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Introduction

Yet what is theology if not a kind of revisionism?  In the landscape of human discourse, theology occupies the place between fiction and history, myth and memory.

The story that theology tells about language in the 20th century till the present is riddled with twists and turns among a sea of many story-tellers.  The two main protagonists of a particular chapter of this tale that I will be focusing upon are represented by ‘Postliberals’ (the character being George Lindbeck) and the Austrian-born philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein from whom many have gleaned significant influence both inside and outside of theological studies.  The main supporting characters in this tale are Bernard Lonergan and Thomas Aquinas.  Along the way other important supporting characters will arrive to offer commentary and narrative support.

The purpose of this essay is first, to explore what exactly Lindbeck does with the work of Wittgenstein and second, to consider the larger work and project of George Lindbeck and thus to analyze how Lindbeck’s appropriation of Wittgenstein fits within this larger project.  An implicit concern throughout, as intimated above, is to also attempt to ‘set the record straight’ concerning some often mistaken notions involving the work of these two men.  As mentioned, the larger context of this essay is the theological reflection upon language, so I also aim to show along the way how the problems with which these characters wrestle address the intricacies of language as discerned within the Christian narrative.  To this end, the method of ‘dialectic’ will be highlighted as a significant tool that many of our characters in this story will find useful.
George Lindbeck After Wittgenstein?
Don’t, for heaven’s sake, be afraid of talking nonsense!  But you must pay attention to your nonsense.


In the following sections, I seek to ask three questions regarding Lindbeck’s appropriation of Wittgenstein, which are asked in an intentionally provocative order to ‘fish out’ what I will argue is a more appropriate picture of Lindbeck than is regularly offered.  The first question asked is, “Is Lindbeck’s reading of Wittgenstein a ‘good’ one?”  After briefly exploring both Lindbeck’s own comments on his own usage and some recent scholarship on Wittgenstein, I will be poised to ask the question, “Are Wittgenstein and Lindbeck ‘fideists?’”  And lastly, after these two exercises, my concluding inquiry is, “What, then, is Lindbeck doing with the work of Wittgenstein?”  As I hope to show, this use of Wittgenstein as a kind of aggiorniamento or ‘updating’ situates Lindbeck within a much older tradition by way of a ressourcement or ‘returning to the sources’ which will be key for his larger ecumenical goal.  Lindbeck’s key text that I will be considering throughout this inquiry is his The Nature of Doctrine: Religion and Theology in a Postliberal Age.


In order to begin with this inquiry into Lindbeck’s appropriation of Wittgenstein, it might be helpful to consider first not whether Lindbeck’s reading is a ‘good’ one, but what he says about his own use of Wittgenstein’s thought.  In multiple places, Lindbeck admits as a caveat that his own reading of Wittgenstein may be easily contested
 or that he has divulged responsibility away from such a thinker, thus insinuating that all liability of appropriation falls fully on him.
  So, to ask whether or not Lindbeck’s reading is faithful to Wittgenstein may in fact be a non-starter as far as Lindbeck is concerned.  Also of note here might be the question ‘which Wittgenstein?’  Indeed, as recent scholarship has shown, there really is no longer a single Wittgenstein (if there ever was), as interpretations on almost all key points are hotly debated.

To begin to ask our question, then, at least one example stands out that indicates that Lindbeck’s reading of Wittgenstein may not be as careful as it should be.  This is his brief discussion of private religious experience and symbolizations in The Nature of Doctrine.  Here Lindbeck mentions that Wittgenstein conceives of private languages as “logically impossible.”
  However, on a closer reading, one finds that ‘logical impossibility’ is not a category in which Wittgenstein is working as much as the category of ‘sense’ [Sinn] and ‘non-sense’ [Unsinn].
  Indeed, he had been working quite closely within these categories since his first publication, the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus.
  Alasdair MacIntyre sensed this same tendency to interpret Wittgenstein in manner way and attempts to offer the following corrective:
Wittgenstein…has sometimes been interpreted as trying to offer a proof of the logical impossibility of a private language, conjoining an analysis of the notion of language as essentially teachable and public and an account of the notion of inner states as essentially private in order to show that a contradiction is involved in speaking of a private language.  But such an interpretation misconstrues Wittgenstein who, I take it, was saying to us something like this: on the best account of language that I can give and the best account of inner mental states that I can give, I can make nothing of the notion of private language, I cannot render it adequately intelligible.

