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CHAPTER IV
THE PHRONIMOS AND THE FAITHFUL CHRISTIAN


	The preceding chapter discussed two transitional theses to help warrant the move from an all-purpose portrayal of rationality to the forms of thoughtful activity in which the Christian theologian ordinarily participates.  I shall now attempt to exemplify such a move by focusing in this chapter upon a third thesis.  As with the preceding chapter, the present discussion revolves around the sorts of issues typically assigned to fundamental theology.  I believe it will be clear, however, that the sort of fundamental theology pursued here remains confessionally and politically engaged.
	To be a phronimos, as to be a faithful Christian, involves deliberate loyalty to and trust in some of our most excessive construals of human life in the world, with honesty concerning all others, in light of which our more restrained construals are contestably assigned their rightful place, which is itself primarily an excessive construal.
	We may better understand the distinction I am setting up between restrained and excessive construals if we take, as an initial example, the analytic philosopher's fabled "The cat is on the mat," and contrast our construal of that sentence with the construing involved in actually noting a cat on a mat‑-what we can still refer to as our experiencce or perception of a cat on a mat as long as we do not try to make a construal-free foundation out of it.  This is, to be sure, a fairly restrained version of the distinction between more restrained and more excessive construals, but it will still suffice as an initial example.  Nothing in this process is entirely restrained or entirely excessive, but comparatively speaking our construal of the "The cat is on the mat," is more restrained than the construal by which we note that there is indeed a cat on a mat.  In the former case we think vaguely of a nondescript cat on a nondescript mat in a nondescript setting at no time in particular.  We think, in other words, about the "truth conditions" of the sentence, deliberately suppressing any singular remembrances of cats on mats insofar as they are not likely to be repeated.  This is a comparatively restrained construal.  But noting how this cat is on this mat in this place at this time is comparatively a much more excessive construal, something for which nothing could fully prepare us and something which will never happen again.  It is also by comparison far more complex, which heightens its excessiveness.  Not only can we not overlook the relatively singular way in which these truth conditions are exemplified, but we also cannot overlook the innumerable variety of other excessive construals‑-or, for the more linguistically inclined, overlapping, entangled assertions we had some inclination to make or assent to, had any one of them ever been explicitly considered‑-which also comprise the relatively singular situation in which the cat on the mat is noted.  And no sooner is any of this noted than it begins to "recede" in vividness behind the ongoing and more vivid process of taking note of the occurrence as it continues. 
	As we can see from this example, an excessive construal is one which, so to speak, exceeds our grasp; it goes beyond and continues at least partly to elude our ability to restrain or control it.      There is obviously a connection here between excessiveness and tensiveness.  Tensive usage, for example, exceeds "ordinary" usage, though not without restraint.  Likewise, with excessive construals tensive formulations will often be prominent, and of course the relationship between excessive and restrained construals will always be tensive (except when everything falls apart, which certainly can happen).  But though excessiveness and tensiveness seem closely related, they also seem distinct enough to be treated somewhat distinctly.  For a discussion of some of the possible links between excessiveness and tensiveness, see Paul Ricoeur, Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning (Fort Worth: Texas Christian University Press, 1976), pp. 45-69.  Here, in his discussions of tensive metaphors and symbols, he speaks of their involving not only a "surplus of meaning" but also an "excess of signification" (p. 55).  We typically associate the term "excessive" with inappropriate extremism, and while I am using the term in a more positive sense here, I intend in so doing to leave ample room for concluding that some excessive construals are indeed inappropriately extreme.  But I am also leaving room for the sorts of construals we seem to rely on in making such negative judgments.  I shall be claiming that the most decisive construals we rely on in those instances are also excessive.  They too may sometimes seem extreme, but whether extreme or not they will not seem inappropriate.  The phronetic task of making good sense of relatively singular contexts always involves construals which are excessive in this sense, because relatively singular contexts likewise exceed our attempts to domesticate them within some preestablished scheme of classification.
	In order to avoid further misunderstanding I should also point out what I do not claim with this thesis before saying any more about what I do claim.  I do not claim that construals are inferior to the extent they are restrained, nor do I claim that they are superior to the extent they are excessive.  Neither do I claim that we can allow excessive construals automatically to govern those which by comparison are more restrained.  We are each familiar with excessive construals of human life in the world which conflict with one another in soliciting our loyalty and trust, and we cannot hope to respond thus to all of them, but only to some.  Such a response, if it is to remain honest before all such construals, will always require careful and sometimes agonized deliberation, and it will inevitably provoke disagreement.  So the mutual adjustment between our more restrained and more excessive construals of human life in the world is not automatic; it is not simply given but must be continually and deliberately reworked.  This point may likewise encourage misunderstanding if I do not hasten to add that I do not regard this ongoing process of deliberation as something we can significantly control or restrain either.  We do it and are responsible for it and can even cultivate it by mastering certain procedures, but it would seem misleading to say we control the process itself to any significant extent.  However reflective we may become, deliberation will exceed all our attempts to control it.  This, we may recall, is a point similar to Gadamer's that "we do not possess moral knowledge in such a way that we already have it and then apply it to specific situations", but are instead "always already in a situation of having to act."      Gadamer, Truth and Method, p. 283. 
	What I am claiming is, first, a similarity between what is involved in being a phronimos and what is involved in being a faithful Christian.  This, I have already argued, is far from simply identifying the two, and in neither case do we have an exhaustive definition of the phronimos or the faithful Christian.  Alongside this claim I am also attempting to provide a non-foundationalist reading of what theologians and other thinkers are often after when they speak of a concept's or a construal's adequacy to experience, to "reality," or to something else with which the concept or construal in question is to be sharply contrasted.  There have been a number of recent criticisms of such appeals, and I wish to give those criticisms their due, but I suspect that not only those criticized but critics themselves often obscure the variety of ways in which those appeals have been made.  On the reading I am offering some of those ways may indeed appear to be no longer pertinent in the manner they were once thought to be, but others will doubtless retain much of the pertinence they were thought to have.
	I accept, in other words, the increasingly prevalent notion that we cannot test the adequacy of our construals against something wholly independent of human construal.  But this does not prevent us from acknowledging that within the horizon of human construal we have the ongoing task of reconciling our more restrained construals with our more excessive ones, and that, since carrying out that task is itself more excessive than not, it would seem that at least some primarily excessive construals must be accorded primacy over all others of either type.  While the excessiveness of such construals provokes further construals on our part, they are themselves as much a result of our prior construals as they are a cause of later ones.  They are clearly in some sense ours.  Yet they are not ours in the same sense or to the same extent that our more restrained construals are ours, for they are far more likely to turn us toward a variety of diverging trajectories we might never have chosen if we did not already find ourselves so inclined by them.  Insofar as we notice them we can deliberate about whether or not to follow any one of them any further, though we seem unable to avoid following some of them, but we cannot make them follow us, however much they may have been inadvertently influenced by our previous construals.  They may thus come to be regarded in terms of what Richard Rorty caricatures as "a power, not ourselves, which compels us,"      Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, pp. 157-158.  but to regard them so is to risk thinking of them in terms of a brute confrontation with something wholly other.  If they are not entirely ours in the way more restrained construals are, they are not unambiguously "a power, not ourselves," and whatever force they may have does not have to be described wholly in terms of compulsion.  If there is sometimes compulsion or coercion involved in such construals, which I do not deny, there can also be the more resistible but just as excessive force of attraction (or persuasion), and it is surely only to the extent that we find ourselves so attracted that we would ever follow such construals with any attitude besides grudging resignation.  They are better thought of, I suggest, in terms of a resistible power, not at our willful disposal, which lures us onward.
