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Chapter Ten

Dialectlie and Foundations

-~

While dlalectic and foundationa differ in phese, they
have enough in common to be treated 1n the same chapter. They
differ in phase: dlalectlc is the culmlnation of a first phase
in which theology 1s an encounter with the rellglious past;
K foundatlons 1s the basle of a second phase in which theoiogy,
in response to the past, takes a stand In the present with rezped
respect to the future. On the other hand, both are speclalties
on the proper end of the fourth level of lntentlonal consclousness,
the level of dellberatisn, evaluation, decision. Again, both
regard -cenfidstm conflicts: dhad dlalectle clarifles them;
foundations resolves them, Flnally, whlle the clarification
and ths resolutlon arejﬁgparated by a set of baslc declsions,
gtill these decislons pertaln, not to the professlznal actlivity
of the theologXan, but to the mf*relliglous l1llfe on whlch he

reflects.

1, Dialectic

Dialectlc deales with confllets. The conflicts may bs
overt or latent. They may lie in religlous sources,sx
in the religlous traditlon, or In the writlings of thesologlans.
They may regard contrary orlentatlons of research, contrary
interpretatibns, contrary hlstorles, contrary value-eystems,
contrary horlzons, contrary doctrines, contrary systems, or

contrary policles.
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Dialectic makes such conflicts explicit, assembles and
orders them, reveals thelr roots and intercomnections. In doing
80, however, 1t ls moving them and thelr original context into
a nev hlgher context. For earlier thinkers and wrlters do not
know anything about siubdequent ones. later ones may nave vague
or even incorrect notions of thelr predecessors. Contemporaries
may know one another only occaslonally or 1nc§ﬁgentally. But
dialectlc assem$bles them all, compares them, notes where they
agree and where they differ, and me@» reduces differences to
thelr roots.

The possibllity of thls procedure is transcendental method.
There exlste a normative pattern that relates and directs the
recurrent operations of human Ilntentlonal consclousness. As 1t
exlats and functions in the methodical theologlan, so it has

. in all nen
existed and functioned well or 111Adown the ages. Its proper
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functioning generates posltlons: they result from observing the
transcendental precepts, Be attentive, Be intelligent, Be reasonable,
counter-positions:
Be responsible. Its malfunctioning generateq&&ﬂﬁt&nspasixﬂeame- |
they result from falling to observe one or more of the tranacendentalé
precepts.

The first conditlon: the dlalectical theologlan must

fulfll 1s self~appropriation. He must attend to his own

intentional

boboliduprt consciousnees on all its levels. He must grasp
the Interconnectlons of the several levels and of the operatlsns
proper to each. He must understand why and in what measure
his understanding of the dynamlc structure of hls consclous

belng 1s not subject to revision. He must accept the values
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lmplicit 1n the trénacendental notiorms and explicit 1in the
transcendental precepta.

It 18 to be noted that poaitions and counter~positlons
are to be understood concretely as opposed moments in on-golng
process. They are not to be taken as jJust co.tradictory
abstractions. They are to be apprehended 1n thelr proper
dlalectical character. Human auihenticity is not some pure
quality, some serene freedom from all oversights, all misunder-
staniing, all mlstakes, all sins. Rather 1t conslsts in
& withdrawal from unauthentlcity, and the withdrawal is never
a permanent achievement. It 1la ever precarlous, ever to be
achieved afresh, sver in great part a matter of uncovering
st1ll more oversightas, acknowledging still further fallures to
understand, correcting still more mistakes, repenting of more
ang;;£;;0@~sina. In brief, human development ls largely through
the ever fuller resolution of confllets and, within the realm
of intentional consclousness, the taslc confllicts are defined
by the opposition of positions and counter-posltlons.

