in regard to experience, see Walter, Die 
Frage, 208-47. 

24Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, "The Church and the Theologian," Origins 15 (1986) 762-
70. See also his Theologische Prinzipienlehre. Bausteine zur Fundamentaletheologie (Mu-
nich, Erich Wewel, 1982), especially the essay, "Kirche und wissenshaftliche Theolo-
gie," 339-48. 
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no other religion. Whoever would abolish the path of reason would eliminate an 
indispensable dimension of faith. It is here a frontier is found that the teachings 
of the Catholic Church must respect as it encounters theology."25 An influential 
tradition of Roman Catholic theology has faced the challenge of the Enlighten-
ment, as I have argued, insofar as it distinguished faith and reason primarily by 
basing faith upon authority. Such an approach leads not only to the elimination of 
reason but also of community. In even assumes and reverses of Enlightenment cri-
tique of religion. 

When we as North Americans take up this challenge, we should recall that the 
critique of Enlightenment has been an enduring tradition of European Roman Ca-
tholicism. Originally, the critique of the Enlightenment was not simply a theo-
retical or rational critique. It was also a political critique.26 It was a critique of 
democracy and a defense of political monarchy. It was a critique of the French 
revolution along with its ideals of freedom, equality, human rights. It was a cri-
tique that failed to grasp how these ideals could be democratically realized and did 
not imply a negation of authority. Only much later and gradually—partially as a 
result of the success of the political revolutions—did European Roman Catholi-
cism accept the political Enlightenment for the external realm of the state, but not 
for the internal realm of the Church. Instead the philosophical Enlightenment re-
mained an object of criticism as representing an autonomous rationality. In the 
United States, where our country was established upon the very rights and free-
doms of Enlightenment ideals, we have not experienced this critique of the En-
lightenment. In this respect the American situation differs from the European 
situation, the origin of our declaration of human rights as well as our democratic 
constitution was rooted in the Enlightenment tradition.27 

In turning to the North American experience and in asking what it can con-
tribute to the universal Church, I am turning toward an experience that was quite 
different from the European Roman Catholic experience. Its confrontation with 
the Enlightenment was not burdened with the political alliance between the Church 
and monarchical forms of government. The question is whether it too is burdened 
with a particular conception of rationality that contrasts a faith based on authority 
and a rationality that was autonomous, presuppositionless, and hostile to author-
ity. It is in this context that I examine the understanding of rationality that has de-
veloped within North America. 

II. RATIONALITY IN THE CONTEXT 
OF NORTH AMERICAN EPISTEMOLOGY 

Several developments in the understanding of rationality have taken place 
within contemporary epistemology. These developments, though recent, are rooted 
in a long tradition of American conceptions of rational inquiry and experience. 
The current criticisms of empiricism, logical positivism and scientism grow out 

25 Ratzinger, "The Church," 766. 
26See Pottmeyer, Unfehlbarkeit und Souveränität. Cf. also J. Froschammer, Die poli-

tische Bedeutung der Unfehlbarkeit des Papstes und der Kirche (Munich, 1869, 2nd ed.). 
27See Garry wills, Inventing America (New York: Random House, 1978). 
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of this tradition and can be grouped under the critique of foundationalism. The 
development of a post-empirical philosophy of science and a post-formalistic un-
derstanding of the logic of rationality are prime examples of these developments. 
For our purposes, I shall refer first to the critique of foundationalism as well as to 
developments that set some boundaries of that critique. Then I shall discuss the 
positive conception of rationality that is the reverse side of the critique of foun-
dationalism. 

A. Critique ofScientism and Foundationalism 

Many versions of foundationalism exist. Although a simple definition is not 
readily attainable, one can concur that "the core of foundationalism is a commit-
ment to some special class of beliefs—so-called basic beliefs—from which all jus-
tification derives."28 Many versions of foundationalism go beyond this core. Some 
argue that foundational beliefs have a justificational status independent of other 
beliefs; others argue that the basic beliefs have the highest possible justificatory 
status; and still others argue that foundationalism implies that justification guar-
antees truth. Richard Rorty even argues that much of epistemology can be reduced 
to foundationalism so that a refutation of foundationalism is a refutation of the 
possibility of epistemology.29 

The critique of foundationalism should therefore be nuanced not only by spec-
ifying as much as possible the critique itself, but also by explicating the positive 
conceptions implied in this critique.30 The critique of foundationalism takes issue 
with either empirical or transcendental approaches. Both philosophical trends have 
their correspondence in empirical or transcendental approaches within theology. 
Therefore the critique of foundationalism directed against a positivistic empiri-
cism and against a transcendental Cartesianism has its implications for funda-
mental theology. The underdeterminacy of data to theory and the inadequacy of 
a positivistic conception of science developed within contemporary philosophy by 
Willard Qu ine, Wilfred Sellars, Hilary Putnam, and others is relevant to theology 

But the philosophical critique of foundationalism is not simply a critique of 
reductionists conceptions of rationality. It also offers a constructive vision of ra-
tionality. This vision comes to the fore in areas where the critique of foundation-
alism crisscrosses with European hermeneutical traditions and critical theory.31 

Nevertheless it does offer emphases and perspectives distinct from those of a her-

28Alvin I. Goldman, Epistemology and Cognition (Cambridge Harvard University Press 
1986) 30. See also 79. 

29Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of the Mind (Princeton: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1979). 

"See William P. Alson, "Two Types of Foundationalism," Journal of Philosophy 73 
(1976) 165-85; Ernest Sosa, "The Foundations of Foundationalism, "Nous 14(1980)547-
64. 

3'For a comparison of the diverse traditions: hermeneutical, critical theory and Amer-
ican philosophy of science, see Richard J. Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism, 
Science, Hermeneutics, and Praxis (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1983) 
and Philosophical Profiles. Essays in a Pragmatic Mode (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 1986). 
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meneutical tradition, the Wittgensteinian linguistic tradition, and the critical the-
ory of the Frankfurt School. 

1. Myth of the Given. The term "Myth of the Given," coined by Wilfred Sel-
lars, refers to the myth of "the idea that epistemic facts can be analyzed without 
remainder—even 'in principle' into non-epistemic facts, whether phenomenal or 
behavioral, public or private."32 No matter how subjective or hypothetical, this 
idea is a fallacy akin to what in ethics is called the "naturalistic fallacy.'' The cri-
tique of the "Myth of the Given" is at the same time a critique of the foundation-
alism. 

The critique of foundationalism does not mean that knowledge has no foun-
dations, but rather that the metaphor of foundation is confusing and misleading. 
The metaphor is misleading. It prevents one from grasping the intertwinement be-
tween what is given and what is interpreted. For example, in empirical knowledge 
the metaphor of foundation hinders one from grasping that "if there is a logical 
dimension in which other empirical propositions rest on observation reports, there 
is another logical dimension in which the latter rest on the former."33 What is at 
the heart of the critique of this myth is the rejection of all forms of foundational-
ism, be they empirical or transcendental. 