Likewise, David Stern reminds us that Wittgenstein’s “ultimate aim is to get the reader to see that such theories of inner experience make no sense.”
  At this point, however, one cannot really continue to pose a substantial inquiry into whether or not Lindbeck offers a ‘good’ reading of Wittgenstein because in fact, most of Lindbeck’s Wittgensteinian allusions are in passing to how he has helped Lindbeck out in regards to language or philosophy in general.
  However, there is one explicit example of how Lindbeck applies Wittgensteinian thought towards his own project in a specific manner in The Nature of Doctrine, but this inquiry have to wait until the final section of this inquiry which attempts to illustrate Lindbeck’s actual strategy.

My second question in regards to Lindbeck and Wittgenstein regards whether or not they are ‘fideists.’  Often assumed, but without ground, is that because Wittgenstein possesses a ‘Wittgensteinian fideism’ and focuses upon ‘descriptive shows,’
 likewise Lindbeck, because of his philosophical indebtedness to Wittgenstein, emphasis upon ‘intratexuality,’
 and talk of ‘thick description,’ must therefore also be a fideist through and through.
  To begin to unspin this complex, fictional web, I shall begin with Wittgenstein himself.  In this untangling, because the issues are so vitally connected, the second part of the question as it concerns Lindbeck will be answered simultaneously in the asking and answering of the question, “What, exactly, is Lindbeck doing with Wittgenstein?” Concomitantly, this inquiry will also address Lindbeck’s wider theological project.
Whence Fideism: the Mare’s Nest


Did Wittgenstein himself actually possess a ‘Wittgensteinian fideism?’  It is here that the work of Fergus Kerr is instructive.  In his Theology After Wittgenstein, Kerr points out that most conceptions of Wittgenstein’s original relationship to theology have to do with the assumption that Wittgenstein himself must have possessed a ‘Wittgensteinian fideism.’
  This term was introduced as early as 1967 by Kai Nielsen in an article of the same name.
 ‘As an atheist he [wanted] to go on arguing that religion is a massive error…[objecting] to the way that certain Christian philosophers allegedly maintain that religion is a way of life that is only intelligible to participants.”
 The break in credibility occurred when interpreters such as Nielsen and others mistook religion to be what Wittgenstein meant by ‘form of life’ [Lebensform].  Furthermore, for Nielsen, the ‘language-game’ of ‘religious talk’ was assumed to be autonomous and epistemologically self-enclosed. However, as Kerr rightly notes, 
The very idea that religion, or anything else on that grand scale, could count as a ‘form of life’ in Wittgenstein’s sense, although it keeps cropping up, has to be excluded on textual grounds.  Once that is made clear, the notion that a language-game is autonomous, in the sense required to generate ‘Wittgensteinian fideism,’ proves equally empty.

To sum up, Kerr has shown that on strict textual grounds, Wittgenstein does not equate religion to a form of life, nor is a language-game as found within a form of life (see below) an autonomous endeavor.  
Elsewhere, Kerr notes: “Wittgenstein’s final conception of how human beings mesh with the world, as instinctively interacting agents rather than centres of rational consciousness, developed from his discontent with [Sir James George] Frazer’s conception of religious practices as based on beliefs.”
  Not only does Wittgenstein not equate a ‘form of life’ to a religion, but it turns out that his formulation of the relationship between form of life and language-games is in fact a reaction to a popular conception promoted by religion itself at the time.  To return to Kerr’s argument in Theology After Wittgenstein, he directs attention to the Philosophical Investigations and quickly notes that where ‘forms of life’ are mentioned, they speak of something entirely different.  