Bgcaueesdialectic™ImBaned

Because dialectical theology ls based on the theologian's
salf-appropriation, 1t cannot be philosophlcally x& or morally
GtrpeTTEouwT% neutral. Self-appropriatlon is not only
familiarity with one's own conscious and intentional operations
but aleo famillarity wlth all the coveralghts and over-emphases

that result in mistaken cognitiomnal thecries, inadequate

epilstemologles, faulty or non-existemt ontologles. Jedf-appropristl

Self-appropriatlion cannot stop short with cogniticnal seif=-
transcendence; it has to g0 on to the real self-iranscendence
that pursuee values and thereby elimluerte® moves towards the

eliminatlon of the blases that spring from unconsclous
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motivation, individval or group Qﬁgoiam, and the rashly assumed

omnicompetence of common sense.
Only through the movement towards cognitlonal and real

s by which he his
sglf-transcendence that overcomes khEﬁthgoiquanla,an conflicts ,

the theologlan A
can.heAhOpe t0 discern the ambivalence at work in others and
the measure in which they have resolved their problems. Only
through such discernment can he hope 10 appreclate all that
has been intellligent, true, and good in the past even in the
lives and thought of opponente. Only through such discernment
can he come to acknowledge all that was misinformed, misunderstood,
miataken, evlil even in thoee with whom he is allled.

This action 1s reciprocal. Just as it 1s one's own
self-transcendence that‘;nables one to know others accuratély
and to appreiciate them fairly, so inversely it 1s through
knowledge agg.appreciation of others that we come Lo know
ourselves and to flll out and refine our apprehension of values.
S0 Frledrich Meinecke could claim that history, as concernéd
with values, ".. gives us the content, tusvaigupoats
wisdom, and signposts of our lives." So Carl Beclger could
write: "The value of hlstory 1s... not sclentific but morals
by liberating the mind, by deepening the aympathies,'by
fortifying the will, 1t enables us to control, not soclety,
but ourselves == & much more important thing; 1t prepares us to
llve more humanely in the present and to meet rather than to
foretell the future."

30 1t ls on the fourth level of dialectic that we
really encounter the past. Research ylelds data, Lnterpretation
meaninga, hlstory movements. But in dlalectlc we meet persons

that
that orlginate values and dilsvalues and, through»seeting,
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2. Dialectic as Methodlcal Strateamy

The strategy of dlalectlic is to bring out into the open.
all relevant philosophle presuppositlons and value- judgements.
It 1s to use thelr oppoeltions both to clarify the past and
to challenge contemporary theologlans to self-understanding and
self-criticlam. It invites the critlical exegete and historian
to advance from the critigue of others to the critlique of himself.

It la,g however, Just one strategy among many, and a revisew of the

L

others will add clarity to our account.
Before consldering methodlecal strategies, a word must be sald
on on everyday
Aaﬁ the pre-methodicalﬂﬂdiﬂfraditionaliam. Its assumptlion is that
there ls nothing new under the s sun. If one has anyihing
intelligent or taw true or wlae to say, then one nad best say 1t
by quoting the intelligent,mr truthful, and wise men of the past.
If one cannot find one's contributlon in the works of the anclents,
then one hasito choose between the following alternatlives. The
first is to increase the world's store of pseudepigrapha: one
imitates as Dbest one can the style of an earller period and
attrlbutes one's composition to some person known to have lived
at that time. The second 1s to take some recognized authority,

or Augustine
say Aristotlii?r Agquinas, and to interpret him in one's own

sensea.,

An escape from tradltionaliem 1s offered by rationalism.
The ratlonalist demonstrates necessary conclusions from self-evlident
premisses. He does so, not as a creature of flesh and blood, but
as an abstraction named rlght reason. What cannot be demonstrated,
he conslders mere bellief; and wedtevera he accounta bellievers

very evidently to bs creatures of flesh and ¥t blood. The

difficulty with the.ﬁ-rationalist position is that by and large™
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it ie empty. Whlle therd may exist necessary concluslons that
follow from W¥ self-evident premisses, they are not to be found
Nor do phllosophy,

elther in mathematics or in natural sclence. ~Ph&lasupyhmﬂh3heology,
and the human sclences dowmo#s seen to be as simple as rationalist
assumptlons suppose.

A third strategy conslsts in the rejectlon of presuppositlons.
Usually it 1a Just the other fellow's presuppositlions that are
re Jected and then, of course, one is confronted not with a
strategy but with mere foul play. But the rejection of
presuppositions can be understood in two further senses, and
one of these 1s mistaken, and the other correct.