The myth of the given assumes that there can be certain "givens" (either the 
evidence of empirical facts or of immediate self-consciousness or immediate ex-
perience) that are non-inferentially known to be the case so much so that they do 
not in any way presuppose any other knowledge of facts, experiences, or general 
truths. The critique of this myth rejects the notion of an isolated apprehension of 
facts or of immediate experience. Any apprehension of facts and any immediacy 
of experience depends upon logical as well as interpretative dimensions. Even in 
granting that interpretation also depends upon facts or introspection, the critique 
argues that any "looking" or "introspecting" is at the same time dependent upon 
interpretation and logic. In addition, one can also explicate the critique of "the 
myth of the given" in distinctly diverse ways. One can point to the logical un-
derdetermination of theory, or to the underdetermination of theory by method-
ological rules, or to the logical underdetermination of theories despite collective 
standards.34 

32Wilfred Sellars' classic expression is in "Empiricism and the Philosophy of the Mind," 
first published in The Foundations of Science and the concepts of Psychology and Psycho-
analysis, ed. Herbert Feigl and Michael Scriven (Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of 
Science, Minn: University of Minnesota Press, 1956) 257. For a balanced interpretation of 
his relation see Cornelius F. Delaney, "Basic Propositions, Empiricism and Science," in 
Joseph Pitt, ed., The Philosophy of Wilfrid Sellers: Queries and Extensions (Dordrecht, 
Holland: D. Reidel, 1978) 41-55. It is unfortunate some recent polemic against Sellars does 
not take into account nuanced interpretations of Sellars and equates a critique of founda-
tionalism with the denial that knowledge has foundations at all. For a discussion of the 
"naturalistic fallacy" in ethical reflection and its relation to the "linguistic turn" in phi-
losophy, see Bernard Williams's Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1985) 120-31. 

"Sellars, Empiricism, 300. 
"For the difference see Larry Laudan, Science and Values. The Aims of Science and 

Their Role in Scientific Debate (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984) 88. See 
also his Progress and Its Problems. Towards a Theory of Scientific Growth (Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press, 1977). 
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Within contemporary philosophy of science Thomas Kuhn's theory on the role 
of paradigms within scientific change exemplifies on the level of the formation of 
scientific theory an attempt to take the critique of foundationalism seriously.35 

Kuhn's argument is based on the underdetermination of theory insofar as he claims 
that in making a choice among the diverse paradigms, the relevant evidence and 
methodological standards often do not make one paradigm or theory superior to 
other paradigms due to the following four basic reasons: ambiguity of shared stan-
dards, collective inconsistency of rules, shifting standards, and differences in 
problem weighting.36 

2. Conceptual Category and Experience. A second discussion within contem-
porary epistemology concerns the relation between conceptual categories and hu-
man language and experience. This discussion counterbalances in part some of the 
claims made within the critique of foundationalism and within the Kuhnian ver-
sion of theory formation and change. In "On the Very Idea of a Conceptual 
Scheme," Donald Davidson37 criticizes what he calls the third dogma of empiri-
cism (in reference to Willard Quine's essay on the two dogmas of empiricism).38 

It is really more a Kantian or rationalist doctrine, for what he criticizes is the dual-
istic distinction between "conceptual scheme" and the "reality" or "content" 
upon which it is founded. 

Since this influential essay has led to diverse appropriations, it is important to 
nuance both its philosophical significance and its theological relevance.39 The 
analysis posits the limits of rationality in a way different from the critique of foun-
dationalism does.40 The analysis moves in two directions. On the one hand, lan-
guage about a categorical framework and the translation or non-translation into 
another categorical framework often falsely assumes that one has a standpoint out-
side of categorical frameworks by which one can judge the translation or the lack 
of translation of categorical frameworks. Or, on the other hand, it falsely assumes 
that standpoints are incommensurable and therefore no such language is possible. 

"Thomas Kuhn. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1962); The Essential Tension (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977). 
See the collection Gary Gutting ed., Paradigms and Revolutions (Notre Dame- University 
Press of Notre Dame 1980). 

36Laudan, Sciences and Values, 87-102. 
"Now available in the collection of Davidson's essays, Inquiries into Truth and Inter-

pretation (Clarendon: Oxford Press, 1984) 183-98. 
38See "Two Dogmas of Empiricism," in Willard van Orman Quine, From a Logical 

Point of View (New York: Harper, 1961; 2nd rev. ed.) 20-46. For a response of Quine to 
Davidson, see "On the Very Idea of a Third Dogma," Theories and Things (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1981). 

3,See Sean Sayers, Reality & Reason. Dialectic and the Theory of Knowledge (London: 
Blackwell, 1985) 112-24 and Michael Devitt, Realism and Truth (Princeton- Princeton 
University Press, 1984) 163-81. 

""See Richard Rorty's more relativistic interpretation of this essay, "The World Well 
Lost," in his Consequences of Pragmatism (Minneapolis MN: University of Minnesota 
Press, 1982). See the more nuanced comments by Richard Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism 
and Relativism. Also on Davidson, see Ian Hacking, Why Does Language Matter to Phi-
losophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975) 129-56. 
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This analysis does not deny that paradigms, conceptual schemes and frame-
works organize data. For it observes the intrinsic relation between conceptual 
framework as interpretative of reality and the linguistic framework expressing such 
relationships. It is therefore equally wrong to assume such total independence from 
language or reality so that incommensurability or interchangeability results. 

The separation of the conceptual category from its content is prevalent in sev-
eral theological moves that are made today. One common theological conviction 
affirms that the dogmas remain the same but the categories in which they are ex-
pressed can be changed. Another affirmation, in some approaches to the history 
of religions, affirms that the diverse religions are distinct conceptual categories of 
the one basic religious experience. One such approach even goes so far as to af-
firm that the structural, transcendental, functional similarity of this underlying ex-
perience allows one to call others "anonymous Christians" despite the diversity 
of the conceptual categories used to express their religiosity. Another common 
theological conviction affirms an underlying experience or function present in di-
verse credal or doctrinal formulations of Christian belief. The doctrine of two na-
tures and one person becomes translated into a consciousness Christology in the 
nineteenth century or into a relational Christology of the twentieth century. The 
metaphysical categories are exchanged (substantial, consciousness or relational) 
but the identity of content is retained. Such appropriations of the notion of con-
ceptual categories enables one to affirm a foundational unity despite diversity of 
categories. 

Such affirmations are made too easily. They assume an independent common 
core that remains through all changes of conceptual schemes. If the conceptual 
scheme changes, then the meaning changes. Consequently when new conceptual 
frameworks exist and interpret reality, they cannot be simply reduced to a rational 
core underlying the diverse conceptual categories. Such a view would be a foun-
dational rationalistic myth that would avoid the problems of the incommensura-
bility of diverse categories. 