In §19 where Wittgenstein first introduces the idea, he asks us to “imagine a language consisting only of orders and reports in battle. – Or a language consisting only of questions and expressions for answering yes and no.  And innumerable others.  – And to imagine a language means to imagine a form of life.”  In the second place where ‘form of life’ arrives (§23), this term is talked about as modes of activity that include speaking, including commanding, describing, telling a story, joking, thanking, greeting, and praying.  As Kerr interprets it, “To imagine a language is to imagine an activity such as commanding and obeying.  Language is the conversation that is interwoven with the characteristic activities of human life.”  Thus, “To wonder whether such a vast and internally diverse phenomenon as religion or Catholicism would count seems superfluous.”
  Yet this pleonastic conflation is exactly what Norman Malcolm has promulgated,
 helping to spread a misrepresentation throughout Wittgensteinian scholarship.  It is the scale of ‘religion’ that is far beyond anything found within the Philosophical Investigations that shows this idea to be pure myth: ‘religion’ must, of course, contain innumerable language-games.  Because these Lebensformen exist within a larger culture, it is an impossibility to also declare that a language-game could be strictly autonomous.  “The notion that any language-game functions in isolation from others has no basis in Wittgenstein’s work.  On the contrary: the famous and beautiful comparison between our language and a medieval city shows how far from his mind such a notion was (§18).”
  If the chapter on this Wittgensteinian fiction could now be considered closed, let us now consider turning to Lindbeck.
George Lindbeck: Description and Wittgensteinian Aggiorniamento
What about Lindbeck’s ‘thick description’?  Does not this also further connect Lindbeck to Wittgenstein’s ‘descriptive shows’ and further, to a ‘Wittgensteinian fideism’ that can only ‘show’ things because they are ‘fideistically’ believed?  The direct answer to both of these questions is ‘no.’  The first reason that this is false is due to the fact that the term ‘thick description’ comes not from Wittgenstein but from Clifford Geertz who, in turn, borrows from Gilbert Ryle.
  Quoting Geertz in a favorable manner, he reveals that ‘thick description’ does not refer to ‘thick,’ hermetically-sealed epistemological walls around a religion, but actually refers to intelligible interpretation within that culture.  What is actually pilloried as ‘hermetically locked’
 is that system which seeks to isolate and generalize across all religions as having the same kind of relationships between symbols and deeds.  That which is ‘locked’ is that foundational assumption that all religions function and operate in the same general way, thus abstracting away from the particularities of each. Again, quoting Geertz, Lindbeck wants “not to generalize across cases but to generalize within them.”
  Earlier in The Nature of Doctrine, Lindbeck makes a similar point when he calls into question “the notion that there is an inner experience of God common to all human beings and all religions.”
  In contrasting his proposed cultural-linguistic theory of religion with what he terms the ‘experiential-expressivist’ outlook, he says, “the sense of the holy or the sacred that is the identifying mark of religion for much of the experiential-expressive tradition is not a common quality, but a set of family resemblances.”
  This bears a strong likeness to Wittgenstein’s own attempt, as Ray Monk narrates it, to move away from the Socratic notion
that, for any given concept, there is an ‘essence’ –something that is common to all the things subsumed under a general term.  Thus, for example, in the Platonic dialogues, Socrates seeks to answer philosophical questions such as: ‘What is knowledge?’ by looking for something that all examples of knowledge have in common.  (In connection with this, Wittgenstein once said that his method could be summed up by saying that it was the exact opposite of that of Socrates.)  In the Blue Book Wittgenstein seeks to replace this notion of essence with the more flexible idea of family resemblances.

After citing one of the origins of this idea in Wittgenstein, Monk comments that this hunt for essences is paradigmatic of the “‘craving for generality’ that springs from our preoccupation with the method of science.”
  Instead, as David Stern argues in regards to investigating practices and rules, Wittgenstein’s own approach is intentionally unsystematic which “holds out the hope of doing justice to the indefinite and multicoloured filigree of everyday life.”
 