If absolutely all presupposltlons are rejected, then
every act of understandlng except the flrst is rejected. For
avery aubsigguent act of understanding presupposes previous acts,
complements, qualifles, ® or corrects them, and is functionally
related to them. 1In brlef, it presupposes them and, witnout
them, 1t would be different from what, in fact, 1t 1s. Hence,
to reject absolutely all presuppositions is to limit each human
being to a single act of understanding, hls first. It is an
act that occurs before chlldren learn to speak.,

But the rejectlon of presuppositions may be not.absolute
but only relative. In that case one clalms that the sclences
have no presuppositions within their own order. Each has its

own proper method and each takes 1ts stand on that method alone.

2 In a sens® each presupposes comuon eense, for there are many

a sclience that
operations inﬁ$hauao¢aneemwhum cannot be performed by persons

lacking common awese sense. it remains that mere comnon sense
18 not a premlss on which the sclence ta%e takes 1its stang,

and it followal that the sclence limits the competence of

common sense and corrects it when 1t stepé beyond those limits.
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Again, the natural sciences presuppose logic and mathematlcs.
But logle and mafhematica pertain to a different order. They
are not natural scliences, for they are not subject to an on-going
process of v?ﬁifiéatlbn and revision. They are pure constructs,
nelther hypot;;aea nor descriptlons, yet extremely useful ixr
when 1t comes 10 writing descrliptlons or framing hypotheses. _
Agaln, the natural sclences presuppose gnoseology, ap%awemakngizl
eplstemology, metaphyslca. But once more there 1s a difference of |
order. The natural scliences regard a world of tiueory. Gnoseology

and its consequents regard a world of interlority. The physicist,

for example, presupposes gnoseology, not when he speaks about i

specific objJects of physics, but when he speaks about his own
Interiority, his knowledge of physlcs.

The relatlon of the human sciences Lo gnoseclogy ls more
complex. The human sc¢ientist presupposes gnoseology when he
speaks 0f hls knowledge of human sclence. But he may do so
as well in qulte another fashlon., For gnoseology, epistemology,
metaphysics are part of man's knowledge of man. They provide
a set of constructs that may regnlarly be employed both in
describing human activities and in framing hypotheses about
man's nature. In brlef, they can stand to human sclence in a
fashlion analogous t0 the relatl®n between mathematics and natural

sclence.

Flnally, the nearest approach to presuppositionless i

knowledge 1ls &r&niden transcendental method., In enuntiating

that method, the mind is simply oblectifyling itself as given

in consclousness. The method, then, prébppoaas the mlnd.

But 1t presupposes 1t, not as some hypothetical or postulated

entity, but as a present, conscious, active reality.




‘Another methodical strategy 1s to claim that an empirical
sclence must be value-free. This claim is correct LSS mamenrs.
in three manners.
j\ First, lnasmuch as the sclence 1ls empirical, it sets forth
factual interconnectlons; value-judgements do not settle matters
of fact; and 80 value-judgsments are not internal to empirical
Bclence, Secondly, sclentific inveatigatidn is one tuing, and
practical policy is another; as soon as speclallization begins,
the two must be kept apart. ?t followe that an emplrlcal sclence

will be valne=-free 1n the sense that it remains aloof from

practical lssues in which values and individual or group lnterests

are apt to be mixed in a rather & inextricable fashlon. Thirdly,
an empirlcal sclentist is not a speclallst on questions of values;
hls speclallty is to arrive at the intslligibilities that can %

&, empirically; !
be verifiedf\consequently, he has no speclfic mandate t 0 express ;
his sentiments or Judgemente on values or dlsvalues; and the more

technlcal and rigorous
ftigorous.and.'theoretdeml his science 1s, the easler it will be for
him to abstaln from such expression.
It remalns that every non-methodical investigation, if

successful, wlll have #foddowed obeyed the norms contained

in the tranecendental notlons, and that every methodlecal

?"ﬁ’  investigation not only will have followed these norms_but
@IQ also thelr detalled application in the relevant area. The
pursult of sclence is the pursuit of a value.
_ Nor is this all.
| /«'Juat as every human action is in part constituted by
meaning, 8o too 1ls it constituted In part as the reallzatlon
o ! or a8 the fallure to reallze value. Further, a sclentlst is
|
i not an abstractlion; he is a man operating on the four levels