	This allows us to distinguish between the approach of the phronimos and that of the foundationalist.  The foundationalist seeks to ground construals in a coercive, alien power which thereby neither allows nor requires deliberation and its accompanying risks.  Because grounding is still something the foundationalist does, however, the desire for such a power proves self-contradictory and leads the foundationalist to ignore or become self-deceived about her own activity and the risks of deliberation inherently involved therein.  While the phronimos accords a certain primacy, even loyalty and trust, to some of a much greater variety of excessive construals, she      I admit "phronimos" is a masculine noun, but am not concerned to make the English sentences in which it occurs agree in gender, since gender in Greek is not so closely tied to biological gender as it is in English.  is less likely to hope ever to make these "canonical" construals into a foundation such as the foundationalist desires.  The foundationalist desires a world in which all excessive construals would become entirely restrained.  The phronimos appreciates the critical role restrained construals can play in cultivating the primarily excessive task of deliberating on how to reconcile both restrained and excessive construals, but she neither desires nor can conceive of a world in which all excessive construals would become completely restrained.  (Not even the most restrained construals can be restrained completely.)  Furthermore, she is not merely resigned to a world in which excessive construals are as prevalent as they now seem to be but actually welcomes a world in which some (though not all) excessive construals‑-and the deliberative risks they provoke‑-would become even more prevalent.  The foundationalist wants security above everything else, while the phronimos is willing to put security at risk, if need be, for the sake of a more nomadic existence sustained by loyalty, trust, and honesty.
	The earlier example of comparing restrained and excessive construals was, as I said, fairly restrained.  We can, however, regard construing "The cat is on the mat" and encountering a cat on a mat as fairly minor aspects of the more encompassing task of construing human life in the world.  It is these more encompassing construals which most clearly exhibit our efforts to cling to security or to put security at risk for the sake of loyalty, trust, and honesty concerning whatever eludes our grasp. Construals of such magnitude typically involve a kind of transcendental move, at least in the more rhetorical sense we have been exploring.  I suggested in the first chapter      See Chapter I, p. 34, note 68.  that the sort of necessity transcendental reflection yields when understood rhetorically is at least in many cases better indicated by using words such as "must," because often when we say that for now we must continue to think of one another in such and such a way we cannot really disentangle what we think will always be characteristically human from what we think ought always to be characteristically human.  Stephen Toulmin likewise suggested, as we saw in the second chapter, that the question "What then are we to make of ourselves?" has a prescriptive as well as a descriptive force.  This question is at the center of every maximally inclusive, integrative enterprise, such as epistemics or cosmology.  We also saw that asking what we must continue to think of ourselves and what we are to make of ourselves are the sorts of questions which cannot be pursued very far in a disciplined way.  They are primarily non-disciplinable questions because we cannot ask them and remain detached spectators, and also because when taken in their most inclusive senses they involve conceptual oddities.  They involve transposing concepts from narrower contexts to broader ones and thereby stretching them to a point where rules which originally governed how to fit them together no longer apply in quite the same way.  It is hardly surprising, then, for me to suggest at this point that any construals provoked by such questions will be primarily excessive.  Indeed, we ask these questions because we find ourselves already inclined to follow them all the way to their most inclusive senses.
	I am also suggesting at this point that to regard ourselves as beings who esteem persuasion more highly than coercion or manipulation (and further as beings who thus place loyalty and trust in resistible powers not entirely at any individual's disposal) is itself one of these maximally inclusive and maximally integrative construals of human life in the world.  This is what we now must continually make of one another and of the contingent starting points we all share if we are to continue regarding ourselves as interlocutors and not inquisitors.  And part of the reason we now must continue to think of ourselves in this way is precisely that even when asking whether we should in fact do so we find ourselves already so inclined.  It is at least partly because of the very excessiveness of this construal of ourselves that we find it at all plausible to regard it as in some sense performatively self-warranting.  We seem inevitably to wind up thinking of ourselves in this way and inevitably to find ourselves obliged to think of ourselves in this way.  This, I am thus suggesting, is a transcendental claim, and I also suggest that it involves a rhetorically vulnerable kind of "naturalism" or "realism" insofar as it depends on our continuing to trust that there are indeed powers at work in our very humanly construed world which, unlike sheer coercion or manipulation, merit some degree of loyalty as well as trust.  I do not see in these suggestions anything radically different from Richard Bernstein's rhetorical interpretation of Habermas, even though Bernstein is reluctant to associate this with anything transcendental.  Like Bernstein and Bernstein's Habermas, all I am trying to do in advocating this kind of naturalism or realism is
	to show us that there is a telos immanent in the forms of life that have shaped us and the forms of communication in which we participate.  This is not to be understood as a telos which represents the march of world history, one which must and will be realized, but rather as a 'gentle but obstinate, a never silent although seldom redeemed claim to reason, a claim that must be recognized de facto whenever and wherever there is to be consensual action'.      Richard Bernstein, Philosophical Profiles (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1986), p. 77.  Bernstein here cites Habermas, Communication and the Evolution of Society, p. 97. 
Bernstein himself thus seems to favor Habermas's description of the kind of power such a construal exerts on us: a gentle but obstinate, never silent although seldom redeemed claim to reason that must be recognized de facto whenever and wherever there is to be consensual action.

Excessiveness Versus Coercion
	Unless we do believe such distinctions can be made between excessiveness and sheer coercion, we are likely to be left with the frustrating alternatives Richard Rorty assumes are open to us.  Rorty in effect poses the following question: In providing construals of human life in the world shall we attempt to keep them true to any effects of coercive alien powers, or shall we instead provide ourselves with poetic self-descriptions which we simply decide‑-without regard for any such powers‑-are worthy of our species?      See Rorty, "Mind as Ineffable," p. 88.  To formulate these descriptions without regard for the effects of alien powers is not to pretend that there are no such effects but is to refuse to let them function as reasons instead of causes.  That would be to confuse justifying our self-descriptions with explaining them.  See Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, p. 177.   Posing the question in that way is bound to provoke frustration.  If all powers not entirely at our disposal are to that extent thought to be coercive and alien (which is how Rorty seems to regard them), we will not be likely to esteem any of them very highly.  Yet if we choose our self-descriptions without regard for anything which is not entirely at our disposal, are we likely to esteem these any more highly?      The question here is related to Ricoeur's "antinomy of value."  See Chapter III, p. 184.  