To be sure, as we have just seen with the notion of ‘family resemblances,’ there are other times when Lindbeck might sound as if he is waxing Wittgensteinian.  “Scripture, one might say, was interpreted by its use.”
  Also, Lindbeck says, “the case for the theological viability of a cultural-linguistic view of religion can only be presented, not proved.”
  The latter quotation bears resemblance to Wittgenstein’s dictum in the Tractatus that a proposition can only be shown and not said.
  The argument could be made that within the context of the two proceeding passages, Lindbeck is not referring at all to Wittgenstein but respectively to the Reformers’ intratextuality in the former and Lindbeck’s desire to move away from a liberal foundationalism that clings to the philosophical fashion of the day in the latter.  On the other hand, it could also be plausibly argued that not only is Lindbeck engaging in the two aforementioned tasks, but he is also waxing both Geertzian and Wittgensteinian.  Next, I seek to explore this dimension as well as clarifying as much as possible the previous issues regarding fideism and ‘good’ readings. 
“What, then, is Lindbeck doing with the work of Wittgenstein?”  Lindbeck answers this most directly in the forward to the German edition of his Nature of Doctrine when he says that along with other thinkers such as Hans Frei,
 David Kelsey, Edmund Schlink, Bernard Lonergan, and Clifford Geertz, his use of Wittgenstein “is meant to be ad hoc and unsystematic.”
  An ad hoc, and, as he says, ‘pre-theological’ usage directly implies a higher goal, and for Lindbeck, this is his “commitment to the search for Church unity with faithfulness to historic creeds and confessions.”
  This, I would argue, is the correct frame to begin inquiry into Lindbeck’s use of Wittgenstein.  
Before addressing Lindbeck’s key instance of Wittgensteinian appropriation as it is found in The Nature of Doctrine, a brief word may be offered to clarify and connect the deconstructive exercise above about ‘Wittgensteinian fideism.’  As I have shown, there is no such thing. Therefore, because no such thought exists anywhere within Wittgenstein’s actual thought expressed by his texts, to say that Lindbeck possesses such an abstraction becomes even more absurd.  To take this one step further, because Lindbeck’s appropriation is both ad hoc and unsystematic, it follows that the reader does not have to impose a system that will topple if one removes one piece of the ‘whole’: because Lindbeck quotes Wittgenstein from time to time and makes direct (unsystematic) use of his ‘forms of life’ (as we will see below), this does not mean, a fortiori, that he must also be a ‘Wittgensteinian fideist’; there is no logical connection to what does not exist.
The key section in The Nature of Doctrine that exemplifies what Lindbeck is doing with Wittgenstein is found in part II of chapter 2 called “A Cultural-Linguistic Alternative.”
  It is here that Lindbeck first reveals a specific use of a distinctly Wittgensteinian notion, and that is the language-game.
  Before assessing what use Lindbeck makes of this, we must first take a look at how religion is talked about in the context of the passage in which this usage appears.  For Lindbeck, 

a religion can be viewed as a kind of cultural and/or linguistic framework or medium that shapes the entirety of life and thought.  It functions somewhat like a Kantian a priori, although in this case the a priori is a set of acquired skills that could be different. . . . Like a culture or language, it [religion] is a communal phenomenon that shapes the subjectivities of individuals rather than being primarily a manifestation of those [inner] subjectivities.

The first thing to note is that Lindbeck likens religion to the Kantian a priori.  For Immanuel Kant, the exploration of the a priori was always along an epistemological road to knowledge apart from experience which is in contrast to the empirical, or knowledge a posteriori.
  Furthermore, Kant’s a priori involves cognition and judgment which exist first as inner realities.
  While Lindbeck is not specifically interested in epistemological problems per se (although it includes it), what he is interested in is the exterior reality of religion as a ‘communal phenomenon’ which is the pre-supposed, assumed reality that shapes individuals within specific cultural contexts.  Two decades earlier, Lindbeck had also shown how a kind of a priori can be found within theory of knowledge of Thomas Aquinas.
  Like Lindbeck’s use of Kant here in The Nature of Doctrine, he was also employing Kant in an ad hoc manner to reveal the underlying (a priori) assumptions found in St. Thomas “that knowledge of being and of first principles is projected into, rather than abstracted from, sense experience.”
  The claim being made in Thomas is “against the objective a priorism of Augustinian Platonism”
 which did try to abstract knowledge objectively from experience.
  Between 1965 and 1984, we can see that Lindbeck is interested in a similar discussion: both in Thomas and in proposing a cultural-linguistic alternative to religion, Lindbeck aims to show that humans are shaped by external realities both in regards to the intellect and in the wider culture/religion-at-large and its effect on the production of meaning; knowledge and meaning never begin first with the self but are always imparted from outside either through existence itself or through a culture/religion as it exists within that reality.