$-coiigélous lntentidnialltyv--go-4it-ls-that, .the less-hl
ork.approximates.to-techaleal and rigorous character ﬁf\\br
ilon"

heqreticalféénnomics,“mheﬁmorewit approaches'descript
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of coneclous Intentionality. The better & man he is, the
more refined hls sensibillty, the more dellcate nls feellngs,
the more fully will he respond to the values and dlsvalues

Or groups
exhiblited by the percms persons,he is inveatlpating. This

A
responge nesd not appear 1f als subject has all the technical
rigor of theoretical economlcs. But the more it approaches
concrete descrlptlon or narration, the less wlll 1t be possible
for him not to communicats his own attitudes. Even though
no overt valus- judgements are expressed, they ars read between
the lines and, as Friedrich Melnecke has observed, /xo_
omeETpreferences - k-- now 18- the” timefoor all- 5ood~menw#7
to show but not to state one's preferences can bs the most
geffective way to win a reader's agreement. Hence, rather
than trick thelr readers, there are sclentists that belleve
the proper procedure to be an explicit statement of one's
value- Judgenents. In that fashlon the reader ls forewarned
and, 1f he disagrees, he will be in a position to discount
estinates that otherwise he might lnadvertently come to socpe

accept.

ans—Georg Gedamer- carrles«the lssue one. step furthe

exegete or hi torlan can discover in the writinga “and deedz
g

of 'the pasta challenge tofhia‘own viewpoint, tls own upbringi

o ,,f

mn cultural tradition. .mhat “challenge can bring ab ut

&' radical reorientation in hia thought, hia valuea, hls w ii/pf
1; fe & That process of aelf-underatanding, aelf-critlcig%
se'f-diacovery will aet up a new basles from which he will

PewritertitaTeur ITeT [ WOrK . in exegeaia*or*historys




; While therelié. then, not a little truth in the view

| that a sc¢lence is yadue=free presuppositionless and value-free,
still that truth is far from the whole truth. Instead of being
blandly assured fhat sclence 1s presuppositionless, the sclentist
needs to be warned of the exlstence 0%;;xtra-acientific
presuppositions and of the 4& danger that any errors they contaln
wlll interfere with eclentific work. Inat%ead of belng blandly
assured that sclence is value-free, he sh:;ad be urged to
review hls values crltically and to be ever on his guard lest he
inculcate values and even pr0pagaﬁte blases whlle dlsclalming the

possibility of doing elther.
are

Nor huﬁyarning-anaug and urglng enough. TFully critical
sclence is not content with good intentlomns. It sses to their
systematle implementatlion through method. Ab least in some
field or fielda.of Inquiry there 1s needed the strategy we have
named dialectic, the etd strategy that makes contrary positions
expliclt, clariflies their opposition, sesks out their roots,
and thereby makes the errors and blases of the past a present

remedy agalnst thelr perpetuation.

] | Flnally, I need not argue that, 1f dialectlc ia wesd
fﬁﬁﬁ needed in any field of ingulry, 1t ls needed in theoibgy,
o | -
i 3. A Note on the Will
5 There will be, perhaps, among my readers those that B
o find our notion of dlalectic rather disconcerting. They may *' 

f£ind quite plausible that has been —
A Semiathe caaeAISEEaWFa made for it, suitexpleveible] yet withhold

assent because 1t seems to allot the human will far too large

s

a role in what should be a purely intellectual pursult.

( S 3 . . _'—i . . 0)
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Now this contrast between intellect and will presupposes
& faculty psychology. 4 faculty psychology is a psychology
that presupposes a metapnyslics and so dlstlngulshes the sonl
and 1ts several powers or potencles. The dlstinction of the
potencies glves rise to questions of priority and preemlnence.
Finally, differing answers give rlse to different schools of
a senslst, lntellectuallst, or voluntarist persuasion.

Now if the reasder will revert to the firat chapter,
he will note that this book on method does not presuppose a
faculty psychology. It takes its stand on an analysis of
intentional consciouanesa. It does not distingulsh intellect
and will, speculative and practical intellect, or any similar
faculties or potencies. It does dlstingulsh four levels of
actlvity: a level of experlencing; a % level of inquirling,
direct and inverse understanding, andlgonceiving, defining,
formulating; a level of reflectlon, usighivif reflective
understanding, daca and Judglag; a level of deliberating,
evaluating, deciding. The relations between the levels
may be described a8 sublating. Each higheri%;g& sublates lts
= predecessors, not indeed In the sense that they are invodved
in contradictlon, but in the sensa that the higher goes beyond
the lower, sets up & new basls of operations, adds new operatlons,
superposes 1tself on the previous levels, whoee operationas it
preserves in thelr proper distlnctiveness and extends encrmously
in thelr signifilcance and efflcacy.