At the same time the analysis also criticizes much of the language about the 
incommensurability of diverse categorical frameworks. Such language is contra-
dictory. To assert that our categorical frameworks are radically other from past 
categorical frameworks also presupposes a standard or place outside of the cate-
gorical frameworks by which such a judgment can be known. If categorical frame-
works are so incommensurable how is language about them possible? It is therefore 
necessary to critique not only a rationalistic foundationalism, but also assertions 
of absolute relativity. In this way the critique of foundationalism is further ex-
tended insofar as a transcendental foundationalism is criticized. But in this way 
boundaries are also placed on the critique of foundationalism through the critique 
of affirmations of absolute incommensurability. The ability to translate from one 
epoch to another epoch becomes a challenge that cannot be met either by a tran-
scendental denial of all incommensurability nor by a relativistic affirmation of ab-
solute incommensurability.41 

"'See Donald Davidson's essay and Ian Hacking, Representing and Intervening. Intro-
ductory Topics in the Philosophy of Science (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983). 
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In my opinion, these current reflections on the significance of conceptual cat-
egories do not reject the significant Kantian insight, correctly interpreted, into the 
significance of categories in organizing of experience.42 They do, however, chal-
lenge the rationalist assumption of a common core underlying those categories or 
the relativistic assumption of the radical incommensurability of diverse cate-
gories. These reflections pose the problem of foundations in terms of the acknowl-
edgment of the interrelation between perceptions of reality, language, and 
conceptual frameworks. The distinction between conceptual scheme and empiri-
cal content faces the problem of avoiding rationalistic and relativistic assumptions 
prevalent in fundamental theology. The former, in a transcendental fundamental 
theology that assumes the identity beneath conceptual diversity; the latter, in an 
historicist fundamental theology that grasps only the incommensurability of his-
torical periods.43 

3. Conflation of Epistemic and Metaphysical Necessity. This heading refers to 
the important work of Saul Kripke44 and Hilary Putnam45 in regard to reference 
and truth and the attendant development of a causal theory of reference with a new 
conception of necessity. In this theory both argue that reference is not fixed by 
associating definite descriptions with terms of names, but rather by a historical 
chain of use. There is a social cooperation in the fixing of reference even though 
all the speakers who use the term do not have one definite description.46 The sig-
nificance of this theory of reference is manifold. Insofar as it rejects that proper 
names and natural kind names are synonymous with definite descriptions or con-
junctions or criteria47 it seeks to rehabilitate ' 'the notion that things and kinds have 
essences that there are characteristics that something must have to be the thing (or 
the sort of thing) that it is while freeing that notion from connection with apriori 
epistemology. " 4 8 

Kripke suggests that the traditional idea that science discovers necessary truth 
and the essence of things is in an important sense true. But what is wrong is that 

"Unfortunately, Kant has been traditionally misinterpreted in much of Anglo-Saxon 
literature; for a nuanced interpretation see Henry E. Allison, Kant's Transcendental Ide-
alism. An Interpretation and Defense (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983). 

265^Fiorenza. Foundational Theology. Jesus and the Church (New York: Crossorad, 1984) 

"Saul Kripke, Naming and Necessity (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972; 2nd 
ed. 1980). For an earlier version of this essay that in which its implications are more ex-
plicitly evident than in the later book versions see "Identity and Necessity." Reprinted with 
an introductory commentary in Philosophy As It Is, ed. Ted Honderich and Myles Burnyeat 
(New York: Penguin, 1979)467-513. 

45Hilary Putnam's is in some respects similar to Kripke's, has a more historicist rather 
than essentialist tum and emphasizes an "internal realism" over the realistic implications 
of Kripke; see the last two volumes of his collected essays, Mind, Language, and Reality 
Philosophical Papers, vol. 2. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1979) and Real-
'sm^andReasons. Philosophical Papers, vol. 3 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

"Putman, Realism and Reasons 75. 
"Ibid., 17. 
"Ibid., 74. 



Presidential Address: Foundations of Theology 121 

epistemic and metaphysical necessity was considered to be apriori true, whereas 
a posteriori knowledge was considered contingent.49 Kripke claims that once one 
has discovered the composition of water in the actual world to be H 2 0, one refuses 
to call hypoethical substances of a different composition water. Putnam suggests 
that one might be better of suggesting they be thought of as paradigms or stereo-
types that others must resemble.50 

Hilary Putnam develops the implications of this theory of reference for ra-
tionality. In his own words: "the actual natural of the paradigms enters into fixing 
reference, and not just the concepts in our heads."51 Consequently he points out, 
"The change of historical transmissions which preserve the reference of a proper 
name in the Kripke theory is another form of social cooperation in the fixing of 
reference. The idea that the extensions of our terms are fixed by collective prac-
tices and not by concepts in our individual heads is a sharp departure from the way 
meaning has been viewed ever since the seventeenth century."52 

These analyses place boundaries around the critique of foundationalism to the 
extent that they point to empirical necessities or rigid designators that arise through 
empirical investigation and not simply apriori. Not only do they undercut the cri-
tique of the naturalistic fallacy within ethics,53 but they also refer to the impor-
tance of rigid designators of identification. The actual nature of the particular things 
serving as paradigms of the references becomes central to designation and exten-
sion.54 What we call "Christian" is in part dependent on the origin of what has 
been historically and originally called Christian and upon what is taken to be 
Christian. This insight places limits on critiques of the foundationalism. 

The critique of positivism and foundationalism within contemporary philo-
sophical discussion raises the question of criteria and the issue of relativism.55 The 
two boundaries can be interpreted as modifications of critique of foundationalism 
and scientism that still takes that critique seriously. This critique challenges not 
only traditional conceptions of rationality but also liberal nineteenth-century ver-
sions of rationality just as it challenges traditional as well as nineteenth-century 
version of the theological task based upon a foundational conception of rational-
ity, either empirical or transcendental. However this critique of foundational ra-
tionality is not just a critique, but also offers a new vision of rationality—that needs 
to be explicated. 

"Ibid., 53-58. 
^Kripke, Naming and Necessity, 64; Putnam, Realism and Reasons 46-48. 
"Putnam, Mind, Language, and Reality, 215-71. Here, Realism and Reasons 75. See 

the important critique of this position by John R. Searle, in "Are Meanings in the Head," 
in his Intentionality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983) 197-230. 

"Putnam, Realism and Reasons, 75. 
"See David B. Wong, Moral Relativity (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984) 

52-59. See also Hilary Putnam, Reason, Truth and History (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1981)205-16. 

54Putnam, Realism and Reasons, 75. 
"Michael Krausz and Jack W. Meiland, eds., Relativism, Cognitive and Moral (Notre 

Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1982). Martin Hollis and Steven Lukes, Ration-
ality and Relativism (Cambridge MA: MIT Press, 1982). 
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B. Vision of Rationality: Community and Practice 

The converse side of this critique is a vision of rationality. One that moves 
away from understanding rationality as autonomous, neutral, and individualistic 
Instead it relates rationality to praxis, tradition, and norms, and community in a 
way that constitutes new vision of rationality. 

1. Rationality and Practice. Several distinct traditions have devleoped dealing 
with the relation between rationality and practice: hermeneutic, Marxist linguis-
tic, and pragmatic.56 These traditions differ and have diversely influenced current 
theological directions. A comparison will profile the specific North American tra-
dition of relating rationality and practice. 

The pragmatic tradition originated in Peirce's appeal to practice as a means of 
clarifying ideas. Peirce inquired into how we clarify our beliefs, we solve prob-
lems, and justify our inferences. His analysis anticipated by almost a century the 
critique of the "myth of the given." His analysis found wanting the approaches 
of radical doubt, certitude of the cogito, clear and distinct ideas, introspection-
all actual starting points of the foundational theological endeavors of nineteenth 
century. In rejecting both intuitive cognition and immediate self-consciousness 
Peirce argued that beliefs are distinguished, specified, or identified by the modes 
of action to which they give rise.57 What distinguishes this tradition from the other 
traditions is its non-foundationalism that extends even to practice. 