	Rorty admits on occasion that he still feels the force of such a dilemma, but he believes it will stop vexing us once we have exorcised the inauthentic desire to be true to anything besides our own poetic power.      See Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism, p. 174.   (There are, by the way, understandings of our own poetic power which avoid suggesting that poetry is ever entirely ours to command, but the contrasts Rorty typically sets up make it difficult to credit him in those instances with these more "excessive" understandings of poetry.)  I do not pretend to know any more than Rorty about how we would feel after such an exorcism, for the exorcism itself seems inconceivable, as Rorty willingly admits.      Ibid.  Rorty's admission here involves him in further dilemmas, for he seems both to offer us a reason for so believing and then to admit that we could not have a reason for it.  He contends that if pragmatism were taken seriously in our culture we would no longer feel any need to be true to anything not entirely at our disposal.  Then he admits, "We do not know how it would feel."  If that is so, however, what reason is there for believing that "it would no longer feel that way"?   But I do wonder if, before resorting to an historicized eschatology which seems no less speculative for being historicized, we might do better to question the main assumption behind the original dilemma.  The dilemma seems to trade on the assumption that all power not entirely at our disposal is to that extent alien and coercive.  The assumption is linked to others which tend to reinforce one another.  Rorty further assumes that the sole function of the natural sciences is to provide vocabularies useful for prediction and control and that the "vulgar materialism" and strict determinism such vocabularies presuppose is about as "true" a picture of our place in nature as we have reason to hope for (true, that is, only in the sense of being likely to remain the outcome of an argued consensus).      See Rorty, "Mind as Ineffable," pp. 87-88. 
	Arguments can of course be given, and contested, for why all these assumptions are not only unnecessary but impossible.  For the moment, however, I want only to argue that they are unnecessary and implausible.  It may be helpful to recall here, without making too much of it, that Rorty's views of nature and of the natural sciences are the views of someone whose advanced formal training is solely in philosophy, particularly the tradition in Anglophone philosophy where debates over physicalistic reductionism stem fairly directly from earlier attempts by philosophers‑-not scientists‑-to unify all the sciences.  As Stephen Toulmin has repeatedly argued, however, these debates rarely pay any attention to the transformations undergone by the natural sciences themselves.      Stephen E. Toulmin, "Explanation and Interpretation," January 17, 1984.  Toulmin charges that the unified science movement was an attempt to continue an eighteenth century interpretation of the natural sciences as if nothing decisive had happened after Einstein and Bohr: "Neoempiricism was seen as a way of overcoming the intellectual crisis precipitated by Einstein . . . What happened in the unified science movement, which I interpret not as a cool and detached piece of intellectual construction but as a panic-response to a crisis situation, is that they saw that, if Euclid was no good, maybe we could do the same thing by using Russell and Whitehead's Principia Mathematica as defining the central pillars of the 'house of learning' and then build mathematics around logic and physics around mathematics and the rest of the sciences according to the traditional methods of physicalistic reductionism around that core."   Toulmin's background in physics and further work in the history of scientific concepts would seem to give his own interpretations of the role of scientific explanations and the picture of nature they yield more plausibility than Rorty's more second-hand assumptions borrowed from a debate he has himself found stagnant.  According to Toulmin even the most compact of the natural sciences no longer presuppose a deterministic materialism, and their role never has been solely to predict and control but has always been also to understand, as has become increasingly evident in the twentieth century.      Toulmin's critique of the "predictivist account of science" and his defense of a more hermeneutical model appears early on in his Foresight and Understanding.  For a detailed account of the turn in physical sciences away from "vulgar materialism" see his and June Goodfield's The Architecture of Matter.  Both themes are brought together in later works, especially his The Return to Cosmology and "The Construal of Reality."   (It is not at all surprising, then, to learn that Rorty on one occasion found himself the only advocate of "vulgar materialism" on a panel which included two well-known physicists and an equally prominent neurophysiologist.)      The proceedings of the conference referred to here have been brought together by Elvee in Mind in Nature.  At one point Rorty remarks, "I think I am the only real friend the computers have on the platform" (p. 113). 
	Now comparing the relative merits of Toulmin's and Rorty's views of the natural sciences and the picture of nature they yield hardly amounts to a decisive refutation of Rorty's position on the status of our self-descriptions.  Pragmatically speaking, he would reply, it shouldn't matter to us whether the natural sciences do or do not presuppose a vulgar materialism.  But I am not attempting to offer a refutation here.  I am offering an explanation for why Rorty seems more obsessed than any other pragmatist ever was      Rorty finds Peirce too Kantian (Consequences of Pragmatism, p. 161), James sometimes too Platonic (p. 174), and the early Dewey too idealistic or experiential (pp. 72-89).  with discrediting any attempt to reconcile our self-descriptions with powers not entirely at our disposal.  I am suggesting that this is partly because of the largely unquestioned assumptions he has about the kind of influence anything not entirely at our disposal can have, and that these assumptions stem mostly from the sort of picture of our place in nature Rorty assumes is not likely to be overturned.  This leads him to construct a worst-case scenario‑-a typically foundationalist move‑-in order to assure us that no matter what hhappens in the natural sciences we can continue to provide ourselves with as many self-congratulatory descriptions as we wish and can just stop worrying about whether to call them true or false.  But surely this is as utopian a dream as any foundationalist's, and one just as likely to distract us from the practical task of deliberating on what to do with the often conflicting claims which presently engage us.
	Another reason for Rorty's blanket suspicions, perhaps a related one, stems from his assumptions about what people will try to make of any construals not entirely of their own making or choosing.  For Rorty, any appeal to experience, to intuition, to nature, or the like has to be a symptom of foundationalism's attempt to find security in something for which we don't have to confess responsibility.  In philosophy this is what Rorty in effect characterizes as an attempt to turn what ought to remain a basically non-disciplinable enterprise into a discipline more compact than any we have ever known (an attempt, as he calls it, to turn philosophy into Philosophy).  Rorty does seem to have a point here.  It seems that foundationalism is a theme so pervasive in Western thought‑-and in the thought of other cultures‑-thatt anyone who wishes to avoid it has to be constantly on the lookout for the various guises in which it can slip up on us.  But we also need to keep in mind that there are often non-foundationalist or even anti-foundationalist themes in Western and non-Western forms of thought and that often as not they can be found traveling hand in hand with foundationalist themes‑-and often under the same guise.
	If we grant this, however, the appropriate warning ought to be something like, "See how easily this move lends itself to foundationalist obsessions, so watch yourself," but this is not Rorty's strategy.  He seems rather to assume that this or that move has always led and will always lead to foundationalism.  This is another assumption which seems uncalled for and to need explaining.  A likely explanation, I believe, is that Rorty, like others we examined in the second chapter, still tends to equate rationality with logicality.  He tends to assume that if something will not work within a compact system it must not do any real work at all.  He has found that appeals to experience, nature, and the like will not work that way, even though many of the philosophers he critiques had hoped they would.  But surely, he reasons, that is the only way they could have worked, and anyone who tries to get any other work out of such appeals can now be advised not to bother.      For more or less sympathetic critiques of Rorty's suspicions along these lines, see Alasdair MacIntyre, "Philosophy, the 'Other' Disciplines, and Their Histories: A Rejoinder to Richard Rorty," Soundings 65 (1982):127-145, and Richard J. Bernstein, "Philosophy in the Conversation of Mankind," Review of Metaphysics 33 (1980):745-775.    Once again, I want to contrast these assumptions with Toulmin's position.  Toulmin has argued that all these assumptions are unnecessary as well as pernicious, and that in their present form they are as much the result of seventeenth century mechanistic presuppositions as dualism and "vulgar materialism."      See Toulmin, Human Understanding, pp. 13-25.   For Toulmin, after taking a broader view of the history of rational enterprises, what needs to be shown is not how anything can do any work outside a compact system, but how those systems can do any real work themselves.      Ibid., p. 479.   Once we invert the question in this way, we can stop being overly concerned about how appeals to experience or to nature might underwrite a theory of reference and begin to ask instead how they may help us deliberate on how seriously to take what we are talking about, and then we no longer have to assume they will inevitably lead us back to foundationalism.      Rorty himself provides the distinction between "talking about" as a legitimate pragmatic notion and "reference" as a term of "philosophical art."  See Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, p. 289. 