It is within this understanding that we should approach Lindbeck’s key mention of Wittgenstein in The Nature of Doctrine:  

Lastly, just as a language (or “language game,” to use Wittgenstein’s phrase) is correlated with a form of life, and just as a culture has both cognitive and behavioral dimensions, so it is also in the case of a religious tradition.  Its doctrines, cosmic stories or myths, and ethical directives are integrally related to the rituals it practices, the sentiments or experiences it evokes, the actions it recommends, and the institutional forms it develops.  All this is involved in comparing a religion to a cultural-linguistic system.

To extrapolate backwards: as a religion’s presupposed outward form evokes inner experiences, so does a culture’s behavior elicit inner cultural cognitions or thoughts, and finally, so does Wittgenstein say, “to imagine a language means to imagine a form of life.”
  Each inner or cognitive state presupposes—a priori—an external form, medium, framework, or ‘religion’ of life such as “doctrines, cosmic stories or myths, and ethical directives.”  We should note right away that Lindbeck does not make the fallacy mentioned above, seen in Norman Malcolm, of equating religion with an ‘autonomous language-game.’ He equates by use of simile a Wittgensteinian language-game with rituals, sentiments, experiences, recommending actions, and developed institutional forms.  Despite Kerr’s correct insistence that a religion is not equated to a ‘form of life’ in the actual texts of Wittgenstein, we can see that here, Lindbeck is not saying that this is what Wittgenstein actually said; on the contrary, Lindbeck is merely pointing to Wittgenstein in order to say something like: now see how Wittgenstein conceives of the relationship between ‘form of life’ and ‘language-games’? – now imagine that the relationship between a religion and its practices and experiences are conceived very much like that, and you’ve got it!  Above, granting out that Lindbeck’s reading of Wittgenstein is not always precise and so allowing him to use him in an ad hoc and unsystematic manner, I would argue that this is indeed an appropriately analogous reading of the relationship to forms of life and language to religion and its practices and experiences.
  What must be remembered is that Lindbeck is not making textual claims regarding Wittgenstein. 
Do not Lindbeck’s language-games within religion sound like Wittgenstein’s “commanding, describing, telling a story, joking, thanking, greeting, and praying”?
  In Lindbeck’s next paragraph after the above quotation, he names this relationship between the two realities to be dialectical. This is contrasted with a unilateral relationship to emphasize that the relationship is not a one-way street, but this needs to be clarified.

Although Lindbeck does not employ the following imagery, one can imagine two dance partners, one representing the wider culture- or religion-at-large, and the other partner representing the person and their inner subjective experience.  The ‘inner’ person needs the ‘external’ person just as the external person needs the inner person for there to be a dance; however, in the case of the cultural-linguistic alternative proposed, it is the external person who takes the lead in the dance.  As Lindbeck points out,
 what the experiential-expressivist outlook does is say that the inner partner takes the lead over against the external person.  Within Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistic scheme, he does allow for the external person within the dance to be influenced by the inner person, but this is precisely because the relationship is a dialectical one.  The reality is found within the synthesis, but in discerning this reality, the contention here is that the cultural-lingustic primacy on the ‘outer’ over the ‘inner’—without annulling the inner—is actually the more convincing story. 
George Lindbeck: Ecumenical Ressourcement
The concept of dialectic is not a new one for Lindbeck.
  As I have already described in reference to his 1965 article on “The A Priori in St. Thomas’ Theory of Knowledge,” there is a kind of similar structure of “outer-dialectically-determining-the-inner,” thus intimating a similar dialectical grammar to what we find in The Nature of Doctrine.  Before Bernard Lonergan had published his Method in Theology, which contains a substantial section on dialectic,
 Lindbeck was already in dialogue with Lonergan concerning his conception of dialectic in regards to ecumenism between Roman Catholics and Protestants.
  And here is where I want to point out that this ecumenical framework is the most proper one within which to conceive of the theological project of Lindbeck.
From 1962-65, Lindbeck served as one of the Lutheran “delegated observers” over the Second Vatican Council of the Roman Catholic Church.
  One can see that this experience has had a profound shape upon Lindbeck’s career.  Beyond this initial saturation into concerns of ecumenism at the council, one could also cite many other examples within Lindbeck’s own works including his books and articles on infallibility, his aid in helping to write the “Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification” by the Lutheran World Federation and the Catholic Church, his mention of deep ecumenical concerns in The Nature of Doctrine, and many other articles written throughout the years.
  