The hermeneutical tradition distinguishes strongly between the interpretation 
of human cultural expressions and the study of nature. It makes the interpretation 
of texts paradigmatic and displays affinities with humanities and literary interpre-
tation.58 Within the hermeneutical tradition, practice is primarily the prudential 
appropriation of texts to the present situation. Gadamer's hermeneutical theory at-
tributes to the classics of human culture an authority or epistemic privilege. One 
appeals to the classic not to question it, but rather to allow it to question us. The 
result is a prudential appropriation that broadens the horizons of our experience.59 

The Marxist tradition has the opposite emphasis. It stresses not only the ne-
cessity of ordering theory to practice as in Marx's eleventh thesis on Feuerbach 

"I have developed the differences among these four traditions in a forthcoming essav 
in Theological Education (1987). 

"See especially "The Fixation of Belief" and "How to Make our Ideas Clear " in 
Writings of Charles S. Peirce. A Chronological Edition, vol. 3 (1872-1878), ed., Christian 
J. W. Kloesel (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982). 

58For an analysis of the differences between the hermeneutical tradition (Schleier-
macher) and the pragmatic tradition (Peirce), see Wayne Proudfoot, Religious Experience 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985) 41-74. 

59Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method. See the collection of essays, Robert Hol-
linger, ed., Hermeneutics and Praxis (Notre Dame, Univereity of Notre Dame Press 1985V 
Gadamer's essay ' 'What is Practice? The Conditions of Social Reason" in his own'collec-
tion, Reason in the Age of Science (Cambridge MA: MIT press, 1983) 69-87 For the theo-
logical reception of Gadamer see, Heinz G. Stobbe, Hermeneutik—Ein Oekumenisches 
Problem. Eine Kritik der katholischen Gadamer-Rezeption (Ökumenische Theologie 16" 
Einsiedeln: Benziger Verlag, 1981). ' 
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that urges philosophers not only to interpret the world, but also to change it.60 But 
it also relates human praxis to the critique of ideology. It attributes an epistemic 
privilege to the proleteriat, which in contemporary language is called the herme-
neutical privilege of the oppressed. A particular practice has a foundational priv-
ilege over and against the bourgeois classic and enables a critique of the ideological 
distortions within classics. It is within liberation theology today that this epistemic 
privilege of praxis has been most forcibly articulated.61 

A tradition of linguistic philosophy also grants an epistemic and foundational 
privilege to practice. Wittgenstein locates practice within a language game and its 
corresponding form of life. Questions of justification arise only within the frame-
work of linguistic practices and cannot be resolved apart from them.62 George 
Lindbeck's development of a cultural-linguistic approach to religion appropriates 
this.63 It attributes an epistemic privilege to the practice within a particular reli-
gious cultural-linguistic framework. This approach raises the question about the 
legitimacy of the search for foundations outside of that religious cultural-linguis-
tic framework.64 

In pointing to a North American tradition and epistemology of relating theory 
and praxis, I am appealing to a tradition that has developed the philosophical cri-
tique of founditionalism.65 In this tradition practice and interpretation are related 
as follows: Interpretation goes beyond experience to the degree that interpreta-
tions can never be adequately justified or grounded by experience. Practice often 
answers the question: how can one know whether the interpretation or the theory 
that one has adopted is an adequate interpretation of experience? One must act upon 
the theory, one must test the hypotheses in the reality of practice. This practice is 
a new experience requiring assessment and further interpretation. In the course of 

"See Marx's "Theses on Feuerbach" in Writings of the Young Marx on Philosophy 
and Society, ed. and trans. Loyd D. Easton and Kurt H. Guddat (Garden City NY: Dou-
bleday, 1967) 400-402. For a discussion of Marx's conception of theory and practice, see 
Richard Kilminster, "Theory and Practice in Marx and Marxism," in Marx and Marxism, 
ed. G. H. R. Parkinson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982) 157-76. 

"Lee Cormie, "The Hermeneutical Privilege of the Oppressed," Proceedings of the 
CTSA 33 (1978) 155-81. For a typology of the way practice informs theory, Matthew L. 
Lamb, Solidarity with Victims (New York: Crossroad, 1982). 

62For the difference between Wittgenstein and the pragmatic tradition, see Robin Haack, 
"Wittgenstein's Pragmatism," American Philosophical Quarterly 19 (1982) 163-71. 

63Nature of Doctrine. Religion and Theology in a Postliberal Age (Philadelphia: West-
minster, 1984). 

"For balanced analyses of this issue, see Richard Eldridge, "The Normal and the Nor-
mative: Wittgenstein's Legacy, Kripke and Cavell," Philosophy and Phenomenological 
Research, 46 (1986) 55-75 and Jonathan Lear, "Leaving the World Alone," Journal of 
Philosophy 79 (1982). 

"Fiorenza, Foundational Theology. Gordon D. Kaufman, The Theological Imagina-
tion. Constructing the Concept of God (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1981) and Theology for 
a Nuclear Age (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1985) relies not only on the distinction between 
God and the world along the lines of H. Richard Niebuhr, but also on the tradition of philo-
sophical pragmaticism for the development of criteria within theology. 
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interpreting new observations and experiences, the theory is developed and ex-
tended. 

This perspective, as I have argued in detail elsewhere, shows that a significant 
interrelation exists between the hermeneutical retrieval of a religious tradition and 
practice as a retroductive warrant that characterizes the distinctiveness of religious 
tradition.66 On the one hand, practice as a retroductive warrant provides a testing 
ground for the intelligibility and veracity of a religious tradition. On the other hand, 
what constitutes successful and fertile practice is in part determined by the mean-
ing of the religious tradition. One must avoid a foundationalism of practice as if 
practice itself were a non-epistemic criterion or non-hermeneutical datum. Prac-
tice itself is epistemic and in need of interpretation. 

The complexity of religious belief and practice is such that, on the one hand, 
practice serves as a criterion by which the tradition is judged and assessed. New 
practice leads to new insights into what is considered the essence or the paradigm 
of the tradition. Consequently, one cannot simply apriori determine the essence 
or paradigm of a tradition and apply it. Instead practice also contributes to the 
specification of what is essential or paradigmatic of the tradition. On the other hand, 
this tradition mutually interacts with practice as a means of interpreting practice.' 
Such method requires a broad reflective equilibrium of diverse elements. As a part 
of this broad reflective equilibrium, it is necessary to consider the two other ap-
sects of rationality.67 

2. Rationality and Regulative Norms. This tradition understands rationality not 
as static but as changing. As Peirce has noted, an adequate account of rational in-
quiry has to take into account the norms that serve as the regulative and the critical-
ideals of such inquiry. Contemporary discussions of rationality have developed 
this insight in several ways. Some have argued that concrete paradigms have in-
fluenced methodic canons and norms.68 Others have argued that the methods of 
inquiry themselves have grown and that new styles of rationality have built upon 
old styles and that there is a long term setting into a "rationality" of accumulated 
modes of thinking.69 

"Compare Fiorenza, Foundational Theology and Dennis P. McCann/Charles R. Strain, 
Polity and Praxis. A Program for American Practical Theology (Minneapolis MN: Win-
ston, 1984). Whereas the notion of reflective equilibrium emphasizes that not only narrow 
reflective equilibrium but also retroductive warrants and background theories enter into the 
specification of considered judgments about the essence of Christianity, McCann/Strain 
approach the essence purely from an evolving historical approach along the lines of Ernst 
Troeltsch. 