	This digression on Rorty's suspicions may seem to be belaboring a point, but this is because he has argued so artfully against the idea of according any special status to construals which tend to go their own way, often more in spite of our own poetic power than because of it.  This idea is precisely what I am trying to "retrieve" on the other side of Rorty's "hermeneutics of suspicion," because I am convinced that it is a crucial move for any attempted recovery of phronesis worth anybody's attention.      Such a retrieval also has to face up to Continental critiques of "logocentrism" and the "metaphysics of presence," but I shall not pursue that more intricate conversation here.  This is partly because I do still find the Continental conversation more baffling in some respects, which is ironic since I suspect that one of the reasons it can be so baffling is that Continental thinkers, like Christian theologians everywhere, refuse to minimize certain tensions which continue to engage them.  We are likely to overlook this if we read Continental thinkers through Rorty's eyes, and this, considering his recent if controversial influence, is one reason why I prefer to respond to his suspicions first.  I believe the recent work of Calvin O. Schrag represents, in a more Continental idiom, a position similar to the retrieval I am defending.  See Calvin O. Schrag, Communicative Praxis and the Space of Subjectivity (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1986).    We may recall Gadamer's exemplary recovery to suggest how crucial such an idea might be.  Gadamer made much of the critical function Aristotle assigned to natural law, which he understood to concern "things that do not admit of regulation simply by human convention, because 'the nature of the thing' constantly asserts itself."      Gadamer, Truth and Method, p. 285.   The "nature of the thing" was too mobile to invoke dogmatically to legitimate particular laws, and it was never given apart from its concrete reworking of the relevant "schemata" by which it was to be discerned, but Gadamer still maintained that it played its own critical role and was decisive in distinguishing phronesis from techne.  I believe this point is directly linked with Gadamer's later suggestion that moral knowledge may indeed be "the fundamental form of experience, compared with which all other experience represents a denaturing."      Ibid., p. 288. 
	I am proposing that we can make sense of this appeal to natural law by accepting a description of ourselves as continually deliberating, either more or less reflectively, on how best to reconcile a variety of more or less excessive construals of human life in the world which we find ourselves already inclined to pursue.  These construals are at once "descriptive" and "normative."  They are descriptive in the sense that they are construals of human life in the world.  They purport to be "about" something.  But because we find ourselves already inclined to pursue them even as we deliberate on them, we cannot say that they are simply descriptive.  They are at the same time construals which, by already inclining us to pursue them, solicit our loyalty and trust, and in that sense can also be said to be normative.  After all, if they did not already solicit our loyalty and trust, we would not be deliberating on them.  If we deliberately follow them we in effect declare at least some degree of loyalty and trust concerning them‑-loyalty insofar as we are realigning our own trajectories in accordance with theirs, and trust insofar as we are doing this deliberately (which means that upon reflection we have found their trajectories worth pursuing).  We can contrast these construals with "human convention," which is largely the kind of contrast Gadamer was defending in his retrieval of Aristotle's notion of natural law, precisely because we cannot deliberate on such construals before finding ourselves already inclined to follow them.  As I said earlier, we can refuse to follow some of them any further, and cannot follow all of them, but are always too late to make them follow us.  
	Rorty himself at one point admits this kind of "naturalism" through the back door immediately after throwing another version of it out the front.
	The issue is one about whether philosophy should try to find natural starting-points which are distinct from cultural traditions, or whether all philosophy should do is compare and contrast cultural traditions . . . The intuitive realist thinks that there is such a thing as Philosophical truth because he thinks that, deep down beneath all the texts, there is something which is not just one more text but that to which various texts are trying to be "adequate."  The pragmatist does not think that there is anything like that . . . But he does think that in the process of playing vocabularies and cultures off against each other, we produce new and better ways of talking and acting‑-not better by reference to a previously knoown standard, but just better in the sense that they come to seem clearly better than their predecessors.      Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism, p. xxxvii. 
Despite his disclaimers, Rorty winds up appealing to something which, while still clearly another type of text, is not really just one more type of text.  For amidst the variety of texts played off against each other some of them "come to seem clearly better" than others.  Rorty of course wants to avoid any hint that there was anything already going on in this process of playing off vocabularies against each other to which we might attribute the gradual recognition of these new and better ways of speaking and acting, and so he emphasizes their novelty, their discontinuity as compared with their predecessors.  I am not ignoring or denying the novelty of these "better" ways of talking and acting, and would also insist that whatever previous standards might have been used to assess them will often as not turn out to be relevant, if at all, in ways their earlier advocates might never have foreseen, but I see no need to emphasize discontinuity in the way Rorty does.  However new these ways of talking and acting may seem, they will be largely a matter of reworking certain themes borrowed from some of their predecessors.  And there is no reason to suppose that they will signal the end of all the various cultural traditions they drew upon, for many of these traditions are likely to preserve as much continuity as they ever had precisely by developing some of these new and better ways of talking and acting which can be appropriated by others.  How new, after all, are the traditions of practical wisdom and rhetoric?  Pragmatism itself is no longer all that new a tradition.  
	There is, I suggest, very little difference between texts coming to seem better than others and construals (excessive or restrained) eventually gaining our loyalty and trust.  In either case a process of deliberation is involved which is itself primarily an excessive construal.  Thus it is no accident that, in using phrases such as "coming to seem better" or "gaining our loyalty and trust," Rorty and I speak of texts and construals as if they were the agents who brought about this result.  For while some person or persons had to produce these texts or construals (though not always on purpose), and while some person or persons (not always the same ones) undoubtedly hoped they would gain others' loyalty and trust and thus tried to ensure they got the hearing they needed, if their coming to do so were thought to be entirely at the disposal of any one person or group we would, upon concluding this, immediately insist on weighing them all over again.  In order for these construals to gain and keep our loyalty and trust, we have to regard the process of their coming and continuing to do so as something somewhat "anonymous," something not entirely at the disposal of any one person or group, yet not really separable from any of us, either.      Rorty seems to agree with many of these implications in his endorsement of the ideal of uncoerced consensus (ibid., p. 173).  He would, however, tend to say that this ideal is one he just "happens" to accept, by virtue of his being a Westerner.  Without denying the crucial role being a Westerner plays in my own thinking, I would nevertheless insist that we cannot just "happen" to accept such an ideal if it is to be accepted as an ideal.    