Within Lindbeck’s ecumenical stance, the problem to overcome both conceptually and in practice is the following: the Church is one, but due to our sin, it has found itself fractured and is everywhere divided.
  Thus, as a technique, Lindbeck has adopted the general form of dialectic both within his proposed cultural-linguistic alternative but also consistently throughout his real ecumenical endeavors.  The dialectic to be found is not Hegelian; on the contrary, it stems initially from the form of the quaestiones (“questions”) found in the work of Thomas Aquinas, namely his Summa Theologiae.   The format of each question begins with a specific query starting with the word videtur ("it seems that"), which supplies arguments for what will later turn out to be the incorrect answer to that query. Next, a short section starting with ‘sed contra’ ("but on the contrary") puts forward an alternative. A section called responsio ("response") finally offers arguments for what Thomas sees to be the correct picture. The question closes with a rebuttal of the perspective illustrated in the videtur section.
  Common within scholastic reason are also tactics that tease out ambiguities in words to create common ground as well as showing that perceived logical contradictions may not be actual but in fact subjectively perceived.  Thus, perhaps to put it in terms Lonergan might have used, what is achieved in this process is not quite a synthesis where the two parties or sides of the argument meet halfway; instead, what occurs is a reconfiguring of horizons in and through the process of conversion.
With this form now in plain sight, it should be easy to see its reflection in any and all of the ecumenically-minded documents that Lindbeck authored or helped create.  The aforementioned “Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification” between the Lutheran World Federation and the Roman Catholics
 bears this dialectical form throughout as does Lindbecks article written in 1971 called “Protestant Problems with Lonergan on Development of Dogma.”
  Perhaps most importantly for the key Lindbeckian text considered, Lindbeck also applies the same method when he tests his theory on Christology, Mariology, and infallibility.
  
But why then, if my argument is correct that Lindbeck’s dialectic finds its structure in the form of Thomas’ quaestiones, does not Lindbeck explicitly state his intentions?
  A best guess at this point is that Lindbeck, as he admits, is attempting to maintain a religiously and ecumenically neutral posture.
  The importance of this may be found within scholastic tradition.  The scholastic form is one not isolated to Thomas Aquinas, but is also found evidenced in Aristotle, Maimonides, Averroes, Boethius, Peter Lombard, Duns Scotus, Anselm of Canterbury, and Francisco Suárez, to name a few.  Perhaps ironically, while it may first appear that Lindbeck is stepping outside of his confessional tradition as a Lutheran, he is in fact tying himself very implicitly into a much older tradition which Christianity, Judaism, Islam, and the Greeks have appropriated, thus devoting himself to the wider ecumenical dialogue not just in the present, but also extending to thousands of years of humanity itself.  Here I offer no grand theory or generalities as to why this old scholastic tradition has offered this form, and in agreeably keeping with Lindbeck’s and Wittgenstein’s reference to family resemblances, I cannot.  Therefore, I will conclude with a focus from within the particular ‘form of life’ of Christianity, as Lindbeck would also want to have it.
The Body is One: New Language for Re-membering