"On the distinction between reflective equilibrium and foundationalism, see Michael 
R. DePaul, "Reflective Equilibrium und Foundationalism," American Philosophical 
Quarterly 23 (1986) 59-69. 

MSee Thomas Kuhn's modifications of his original proposals in The Essential Tension 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977). See also Friedrich Kambartel, Erfahrung 
und Struktur. Bausteine zu einer Kritik des Empirismus und Formalismus (Frankfurt' 
Suhrkamp, 1968). 

"Hilary Putnam, Reason, Truth, and History (New York: Cambridge University Press, 
1981). See also Meaning and the Moral Science (Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978). 
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These discussions have not resulted in a complete consensus. As a minimum 
consensus one could state that rationality is not an abstract universal. Instead, the 
history of rational inquiry has sensitized us to be aware of the degree to which 
rationality depends upon concrete paradigms, norms, and standards. To under-
stand the history of other cultures it does not suffice simply to apply our canons 
of rationality. One has also to grasp the canons of rationality implicit within these 
other historical periods and cultures. 

Beyond this minimum consensus, diversity exists. On the one hand, the in-
commensurability thesis stresses the incommensurability of different frameworks 
and scientific progress appears almost like revolution or a radical religious con-
version. On the other hand, a progressive thesis speaks of a progress in rationality 
and thereby seeks to overcome the incommensurability.70 In my opinion the most 
fruitful approach seeks to describe rationality in relation to "limit rationality."71 

Such an approach takes into account the changing styles of rationality without fall-
ing into incommensurability. By positing rationality as a limit conception it avoids 
both incommensurability as well as progressivism. Yet it is not enought to limit 
rationality but it is also necessary to bring rationality into relation to a commu-
nity—our next consideration. 

3. Rationality and Community. In North America the relation between com-
munity and rationality has a long history. Both Charles Peirce and Josiah Royce 
have stressed the role of community as a community of interpretation not only of 
tradition, but also of signs. The logic of inquiry also involves a community of 
scholars.72 Within recent philosophy of science the role of community has been 
underscored in the change of paradigms within science. In recent epistemology, 
one has appealed to community in order to resolve the problem of skepticism.73 

™See Laudan, Progress and Its Problems (note 34 above) and the diverse positions in 
the collection by Jarrett Leplin, Scientific Realism (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1984). 

"See Putnam, Philosophical Papers, vol. 3, especially the essay, "Beyond Histori-
cism," 287-303. 

72 See Josiah Royce, The Problem of Christianity (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1968). See Bruce Kuklich, Josiah Royce, An Intellectual Biography (Indianopolis: Hack-
ett, 1985) chap. 11 "The Absolute and the Community. "For interpretations of community 
in Peirce, see especially Bernstein, Kucklich, John E. Smith, Purpose and Thought. The 
Meaning of Pragmatism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984; reprint of 1978 ed.). 
For a more transcendental interpretation, see Karl-Otto Apel, Charles S. Peirce. From 
Pragmatism to Pragmaticism (Amherst: University of Massachusetts, 1981) and his stu-
dent, Gerd Wartenberg, Logischer Sozialismus. Die Transformation der Kantschen Trans-
zendentalphilosophie durch Charles S. Peirce (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1971). 

"Saul A. Kripke, Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language (Cambridge MA: Har-
vard University Press, 1982) develops the notion of community as a solution to the problem 
of skepticism in an exegesis of Wittgenstein that has in general been challenged as an in-
terpretation of Wittgenstein, but seen more as his own position. See for example the book-
length critique's of Kripke by G. P. Baker and P. M. S. Hacker, Skepticism, Rules and 
Languages (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1982) and by Colin McGinn, Wittgenstein on Mean-
ing (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1984). 
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Or one has appealed to a community of conversation to overcome the limitations 
of objectivism and relativism.74 

The pragmatic tradition has emphasized much more than the hermeneutical 
tradition the role of the community in the logic of belief. Peirce has often been 
quoted—and criticized—for his claim: "Thus the very origin of the conception of 
reality shows that his conception essentially involves the notion of a community 
without definite limits, and capable of a definite increase in knowledge And so 
those two senes of cognition—the real and the unreal-consist of those which at 
a time sufficiently future, the community will always continue to reaffirm- and of 
those which, under the same conditions will ever after be denied "7 S Many critics 
have trouble with this claim because ' 'they do not for a moment take seriously that 
Peirce held an Established (and powerful) Church to be a very good wav to fix 
beliefs."76 

But this emphasis upon community is a consequence of the critique of foun-
dationalism for rationality. The community comes to play a role in several ways-
It is not simply the settling of the community into the agreed upon conclusions of 
the practiced deductions, inductions, and hypothesizing. Instead there is an evolv-
ing understanding of what constitutes appropriate methods of inquiry and justifi-
cation as well as the setting in the approximation of the result of the evolving method 
of inquiry. 

This interrelation between practice and the community of inquiry counters the 
emphasis on practice, a bare evidential or foundational criterion for truth as if 
practice were not in itself in need of interpretation and assessment. The emphasis 
on practice in contemporary theology often replaces an empirical or transcenden-
tal roundationalism with a foundationalism based upon practice. Such a founda-
tionalism of practice fails to see that practice is intertwined with logical evaluative 
and interpretive dimensions.77 

In a similar fashion my stress that practice and community be viewed within 
the limits of rationality and the evolving canons of methodic reflectivity seeks to 
counter the completely relativistic interpretation of rationality as extrinsic- reason 
is what takes place in contemporary conversation and is what we agree upon Within 
North American philosophy, a tradition from James and Dewey to Richard Rorty 
gives a primacy to the role of conversation, whereas another tradition from Charles 
S Peirce to Hilary Putnam stresses not only conversation, but the requirements 
of method and logic. 

My emphasis on broad equilibrium sought to explicate this second strain of 
North American philosophy. A broad reflective equilibrium includes not only the 
hermeneutical reconstruction of tradition's essential paradigms and not only the 

'"Richard J. Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism, especially the introduction. 
"See Charles S. Peirce, "Some Consequences of Four Incapacities," in Philosophical 

Writings of Peirce, ed. Justus Buchler (New York: Dover, 1955) 247. 
76Ian Hacking, Representing and Intervening. Introductory Topics in the Philosophy of 

Natural Science (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983)59. 
"See Francis Schiissler Fiorenza, "Foundational Theology: Review Symposium and 

ResponseHorizons \ 1 (1984). 
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retroductive warrants from contemporary experience and practice, but also the 
relevant background theories that express the evolving and normative canons of 
reflective method. The conception of reflective equilibrium attempts to bring to 
consideration practice as retroductive warrants and norms of rationality as back-
ground theories. It relates these to each other and to the community's tradition of 
beliefs through discourse and dialogue.78 

C. Conclusion: Contrasting Conceptions of Rationality 

The critique of foundationalism and the emphasis upon practice, changing 
standards, and community represents a vision of rationality quite distinct from the 
emphasis in the Roman School on the autonomy, neutrality, and individuality of 
rationality. The nineteenth-century view of knowledge and science as aiming at 
certainty has given way to a new veiw. Empiricists and rationalists had then agreed 
that knowledge was certain and incorrigible despite disagreements about the at-
tainment of such knowledge. Their agreement had been based upon a classic con-
ception of theoretical rationality, prevalent from Aristotle onward, that identified 
rationality with what is demonstrable, certain, and autonomous. 