	We may of course credit certain people with having played a decisive role in persuading the rest of us about the merits of this or that construal, but the point is that we credit them with genuinely persuading us, not coercing or manipulating us.  To speak of ourselves being genuinely persuaded is largely another way to designate the primarily excessive, deliberative construing by which other construals come to seem better than their competitors, or succeed in gaining and keeping our loyalty and trust.  Arguments and interpretations may themselves have been painstakingly developed, and we do not hesitate to attribute such developments to certain individuals or groups, but our being genuinely persuaded by them is something for which we also have to take our own responsibility.  Yet, even though we must take responsibility for being persuaded, we do not attribute being persuaded to ourselves any more than to someone else.      This is of course Gadamer's point about the process of genuine conversation, which he makes in his own way after suggesting that it was Aristotle's point as well.  "We say that we 'conduct' a conversation, but the more fundamental a conversation is, the less its conduct lies within the will of either partner.  Thus a fundamental conversation is never one that we want to conduct.  Rather, it is generally more correct to say that we fall into conversation, or even that we become involved in it.  The way in which one word follows another, with the conversation taking its own turnings and reaching its own conclusion, may well be conducted in some way, but the people conversing are far less the leaders of it than the led.  No one knows what will 'come out' in a conversation.  Understanding or its failure is like a process which happens to us.  Thus we can say that something was a good conversation or that it was a poor one.  All this shows that a conversation has a spirit of its own, and that the language used in it bears its own truth within it, i.e., that it reveals something which henceforth exists." (Truth and Method, p. 345.)   For that matter, even when we speak of persuading oneself of something we are unable to think of the process as being entirely at the disposal of the person who does this‑-not least because speaking in this way setss up a tension between the persuading self and the persuaded self, neither of which is thought to be entirely active or entirely passive and neither of which is thought to be entirely identical with or entirely different from the person who is persuading herself.  I do not deny that this is an odd way of speaking, but it certainly seems to be one we can make good sense of, practically speaking, and this, I have been arguing all along, is the only kind of sense we need to make of it.  After all, if the account I am offering of what it is to be genuinely persuaded leads in some contexts to certain tensive formulations, what does this indicate except that I am offering one more excessive construal of another excessive construal?
	I do not find any good reason to deny that metaphysical or ontological issues are in some way involved here, even though I am as suspicious as Bernstein and Rorty are (at least I think I am) of the temptation to find some sort of metaphysical comfort.  But I do not automatically equate the metaphysical issues bound up with placing loyalty and trust in resistible powers not entirely at our disposal with such "inauthentic" temptations.  Much hinges here on what kind of "comfort" we might want metaphysics to provide.  It seems to me that the kind of comfort Bernstein and Rorty, following Nietzsche, no longer think possible or legitimate to hope for is precisely the kind of comfort which would actually disallow the kind of loyalty and trust I am advocating along with the metaphysical issues bound up with such advocacy.  What we would all agree on as inauthentic is what Rorty calls "the notion that outside the haphazard and perilous experiments we perform there lies something (God, Science, Knowledge, Rationality, or Truth) which will, if only we perform the correct rituals, step in to save us."      Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism, p. 208.   Christian theologians, along with everyone else, are certainly capable of expecting this of God or of something else, but there are strands within their own tradition, just as there are strands within other traditions, which portray this expectation as something that needs unmasking.  Within the Christian tradition we are likely to perform this unmasking by labeling such expectations magical or idolatrous.  The kind of comfort they desire would require giving lip service to something for whose influence they were in no way responsible while at the same time wanting to put it entirely at their disposal.  

Self-Reflection's Dialectic
	It seems in any case that what is most crucial in determining whether or not our construals of human life in the world reflect this self-defeating temptation has as much to do with what we expect them to do for us as it does with our considering them to be true to nature or reality or rationality or even God.  Nevertheless, I cannot deny that this temptation to find magical solutions is itself encouraged by a variety of excessive construals which can also be said to solicit our loyalty and trust, though we have now come to regard them as deceptive.  Once again, then, we are reminded that honesty concerning all excessive construals is as important an attitude to cultivate as trust and loyalty concerning only some of them.  Such honesty means that upon deliberation we will respond primarily with further trust and loyalty only to some excessive construals while to others we will have to respond primarily with distrust and resistance.  I say "primarily" regarding either outcome here because of course in most cases we will be able to find plenty of reasons for being pulled to some extent in both directions.  The outcome of our deliberation is thus likely to remain highly contestable.  This should not surprise us, however, for the process we are engaged in here is one of drawing a distinction something like the one Stephen Toulmin insists on drawing between more justificatory, intellectual considerations and more explanatory, institutional considerations within any enterprise claiming to be rational.  As we saw in the second chapter, the less "disciplinable" an enterprise is‑-and our most excessive construals of human  life in the world are among the least disciplinable‑-the more controversial that distinction becomes, though this is never an excuse to give up on trying to make it.
	This complex response is also something like what Paul Ricoeur sometimes describes as self-reflection's ongoing dialectic between an "archeology" and a "teleology" of the subject.  The subject Ricoeur speaks of here bears little resemblance to that of most Anglophone discussions on the philosophy of mind.  It always remains a de-centered subject.  There is no self to be understood prior to our own variety of excessive construals of human life in the world which we are already inclined to follow.  Or as Ricoeur puts it, "The self that guides . . . interpretation [is] able to recover itself only as a result of the interpretation."      Ricoeur, The Conflict of Interpretations, p. 17.   While, he grants, it may be pointless to contest Descartes' argument that "I cannot doubt myself without perceiving that I doubt," the only certitude it yields remains "a certitude devoid of truth."      Ricoeur, Freud and Philosophy, p. 44.   The ego of Decartes' cogito is not yet a self, and therefore, although Ricoeur still wishes to engage in a philosophy of self-reflection, he denies that we can any longer think of such a pursuit as a philosophy of consciousness, "if by consciousness we mean immediate self-consciousness."      Ibid., pp. 43-44.   A philosophy of self-reflection, though it might still follow a "transcendental logic . . . not exhausted in the Kantian a priori,"      Ibid., p. 52.  turns out to be at the same time hermeneutical through and through.
	On the one hand, self-understanding passes through the detour of understanding the cultural signs in which the self documents and forms itself.  On the other hand, understanding the text is not an end in itself; it mediates the relation to himself of a subject who, in the short circuit of immediate reflection, does not find the meaning of his own life . . . In short, in hermeneutical reflection‑-or in reflective hermeneutics‑-the constitution of the self is contemporaneous with the constitution of meaning.      Ricoeur, Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences,         pp. 158-159. 
In other words, in her various engagements with cultural signs (symbols, metaphors, narratives, arguments, assertions, memories‑-anything she is able to talk about, howeverr obliquely, with someone else) the subject finds herself on the thresholds of a variety of "possible worlds" in which she might take on or enter into new "modes of being" or "forms of life" and in so doing might take on new capacities for understanding herself which each of these worlds offers to her.      Ibid., p. 192.   Thus, contemporaneous with opportunities for growth in self-understanding are opportunities for growth in the self which is then to be further understood.  The process of making these opportunities one's own is what Ricoeur calls "appropriation,"      Although Ricoeur links appropriation in this sense with Gadamer's "fusion of horizons" (ibid., p. 191-192), and thus seems to mean much of what Gadamer means by Anwendung, the term in Ricoeur's usage is actually his translation of the German term Aneignung, which means making one's own what was initially "alien" (ibid., p. 185).  adding the caution that appropriation should not be considered simply as an act of taking possession.  For since we cannot make these opportunities our own without entering into new forms of life we cannot say that making them our own places them entirely or even primarily at our disposal.  Every process of appropriation is thus at the same time a process of divestiture.