For my last section on Lindbeck, conceived within the frame I have argued above, I would like to propose a constructive interpretation of Lindbeck’s project that seeks to connect his cultural-linguistic alternative, use of Wittgenstein, and Thomistic dialectic to paint a fuller image of Lindbeck’s ecumenical concerns.  To begin, Christianity is the 'cultural-lingustic', or external reality as it exists in the church catholic with a primary relationship to the inner reality, which would be confessions, rituals, prayer, sacraments, and other expressions elicited from the larger context of the Church.  Or, in the spirit of aggiorniamento, these latter, elicited realities could also be thought of as Wittgensteinian language-games which find their origin within the form of life of the Church.  These language-games, or practices, as we have seen above, are not autonomous, as they all relate to the larger context of the Church and between one another.  So then, the dialectic happens not only between the 'religion' and 'downward' to the people as inner experiences and subjectivities, but also between one another, for the very fact that the Church is one.  Paul's metaphor of the body gives an image where not only do we relate to Christ as the head, but also to each other as many members of the one body.
   Because that external reality of the Church is presupposed (held a priori), the unity of the Church, however fractured it may be, is the determinative, primary factor in the dialectic between how we relate to one another within that body, not by a general principle or idea.

Furthermore, the dialectic happens not merely in a spatial relationship between bodies but also necessarily within time.  This dialectic is represented by the relationship between aggiornamento and ressourcement. In response to a question asked by George Weigel concerning the connection between representatives from two camps of people on either side of this relationship at Vatican II, Lindbeck has said, “The ressourcement and aggiornamento people at the Council thought of themselves as collaborators. Ressourcement and aggiornamento were understood to be two dimensions of the same reality.”
  To use imagery offered above, these two dimensions are a part of the same ‘dance.’  

The need for the ‘updating’ of the faith is attributed to the fact that the body is fractured over time.  Because of this fracturing of the Church, the Church as a people of memory in a living tradition have found themselves in a state of forgetfulness about their identity.  Our sin first and foremost fractures us from full communion with God, but it also has fractured us from each other in a broken humanity.  Therefore, aggiorniamento requires a ressourcement so that we can remember; in other words, we have to remember just what it is in the first place that we are now giving new language to!  This dialectical relationship can also be argued in the vice versa: in order to remember, we must seek faithful ways to articulate our tradition that provide new language to ideas that do not distort the original meaning of a doctrine or theology, but hopefully show how that language may have always already been implicit within the meaning of said teaching.
This, I would argue, is a more correct way to view Wittgenstein within the latter corpus of George Lindbeck: as an ad hoc, unsystematic appropriation that not only renews meaning and revives practice in how Christians should think and act within the Church as an assumed ‘form of life’; but also as Wittgenstein himself exemplifies that dialectical relationship between form of life and language-game to help the Christian see how this relationship best explains how their experiences actually arise within the self by placing a logical primacy not on subjectivities but the form and context of the Church.  Moreover, this dialectical Wittgensteinian appropriation also points to a scholastic and also specifically Thomistic form of dialectic which has proved itself both in ecumenical theory and real ecumenical practice.

In conclusion, to hearken back to the tone upon which this essay began, I would like to stress the importance of historical setting when considering the work of a theologian.  I am convinced that all too often, the work of George Lindbeck is pulled from the wider context of ecumenism and well-intentioned people have ended up focusing upon aspects of his work that he never intended, and which also largely miss the point.  Lindbeck has said as much.
  All too often, Lindbeck gets conceived as one only going about his theological work making epistemological claims, when his work is indeed much greater than this simplification (I do not deny that such claims are made, but these claims are not the main focus of his work).  This is also tied in with false conceptions of Wittgenstein which are then falsely projected onto Lindbeck, and the story finds itself in such a swamp that many theologians casually dismiss Lindbeck as just another scholar who attempted to offer another theological method in the 1980’s.
Yet, the work of Lindbeck, while often hard to find and mostly out of print, is a very lively exercise and gift towards the end of a real Christian ecumenism.  It is a corpus that, because of its real gains toward unity as seen between the Lutheran World Federation and the Roman Catholic Church, should be humbly held up as a witness to a glimpse of an answer to Christ’s prayer that we may be one.
  That is a story that I would gladly tell and a reality that I hope I may participate in as well.
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