The North American vision sees science and rationality as less certain and more 
fallible. Charles Peirce has argued that this shift from an infallibilist ideal of sci-
ence with its quest for certainty to a thoroughgoing fallibilism constitutes one of 
the watersheds in the history of scientific philosophy. Such fallibilism constitutes 
a profound epistemic revolution. It also provides the context in which we must 
undertake the fundamental theological task. In this context, the alternative be-
tween an autonomous rationality based upon individual certitude and a religious 
faith based on a communal authority is a false alternative. 

III. THEOLOGY AND CHURCH IN FUNDAMENTAL THEOLOGY 

The analyses of the critique of foundationalism and of the relation of ration-
ality to practice, norms, and community sets the challenge for fundamental the-
ology within the North American context. A fundamental theological approach to 
the central historical events of Christianity needs to take into account this critique 
of foundationalism and this vision of rationality 

A. Foundations of Theology 

1. Foundational Historical Events. Such a fundamental theology does not view 
Christianity's originating historical events as non-epistemic facts or non-inter-
preted data. On the contrary the central foundational events of Christianity, such 
as the foundation of the Church by Jesus, the resurrection of Jesus, Petrine min-
istry, mission of the Church, are not self-evident data nor in themselves meaning-
ful events. Their nature as event is dependent upon their interpretation and meaning. 
What counts as Church? What does origin or foundation of Church mean? What 
is the nature of resurrection if it is not simply to be identified with resuscitation? 

78For the significance of background theories within the concept of broad reflective 
equilibrium, see Norman Daniels, "On Some Methods of Ethics and Linguistics," Philo-
sophical Studies" 37 (1980) 21-36. 
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These questions cannot be answered apart from the interpretative question of their 
meaning. Any fundamental theological discussion of the historical origins of 
Christianity is necessarily caught up in the interpretation of the nature of Chris-
tianity.79 

One cannot simply approach the origins of Christianity with a contrast be-
tween an autonomous rationality, on the one hand, and a faith in the truthfulness 
of the formal authority of a revealing God, on the other. The foundational reve-
latory events are themselves epistemic and a part of the identity to be ascertained 
by interpretation within a community of discourse. The "critique of the myth of 
the given" is relevant to a community's foundational scriptures, creeds, liturgical 
prayers, conciliar decisions, for they are foundational not as non-epistemic data, 
but rather as objects of the community's interpretation in a twofold manner. 

Traditionally, theology attributes foundational importance to the Scriptures 
because they contain divine revelation. Yet divine revelation is not a non-epis-
temic fact.80 To the extent that the Scriptures are an interpretation of revelation 
they provide primarily interpreted data. Consequently one cannot appeal to ippis-
sima verba, historical events, or biblical narrative accounts as sets of first prin-
ciples, but rather as interpretations and descriptions. Theological interpretation 
entails the contemporary attempt of the community to interpret the meaning of the 
originating interpretations of the earliest communities. Scriptures have authority 
not insofar as they themselves are devoid of a community's interpretations of its 
reflective identity and history but precisely insofar as it expresses.81 

The task of fundamental theology is to produce a non-foundational approach 
precisely to the foundational significance of the Scriptures. It does so insofar as it 
takes seriously the formation of the Scriptures as the expression of a community's 
discourse and reflection to elaborate its identity. This question of identity makes 
it fruitful to bring to the fore the importance of the reflections on historical 
testimony82 and contingent necessity of originating identity.83 The testimony of 
the Scriptures is both a manifestation and proclamation of identity that displays 
historically the contingent necessary identity rather than a transcendental univer-
sal ground of ecclesial existence. 

"Fiorenza, Foundational Theology, 29-45, 108-72 for the issues of resurrection and 
foundation of the Church. 

""For a nuanced theological analysis of revelation from the perspective of the critique 
of foundationalism and the myth of the given, see Ronald F. Thiemann, Revelation and 
Theology. The Gospel as Narrated Promise (Notre Dame: Notre Dame Press, 1985). 

8'See especially the papers in last year's convention by James Sanders and by Pheme 
Perkins. See also for scripture James A. Sanders, Canon and Community. A Guide to Ca-
nonical Criticism (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984) and for transition from principles of 
authority to modes of interpretation, see Edward Farley's Ecclesial Reflection. Anatomy of 
Theological Method (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982). 

82See the appropriation of Paul Ricoeur's notion of testimony in my analysis of the res-
urrection, Foundational Theology 29-33. 

B3See my above analysis of the relevance of Saul A. Kripke's work. For literature, see 
above fn. 44. However, I should note that this position has not gone uncriticized. See Na-
than U. Salmon, Reference and Essence (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981). 
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2. Foundational Experience. The critique of foundationalism also affects the 
appeal to transcendental or to phenomenological interpretation of experience as 
the foundation of theology. Within contemporary American theology, the reliance 
upon experience is sometime suggested as the American contribution to theology. 
Obviously one can refer to Edwards, Bushnell, and Emerson and one can argue 
for what Richard Niebuhr's "experiential religion."84 Obviously there are refine-
ments within the American tradition of the conceptions of experience in diverse 
European movements, e.g. , Pietism, Methodism, Moravianism or in diverse 
theological schools, Schleiermacher or the Erlangen School. 

Yet the critique of empiricism and foundationalism constitutes a critique of 
any appeal to experience as non-epistemic or non-hermeneutical, for it shows the 
linguistic entanglement of experience and the relation between communal prac-
tices and experience. As a fundamental theologian, one cannot unambiguously 
appeal to experience. The linguisticality of experience and even dependencies of 
direct references of names and to objects of natural kinds depends upon communal 
practices. Our language of reference is as dependent upon descriptive entities as 
it is dependent upon communal practices. In this way the theological appeal to 
experience as a criterion is not an appeal to what is evidential above communal 
practices of meaning. 

Therefore not just the historical foundations but also contemporary experience 
entails a community of discourse and practice. Experience takes place within 
communities of discourse and practice. Major shifts are taking place within con-
temporary experiences because of the broadening of the community of experi-
ences.85 Not just male experience, but female experience is entering into the 
discourse of the community. Not just the rich, but also the poor. To the extent that 
the community of discourse becomes broadened, to that extent what constitutes 
contemporary experience is broadened. Since the logic of experience is in part de-
pendent upon the community discourses explicating that experience, appeals to 
experience necessarily involve appeals to communities of discourse. 