	    Relinquishment is a fundamental moment of appropriation and distinguishes it from any form of "taking possession."  Appropriation is also and primarily a "letting-go."  Reading is an appropriation-divestiture   . . . It is in allowing itself to be carried off towards the reference of the text [i.e., the "possible world" and the form of life it offers] that the ego divests itself of itself.      Ibid., p. 191. 
	If we regarded this process of appropriation-divestiture as something wholly innocent, something we could give ourselves up to without reservation, we would have something at least resembling what Ricoeur elsewhere calls a teleology of the subject.  We would presume that all excessive construals of human life in the world offered us genuine opportunities for further growth in self-understanding and in the self to be further understood, and would therefore try to pursue as many of them as we could.  And where conflicts might arise we might simply go with those opportunities which, on reflection, seemed most promising.  This would still be to understand ourselves as de-centered, fallible subjects.  But what if some of those opportunities come to seem illusory?  What if we come to decide that some of our most promising excessive construals are really obsessive?  Then we come to regard ourselves not only as de-centered and fallible subjects but also as, in some sense, more to less culpably deluded subjects, or at least as subjects capable of being more or less culpably deluded.  Becoming persuaded of that possibility as a real one calls for something resembling what Ricoeur calls an archeology of the subject.
	The contrast between archeology and teleology is thus basically a contrast between what sorts of powers we think can be at work in making some of our construals excessive.  If we believe that at least sometimes what makes these construals excessive is something worth following‑-something like a flash of insight‑-we will be open to the possibility of a teleology of the subject; if we believe that sometimes what makes them excessive is something not worth following‑-something like a knee-jerk‑-then of coursee we will be open to the need for an archeology of the subject.  Ricoeur insists that we need both, and that in order to avoid a facile eclecticism we need to submit all our excessive construals to interrogation from both perspectives.  "Just as we must say that everything about man is equally physiological and sociological, so we must also say that the two readings in question cover exactly the same field."      Ricoeur, The Conflict of Interpretations, p. 118.   By keeping a tension going between both perspectives, and by focusing them both on those construals of human life in the world whose influence seems most "powerful" (e.g., symbols of the sacred and other metaphors we live by),      See Ricoeur, Freud and Philosophy, p. 497.  I am also alluding to George Lakoff's and Mark Johnson's entertaining and insightful study of how metaphors shape our most mundane affairs in Metaphors We Live By.  we are more nearly able to make self-reflection concrete.      See Ricoeur, Freud and Philosophy, p. 55. 
	This process does not by any means exempt us from finally proceeding according to some of those excessive construals, or new ones which merit the same dual approach.  Even though Ricoeur credits such "masters of suspicion" as Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud with having persuaded many of us of the value of their respective archeologies, he remains critical of any suggestion that they or their successors offer us a wholly autonomous standpoint from which to sort out genuine opportunities for self-understanding from illusory ones.  The more restrained, methodical, suspicious, or explanatory moments they provide us with are relevant only to the extent that they enable more nuanced but still excessive construals to supplant some of their less resourceful predecessors.      This seems to be the upshot of Ricoeur's argument in Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, pp. 243-246.   In particular, they cannot overturn the description of ourselves as beings who can sometimes be genuinely persuaded of something, for they aim at being genuinely persuasive themselves.  They aim to make our sometimes agonized deliberation better able to discern when certain clues that delusion may be involved indicate, when taken together, that it really is involved in some of our opportunities for further self-understanding.  They also provide us with one more reason for why self-reflection must always aim to be an intersubjective process.  
	A de-centered subject is already someone who understands herself only by understanding others.      Ricoeur, The Conflict of Interpretations, p. 17.   Furthermore, responding with loyalty and trust is something one learns to do among other people, and responding in that way to a possible form of life is always responding in like manner to other people one has met or may meet who have responded thus to that same form of life.  This at least seems to be how we must now continue to think of one another if we believe genuine persuasion ever actually occurs.  These are already strong reasons why self-reflection must aim to be intersubjective.  Turning to more suspicious disciplines provides yet another reason.  While I might eventually, in retrospect, come to regard a process of persuasion I had once thought genuine as having actually been illusory, the presumption (i.e., the degree of loyalty and trust) I accord that earlier process may be strong enough that acquiring the disciplines offered by various archeologies may only make me more resourceful in preserving the illusion.  Thus, while I can never successfully surrender my own responsibility for deliberation entirely to others, I must nevertheless rely upon others who do not share my presumption to come up with accounts of that earlier process of persuasion I might never have permitted to arise on my own.  This is not to say that because they do not share my presumption they can therefore be more reasonable than I can, for they will certainly have their own presumptions, as a result of which each of us is open to certain opportunities for self-understanding which remain less accessible to the others.  But it is to say that by hurling mutual suspicions at one another‑-and by sharing with one another our differeent "affirmative" presumptions which make those suspicions possible‑-we are each provided with opportunities for self-understanding we doubtless could never have come up with in isolation.  

Self-Reflection and Faith
	So far I have, for the most part, been offering one more open-ended characterization of what is involved in being a phronimos, but I have also claimed that being a faithful Christian involves a similar, primarily excessive process of deliberation on how best to reconcile a variety of more to less excessive construals of human life in the world.  Anyone familiar with the work of H. Richard Niebuhr will already have recognized echoes of his definition of faith in my repeated usage of the paired terms, "loyalty" and "trust."
	We may undertake to describe a fundamental personal attitude which, whether we call it faith or give it some other name, is apparently universal or general enough to be widely recognized.  This is the attitude and action of confidence in, and fidelity to, certain realities as the sources of value and the objects of loyalty.  This personal attitude or action is ambivalent; it involves reference to the value that attaches to the self and to the value toward which the self is directed.  On the one hand it is trust in that which gives value to the self; on the other hand it is loyalty to what the self values.      H. Richard Niebuhr, Radical Monotheism and Western Culture (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1960), p. 16.  Niebuhr seems fairly directly indebted to Josiah Royce's philosophy of loyalty here for his own theme of loyalty (pp. 21-23).  Trust is of course a more familiar theme in Christian thought, and Niebuhr's citation of Tolstoy seems mainly for purposes of illustration. 
I do not, however, pretend to have followed Niebuhr closely but have instead allowed his definition and further elaboration to operate suggestively in the background of my own thinking.  Because of his own firm grounding in American pragmatism in its earlier phases      For a helpful discussion of Niebuhr's intellectual milieu‑-"objective relativism"--see Thomas A. Byrnees, "H. Richard Niebuhr's Christian Moral Philosophy," Ph.D. dissertation, The University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, 1982.   there are bound to be points of convergence with any present conversations in which pragmatism plays a significant role.  But my original concern in formulating the present thesis was to give a slightly more pragmatic reading than usual of certain strands borrowed from philosophical hermeneutics which have their counterparts in Christian thought.  