3. Canons of Rationality and Reflective Equilibrium. The description of the 
limits of rationality indicated that rationality does not simply have an abstract 
transcultural structure but instead has diverse paradigms, changing standards, dis-
tinct norms of argumentation. These concrete paradigms and standards specify ra-
tionality. These changing methods constitute the criteriological level of scientific 
discourse and set the standards for changes in views.86 

As an example, one should compare the use of Scripture in the controversial 
theology following the period of the reformation and counter-reformation and in 

"Richard Niebuhr, Experiential Religion (New York: Harper and Row, 1972). 
85See Mark Kline Taylor, "In Praise of Shaky Ground: The Liminal Christ and Cultural 

Pluralism," Theology Today 43 (1986) 36-51. 
86For the important question of how changes take place in our beliefs and convictions, 

see Gilbert Harman, Change in View. Principles of Reasoning (Cambridge MA' MIT Press 
1986). 
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contemporary ecumenical discussions.87 Within controversial theological litera-
ture one quoted different scriptural texts as loci of authority in the argumentation 
with theological opponents. Today, one may also argue from Scripture but the ar-
gument is much more complex than the appeal to loci. One has to take into ac-
count the historical and social context of the text; one has to take into account form 
critical and redaction historical elements; one has to take into account the overall 
rhetorical argument or narrative structure of the text itself, and one has to take into 
account the history of the text's reception by audiences. 

The appeal to Scripture as central remains constant. What has changed is the 
canon of rationality according to which Scripture functions within theological dis-
course. This canon of rationality is in part developed in a community of scholar-
ship in relation to developments in other communities of scholarships. The 
developments taking place today in the interchange between liberal arts and bib-
lical scholarship is in many ways parallel to earlier exchanges, e.g., the influence 
of developments in the liberal arts in eleventh century upon theological modes of 
interpretation. 

Allow me to emphasize that such changes of standards do not necessarily en-
tail options for one concrete theological position over another. Instead they de-
scribe the concrete paradigms, norms, and limits of argumentation. An example 
was last year's spectacle on the occasion of the pope's visit to Holland. It was re-
ported that he had allegedly claimed that women could not be ordained because 
they were not at the Last Supper. Others replied that he was wrong because John's 
Gospel does place them at the Last Supper at Bethany. The level of such an ar-
gument on both sides is inadequate. If the pope had indeed made such a statement, 
his statement would be inadequate, not because one might disagree with his po-
sition, but because the canons of intelligible discourse have changed. He would 
have had to argue not simply from the Last Supper or the facticity of a tradition, 
but have had to argue for a religious identity even considering, in possible social 
and cultural condition, diverse anthropological background theories about the na-
ture of the sexes, etc. Appeals to symbolism would have to take into account the 
semiotic understanding of the relation between symbols and their reception. 

A logic of argumentation exists. This logic of rationality is neither static nor 
autonomous but is intertwined with the history, norms, and paradigms of concrete 
communities. Rationality does not depend only upon the transcendental subjec-
tivity of an individual, but depends upon communities of discourse. Such an in-
terdependence between the logic of rationality and communities of discourse 
dethrones an abstract autonomous rationality. It locates rationality historically 
within a community of discourse and points to the intrinsic relation between cri-
teria of good theology and communities of discourse. 

B. Criteria of Good Theology: A Thought Experiment 

Allow me as a thought experiment to ask the question: how does the pope do 
good theology? How does the pope judge a theological essay that he is writing to 
be good theology? Assume he is not simply repeating a past statement but that he 

87For a survey of even of diverse contemporary appeals to the scriptures as authoritive, 
see David Kelsey, The Uses of Scripture in Recent Theology (Philadelphia: Fortress Press' 
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is faced with a problem that raises different questions in a distinct context than his 
predecessor faced. I ask this question because too often within Roman Catholi-
cism one receives as an answer: A theologian does good theology when he does 
his theology in obedience or in conformity with the magisterium, especially the 
magisterium of the Bishop of Rome. In no way do I want to deny the significance 
of that statement.88 It is the tradition within Roman Catholicism that local churches 
be in communion with the church of Rome and that local theology be in com-
munion with the teaching of Rome. But what constitutes good theology when the 
Bishop of Rome is genuinely inovlved in theological reflection? How does the pope 
do good fundamental theology? 

The vision of rationality implied in the critique of foundations and the relation 
of rationality to tradition, practice, standards, and community has several con-
sequences. First, in appealing either to church tradition or to contemporary ex-
perience, a pope sensitive to the critique of foundationalism would have to be aware 
that he cannot appeal to these as if there were non-epistemic facts. The tradition 
as well as experience is in need of interpretation. What did the New Testament, 
Chalcedon, Trent, or Vatican I affirm? These are not non-epistemic facts that can 
simply appealed to. But they represent interpretative data, are indeed interpreta-
tions and in need of interpretation. Each of these represents interpretations within 
certain categorical frameworks that may indeed be "rigid designators" of the 
Christian identity, they cannot be simply reduced to some different category or 
translation. Attempts of translations involve appeals to other categories. 

In addition, he should also take into account the normative accounts of the 
present theological disciplines within the community of inquiry. For example, when 
I began to study Christology, scholars emphasized the one-sidedness of an Al-
exandrian reception of Chalcedon. Today, careful analysis of the drafting com-
mittee's work at Chalcedon has advanced a more Cyrillian interpretation of 
Chalcedon.89 A serious retrieval of Chalcedon would have to take into account the 
diverse interpretations of Chalcedon. Today the study of New Testament schol-
arship has advanced so that form-criticism and redaction criticism has even found 
its place within Vatican II's Constitution on Revelation. Could one appeal to Mat-
thew 16 in a theological argument without any reference to the relevant form-crit-
ical and redactional historical issues—not to mention some of the more recent 
methodic advances? An interpretation that completely bypasses all of these issues 
and simply refers to the text as an isolated quotation or ipsissima verba would fail 
to meet the normative canons of interpretation within the present community of 
inquiry. 

If he would attempt to relate contemporary experience, he would immediately 
face the complex problem that contemporary experience does not exist as non-ep-

88The importance of the critique of private language within current linguistic philoso-
phy illustrates the significance of the social meaning of words and of experience. This poses 
an issue that is quite distinct from the issue of reception that is here not raised. For recent 
opinions on reception, set Ecumenical Trends 15 (1986) 105-20. 

8,See for example the difference between the first edition of Grillmeier's study on Chal-
cedon and the fourth German edition. The latest English edition—a translation of an earlier 
German edition—does not display this shift. The latest French and Italian editions do. 
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istemic evidence, but as a mediated and interpreted datum. The present pope comes 
out of a particular phenomenological tradition that is very specifically anti-his-
toricist in its philosophical orientation. Would his very own attempt to articulate 
contemporary experience need to reflect on the degree to which his own philo-
sophical orientation might influence his own interpretation of this experience and 
should only with limitation be advanced as a universal interpretation of experi-
ence? The charism of the papacy does not exclude that such critical self-reflec-
tions needs to be exercised. Insofar as reflection takes place within the categories 
of languages, he needs to be aware of the degree to which his theological reflec-
tion expresses particular linguistic and categorical frameworks. To the degree that 
he wishes to address to diverse Christian communities, he needs to avoid a foun-
dational fallacy in regard to his own experiential and linguistic frameworks. 

To sum up this thought experiment in my own terminology: To do good the-
ology the pope would have to arrive at a prudential judgment involving a broad 
reflective equilibrium among several diverse criteria. He would have to offer an 
interpretation of what counts as the normative and paradigmatic within the tradi-
tion for the theological question; his interpretation would also have to be aware of 
relevant background theories and what counts as normative status of an issue or 
appropriate methods; and finally, he would have to relate his interpretation to con-
temporary experience in a creative and fruitful manner. 

Each of these elements is not simple but is epistemic and is interpretive. His 
theological reflection is dependent upon the community of scholarship in its long 
history of research into the interpretation of tradition. Likewise a community of 
scholarship has a tradition of what constitutes the level of argumentation so that 
even disagreements should take these standards of argumentation into account. His 
appeal or communication to contemporary experience would have to face, even 
when disagreeing, alternative accounts of contemporary experience. In short, each 
of these three elements (interpretation of the tradition, background standards of 
scholarship, and contemporary practice and experience) have a relation to a com-
munity of disocurse and inquiry. 

C. Church As A Community Of Discourse And Practice 

In emphasizing the importance of discourse and practice for the discovery of 
truth, one also stresses the importance of the community for Roman Catholic fun-
damental and systematic theology. I would like, as a conclusion to my talk and to 
the thought-experiment, to re-examine the traditional relation between fundamen-
tal and systematic theology with reference to the notion of community of inquiry 
that I have developed. 

If one examines the relationship between fundamental and systematic theol-
ogy within classic treatments or the modern textbook tradition, one learns that 
fundamental theology has the task of proving the truth of Christianity and in par-
ticular the legitimacy of the magisterium of the Church. Systematic theology has 
the task of explicating the truth as taught by the Church's magisterium. Within 
that conception of the relation between fundamental and systematic theology, the 
Church as the community of believers manifest in the magisterium belongs to what 
could be called the logic of justification rather than to the logic of discovery. 
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The role of the community within the logic of the discovery of the truth is not 
in the center of discussion. How the magisterium exercises theological reflection 
for the sake of discovering and interpreting truth is not discussed. What constitites 
the criteria by which beliefs are translated into present experience—keeping in mind 
the inseparability of categorical scheme and content? These are important issues. 

Fundamental theology is not just an academic discipline that demonstrates its 
truth historically and through the arguments of respective disciplines. Such a con-
ception of its task would down play the importance of the community as the locus 
of faith, inquiry, and discourse. Just as the converse is also true: the teaching of-
fice in the Church should not be isolated from the academic teaching discourse. 
This latter point has been elaborated in a previous presidential address which, in 
line with the historical research of Yves Congar and M. D. Chenu, has under-
scored the complementarity between a pastoral teaching role and an academic 
teaching role within the community of the church.90 

My reflections on the broad reflective equilibrium between hermeneutical re-
construction of identity, background theories, and contemporary practice raise the 
question: How does the Church ascertain and assert its identity within contem-
porary reflection and practice? The answer is: It does so as a community of faith 
and discourse seeking to interpret its identity in its tradition, norms, and practice. 
But who belongs to a faith-community of interpretation? Should not the voice of 
theologians also have some weight in the interpretation of identity? In the six-
teenth century, the Dominican General, Cardinal Juan de Torquemada defended 
in his Summa de ecclesia the ecclesial magisterium and the infallibility of the Ro-
man Bishop in matters of faith. He lists eight Catholic truths. On the fourth place 
are the decisions of Councils, on the fifth place, the decisions of the apostolic see, 
and on the sixth the teachings of the theologians in the universal Church.91 Al-
though his Summa de ecclesia in 1563 contributed strongly to the authority of the 
papal teaching authority and was influential in the anti-conciliarist movement, his 
statement treats the community of theologians with more respect than the recent 
comparison of theologians with lions chewing the bloodied "simple faithful." 

D. Conclusion 

In conception of rationality that acknowledges the importance of historical 
community and tradition, rationality does not appear as an autonomous reason in 
contrast to community, tradition, authority, and faith. Instead, what comes to the 

90 A very Dulles, A Church to Believe In. Discipleship and the Dynamics of Freedom 
(New York: Crossroad, 1982)chaps. 7and8. See also Hubert Jedin, "Theologie und Lehr-
amt," in "Lehramt und Theologie im 16. Jahrhundert," ed. Remigius Bäumer (Münster: 
Aschendorff, 1976) 7-21. Jedin writes quite unambiguously: "Im späten Mittelater üben 
nämlich die theologischen Fakultäten der Universitäten, obenan die Sorbonne, eindeutig 
lehramtiliche Funktionen aus." 

9,Summa de ecclesia, II, 107 and II, 93. For the references to Torquemada, see Re-
migius Bäumer, "Lehramt und Theologie in der Sicht Katholischer Theologen des 16. 
Jahrhundert, ' ' in Lehramt und Theologie, 34-61. See also Ulrich Horst, ' 'Grenzen der päp-
stlichen Autorität. Konziliare Elemente in der Ekklesiologie des Johannes Torquemada," 
Freiburger Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologie 19 (1972) 361-88. 
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fore in this interpretation is that the vision of rationality in which the necessity of 
historical identity is linked with the constant interpretation of that identity through 
discussion. It belongs to the mission of the North American Church as a church 
within the context of a nation with a positive relation to the Enlightenment and to 
a scientific rationality that is not autonomous but is self-correcting that it allows 
for this self-correction to take place within community of public discourse at the 
intersection between tradition and practice. Within such a community of faith, faith 
is not what is threatened by discourse on historical identity of one's tradition, but 
is open to it because it is a faith not only with belief and wisdom, but also with 
hope and love. 

In addressing the topic "Theology: Academic and Ecclesial" I have argued 
that the North American vision of rationality dethrones a conception of science as 
autonomous, neutral, independent of a community of discourse and practice. The 
alternative between faith as authoritative and rationality as autonomous is a false 
alternative. A community of discourse is necessary not only for the justification 
but also for the discovery and interpretation of truth. Such a community of dis-
course entails that theology be done not as an isolated academic discipline but as 
a discipline within and for a community of faith. But it also requires that the com-
munity of faith be a community of open and free discourse. Truth is achieved not 
by administratively eliminating discourse, but by entering into discourse. There-
fore, as your President during the past year I have urged the Congregation of the 
Doctrine on Faith and the American bishops to allow Father Charles Curran to 
continue to teach and to preach within our community of faith and at The Catholic 
University of America.92 

FRANCIS SCHÜSSLER FIORENZA 
The Catholic University of America 

92After the annual meeting, the Congregation of Faith rejected the compromise that would 
have allowed Father Charles Curran to teach in the theology department, but not those lim-
ited areas of dissent. It declared him not competent to teach Catholic theology. At the same 
time the bishops of the Board of Trustees granted tenure to another faculty member only 
on the condition that he modify and change in writing several of his previous statements. 
These included whether the Catholic Church's refusal to ordain women could be consid-
ered a discrimination of women and whether first communion should be received before 
first penance. Such procedures rely more on administrative force than on the authority of 
persuasive communication to proclaim truth. 