	Thus, without pretending that everybody is really just saying the same thing, we can recognize the theme of excessiveness at work in both traditional and contemporary Christian theologians.      Although I have already indicated indebtedness to Paul Ricoeur in that regard, I am also particularly indebted to both David Tracy and Karl Rahner (and, through Rahner, Thomas Aquinas) for the origins of the term "excessive."  Tracy identifies classics hermeneutically as "those texts that bear an excess and permanence of meaning, yet always resist definitive interpretation."  David Tracy, Plurality and Ambiguity, p. 12.  Rahner has always claimed that his pivotal notion of human "pre-apprehension" of infinite being is borrowed directly from Thomas Aquinas: "Although this term is not to be found literally in Thomas, yet its content is contained in what Thomas calls 'excessus'."  Karl Rahner, Spirit in the World, trans. William Dych, S. J. (New York: Herder and Herder, 1968) p. 142.  See also Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I, q. 84, a. 7, ad 3.  Since my own heritage is heavily influenced by Reformed Protestantism, I'll cite John Calvin as an example, though others could easily have been chosen.  Calvin insists that faith involves a kind of knowledge, and when he contrasts this with other kinds of knowledge he comes very close to the distinction I have drawn between excessive and restrained construals.
	When we call faith "knowledge" we do not mean comprehension of the sort that is commonly concerned with those things which fall under human sense perception.  For faith is so far above sense that man's mind has to go beyond and rise above itself in order to attain it.  Even where the mind has attained, it does not comprehend what it feels.  But while it is persuaded of what it does not grasp, by the very certainty of its persuasion it understands more than if it perceived anything human by its own capacity.      John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, ed. John T. McNeill, trans. Ford Lewis Battles (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1960), III.ii.14 (p. 559).  The certainty Calvin speaks of here is soon after said to be more a matter of persuasion than of rational proof (p. 560).  This is hardly the kind of certainty a foundationalist wants.
As we can see from this passage, faith exceeds our ability to grasp it, and in so doing enlarges our ability to understand.  This is also a recurrent theme in Ricoeur's work, as we have already seen.  Although Ricoeur likewise stands in the Reformed tradition, he is also directly indebted to Kant for this passingly "Calvinist" insight.  Like Calvin, Kant wrote of something by means of which "more thought . . . is occasioned than can in it be grasped or made clear."      Immanuel Kant, Critique of Judgment, trans. J. H. Bernard (New York: Hafner, 1966), p. 157.  Quoted in Ricoeur, Essays on Biblical Interpretation, p. 118.  As Ricoeur points out, however, Kant was referring not to Christian faith but to "that power of the imagination 'to present' (Darstellung) those ideas of reason for which we have no concept."      Ricoeur, Essays on Biblical Interpretation, p. 116.   The power of the imagination was not exactly what Calvin had in mind, nor is it precisely what Ricoeur has in mind when he wishes to speak specifically of Christian faith and biblical revelation.  But this does not prevent Ricoeur from making fruitful comparisons.
	I shall therefore turn once again to Ricoeur for further clues on making the transition from the phronimos to the faithful Christian.  To many of his English speaking readers Ricoeur's dialectic between an archeology and a teleology of the subject already seems fraught with mystical overtones, but that, I have indicated, is the way much Continental philosophy appears to us.  In any case, as I have also indicated, Ricoeur makes no secret of the fact that a great part of what motivates his encounters with the likes of Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud is his interest in liberating a post-critical faith from such "infantile" wishes as fear of punishment and desire for protection which inevitably accompany it.      Ricoeur, The Conflict of Interpretations, p. 441.   We might just as easily describe this as an interest in liberating faith from its foundationalist temptations.  So given that motivation it is all the more interesting that he should still take pains to preserve a distinction between the tensive movement of faith and the already tensive movement of self-reflection.  We cannot, he insists, prove "the existence of an authentic problematic of faith" simply by "a gradual enlargement" of the dialectic between archeology and teleology.      Ricoeur, Freud and Philosophy, p. 524.   On this point he tends to agree with Karl Barth that "the origin of faith lies in the solicitation of man by the object of faith."      Ibid., p. 525.  For further comparisons between the approaches of Ricoeur and Barth, see Mark Wallace, "The World of the Text: Theological Hermeneutics in the Thought of Karl Barth and Paul Ricoeur," Union Seminary Quarterly Review 41 (1986):1-15.  The excessiveness of that "solicitation" is apparently so much more pronounced (as far as Ricoeur is concerned) than the excessiveness of self-reflection's dialectic that by comparison it is bound to appear as "Wholly Other."      Ibid.   If this sounds extravagant we can be sure that is how it is intended to sound.  Yet things are not quite what they initially seem, for Ricoeur immediately qualifies his extravagant claim with others just as extravagant.  We do not, he admits, know anything of "an absolute Wholly Other"; instead the Wholly Other of which we can intelligently speak shows itself to be so only by the manner in which it "annihilates its radical otherness" and becomes "an event of human speech," discernible "in and through the dialectic of archeology and teleology."      Ibid., pp. 525-526. 
	Although it is completely different from any origin assignable by reflection, the radical origin now becomes discernible in the question of my archeology; although it is completely different from any anticipation of myself I am capable of making, the final end becomes recognizable through the question of my teleology.  Creation and eschatology present themselves as the horizon of my archeology and the horizon of my teleology.  Horizon is the metaphor for what approaches without ever becoming a possessed object.  The alpha and the omega approach reflection as the horizon of my roots and the horizon of my intendings or aims; it is the radical of the radical, the supreme of the supreme.      Ibid. 
	It may still seem, despite the many qualifications, that much of what Ricoeur does here to contrast the movement of faith with that of self-reflection fails to do justice to what he has already said about how excessive self-reflection already is.  For example, he defends the contrast by claiming that an archeology and a teleology "still unveil an arche and a telos which the subject, while understanding them, can command."      Ricoeur, The Conflict of Interpretations, p. 22.   I do not deny that the process of appropriation-divestiture always leaves us with resources which are as much ours to command as anything can be, but to equate these products with the arche and telos which are "unveiled" in that process seems unwarranted unless we wish to turn appropriation-divestiture back into simply taking possession.  Both archeology and teleology, like creation and eschatology, seem to originate at least partly in our being solicited by something not entirely at our disposal.  And surely one reason we cannot prove the existence of an authentic problematic of faith simply by a gradual enlargement of self-reflection's dialectic is that "enlarging" it could never be entirely up to us de-centered subjects anyway.
	Nevertheless, I believe a distinction can be made between the one kind of excessiveness and the other, and that it can be made in a way that follows a trajectory much the same as the one Ricoeur suggests.  Among the variety of excessive construals of human life in the world some will seem "maximally" excessive‑-they will seem, as best we can tell, unsurpassed and unsurpassable in excessiveness by any other construals we have known or can conceive.  Nothing is likely to be more contestable than determining  which of the construals seeming initially to be maximally excessive can continue to be so regarded (let alone the further question of whether any of them do after all merit our loyalty and trust), and we may carry on that heated debate as much within as among ourselves, but this will not change the fact that at any time some construals will seem more excessive than others and that some of these more excessive construals will seem the most excessive of all.  As construals even these will be in some sense ours, something we take part in, yet they will seem to be those least at our disposal.  They will, in Ricoeur's terminology, comprise the "horizon" of all other more or less excessive construals which would be the more immediate concern of an archeology or a teleology.  In responding to any such construals with loyalty and trust we would, again in Ricoeur's terminology, be performing "the most radical abandonment of [ourselves] that it is possible to imagine."      Ibid.   In light of that response the loyalty and trust solicited by other construals which make up self-reflection's ongoing dialectic is indeed likely to seem a much more restrained affair than we may previously have thought.
	So far, although certain Western religious concepts have been employed (e.g., self-reflection's horizon as "Wholly Other," or the very use of the term "faith"), the movement of faith has been described so as to be recognizable in traditions of thoughtful activity where Western religious ideas may not be operative.  The most radical self-abandonment possible could as easily suggest a Buddhist's celebration of Nothingness as a Christian's faith in the God of Jesus Christ.      On this subject see Gilkey's insightful discussion in Society and the Sacred, pp. 123-138.  Gilkey's reflections were provoked by an article by a Zen scholar, Masao Abe, on Paul Tillich.  Abe had asked: "Why does Professor Tillich‑-and all of Western thought‑-choose being rather than nonbeing, life ratther than death?" (p. 124).  Upon reflection Gilkey considers it a serious possibility that "the frank Buddhist dialectic--nothingness is neither being nor nonbeing but the ultimate transcendence of both and so finally the union of both‑-better represents our own deepest and reflectively most coherent interpretation of our gospel than does our traditional 'being-centered' form" (pp. 125-126).   But Christian theologians will usually want to say something much more specific than this.  Those who might style themselves as "confessional" theologians, as I have done, would tend to claim that apart from confessing Jesus as the Christ whatever we may say about the movement of faith would be, by comparison, unhelpfully abstract.  This claim is likely to be misunderstood if we miss where the emphasis falls.  The claim is that we Christians find it unhelpfully abstract for us to speak of the movement of faith apart from a praxis which includes confessing Jesus as the Christ.  Whether it is unhelpful for a Buddhist to speak of something like what we call the movement of faith apart from confessing Jesus as the Christ is not a question that such a claim answers on its own.  Indeed, Christian theologians who aim to take historical conditioning into account in everything they claim will acknowledge that they are, at the very least, puzzled about what their confession entails about the efficacy of other ways of thoughtful activity.  They tend to be as dissatisfied with conclusions that make their confession crucial only for their own community as they are with conclusions which are patronizing toward everybody else, though doubtless they would prefer either of these conclusions to those which automatically anathematize any other way.  
	I do not claim that the recovery of phronesis will solve any of the confessional theologian's perplexities without at least producing new ones, but I believe it does help us appreciate the confessional theologian's claim, and perhaps it also helps us appreciate the perplexities which result.  The movement of faith, like the movement of sound reasoning, may indeed prove unhelpfully abstract if we forget how it must be decisively reworked in the relatively singular situations of praxis.  By the same token, of course, as long as we do not forget how abstractions must be concretely reworked in order to be helpful, we may use such concepts as creation, eschatology, or faith as Ricoeur seems to do at times in order to say something about human beings as such or about "symbols of the sacred."  This is not to undermine the distinctiveness of anyone's traditions, at least not automatically.  
	Ricoeur himself has more explicitly shown his awareness of the confessional theologian's concerns in some of his more recent writings on the hermeneutics of testimony.  There he argues that symbols and ideas of the sacred, to be taken seriously, are dependent on concrete testimonies to how they have indeed been found to merit loyalty and trust.
	[The symbol's] double meaning, its opacity, renders it inexhaustible and causes it never to cease giving rise to thought.  But it lacks‑-or can lack‑-historic density . . . Testimony, each time singular, confers the sanction of reality on ideas, ideals, and modes of being that the symbol depicts and discovers for us only as     . . . possibilities.      Ricoeur, Essays on Biblical Interpretation,      pp. 121-122.  
Testimony necessarily unites a confession of faith with a narration of events from which that faith arose, because "it is not possible to testify for a meaning without testifying that something has happened which signifies this meaning."      Ibid., p. 133.   Our own necessarily critical response      There is, Ricoeur says, "no manifestation of the absolute without the crisis of false testimony, without the decision which distinguishes between sign and idol."  In our critical reception of testimony "the absolute itself is on trial," but this is not an alien imposition on our part for it is the testimony itself which evokes our critical activity (ibid., p. 146).  to any testimonies we find ourselves having to interpret turns out to be itself a further testimony to certain recounted "founding events" which have decisively shaped our own existence in community with others.      Ibid., p. 114.   Because of the singularity of any group's or individual's testimonies, Ricoeur suggests we should not expect to bring them all together into a comprehensive framework.      Ibid., p. 152.   They are not simply examples of a general rule or principle.      Ibid., p. 121.   Understanding whatever they hold in common thus seems to depend as much on understanding and preserving their singularity as it might on looking toward anything that would allow us to make sense of them all together.  Thus Ricoeur seems to support what has been claimed to follow from the recovery of phronesis: like the movement of sound reasoning, the movement of faith may prove unhelpfully abstract if one forgets how it must be decisively reworked in relatively singular situations of praxis, in this case the praxis of critically receiving and thereby giving testimony.  
	This only brings us to the threshold of what the confessional theologian would ordinarily want to go on to say,      Ricoeur himself makes this point: "The experience of testimony can only provide the horizon for a specifically religious and biblical experience of revelation"(ibid.,      p. 117).   but as I said earlier, the thesis I have been discussing at such length does not pretend to give a complete definition of either the phronimos or the faithful Christian.  It claims only that, whatever else they do or consider essential to their own respective identities, both the phronimos and the faithful Christian inevitably find themselves deliberately pursuing some of the most excessive construals of human life in the world, whether of ourselves as beings capable of being genuinely persuaded about something or of ourselves as knit together despite ourselves with God's risen Christ.  Where they are most likely to part company is largely a matter of what (or how much) either thinks can be reasonably said about what kind of powers are at work in making our construals excessive.  The phronimos may tend to exercise more restraint on that question than the Christian, though she is not bound to do so, but the Christian finds herself having to say more than the phronimos might be content with saying, though she would not think she had to unless she also thought she had reason.  Both are further concerned about pursuing these construals honestly, and so they cultivate more restrained types of construing in hopes of sharpening their critical faculties.  Whether their faculties are indeed sharpened, however, is a question whose answer will always involve them in pursuit of further excessive construals.  This is a far cry from foundationalism.
	I believe with the exploration and defense of this thesis enough has been said to exemplify how, after taking a practical turn, even moves typical of fundamental theology can and must remain practically engaged.  Developing a full-scale theology beyond these preliminary conjectures would of course require me to be more thorough about the confessional stance to which I keep alluding and more specific about the practical tasks facing Christians and other conscientious rhetoricians in our present situation.  Concerning the latter requirement, I have to defer for the time being to liberation and political theologians and to social theorists who are willing to claim no more expertise than their less-than-disciplinary status allows.  Assessing the further contributions and challenges of these engaged thinkers to my own portrayal of reason-in-general as phronetically governed will of course be a project extending far beyond the confines of this dissertation.  But more than enough has been said at this point to warrant confidence that such a project will not be disappointing. 