Hence, a8 Lntelligence sublates sense, as critical reflection
sublates intelllgence and sense, so dellberation sublates

eritical reflection, intelligence, and sense. Each in turn

opens up & new realm within which 1t operates wlth respect to

the results and the operations on the prevlious levels, preserving
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them, completlng them, extending them. Sense without intelligence
lives not in a universe but in a habitat. Intelligence wlithout
eritlcal reflectlion ie powerless agalnst myth and meglec.
Critlical reflectlon without deliberation 1s solemn about
trivialiltles and light-headed on serious issuea.

Fach level has its own immanent norms that gulde 1ts own
operatlons and the dlrectlion and enrichment they bring to previous

“PoTlowa~that—the—norms-~0f-the.-highest-level<are~thg

ormg-of~the-whode. Those-norms.are.values to: be pirsuéd-and

levalues-to-be-excluded mow "is thé time for all~good men "ty

levels. 48 each higher level comes into operation, a fuller
self-transcendence ls achleved. By sense we are responding to our
environment., By Intelllgence we serlalize and extrapolate and
generallize to a unlverse. By Judes Judgement we attain
cognitlonal agdf¥r self-transcendence, for there we come to know
not Jjust our feelinge or imaginings or thoughts or opiﬁnions but

s
what is 80 snd what ia not so. By delliberation, evaluastlon,

actlion, )
decislon,,we can achleve & real self-transcendence by becoming
principles of genulne benevolence and beneflcence, by reallzing
valuees In the measure each of us succeeds in dolng so, he
exists authentlically. In the measure he falla, he exists
unauthentlically.

On thls analysls, then, the functlion of dialectlc is

manifest. It 18 concerned to clarify concrete lnstances in
which authentic and unauthentlc exlatence have given rise to
opposlitiona within religion or within theology. Anyone
opposed to such clarification seema to be in favor of radical

confuselon.
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Let us now revert to the objJection that dlalectlc allots
to the human will far too large a rele in what w should be a
purely intellectual pursuit.

First, what 1s meant by a purely intellectual pursult.
It 18 a speclalized pattern of experilence in which deliberation
and evaluatlon lead to the decision to pursue for their own sakes
the experlences that lead to ever fuller understanding and the
ever fuller understanding that leads to a better grasp of or
approximation to truth. To suppose that there are purely
intellectual pursuits that occur without daliberation, evaluation,

sclentlsts
decislon, 1s to suppose thatALnbaLlaotuaia are abstractionsa.

They are not.

by urging that dlalectic allots
Secondly, what ls mesany meantbyymalioting}}o the human

will far too large a role? It means that one may cover wlth
the single word, will, both good will and bad will. It means
that one does not wish to admit a dlstinctlion between wvalues,
which good will pursues, and dlsvalues, which bad will pursues.
It means that humsn apprehension of values does not have to be
deveIOped and reflned, that human wvalue=-judgements are not open
to prof proge progress, that human good will does not have 1o be
encoursged and strengthened and that human bad will does not
have to be discouraged and weakened. Dialectlic does all of these,
but a auperfiq&}al appeal to faculty psychology blurs the lssus.
Finally, if 1t is sald that values are subjlective, agaln
one must distingulsh between authentic and unauthentic subjectivity.
Authentlc subjectivity is the possibllity of truth, both the
truth of fact and truth about values. Unauthentlc subjectivity

1s the source of inattenQtion, misunderstanding, mistakes, and

8ins.
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4, Dialectle and Religlon

Above 1; was argued that dlalectic was not philosophically
neutral, for 1t rested on the theologlan's self-appriatiom
self-appropriat;on,_and that lmplies a determinate gnoseology,
eplstemology, and metaphysics. Simllarly, 1t was argued that
dlalectlc was not mprally neutral: 1t has to break with blas
of every kind, and that break results only from the earnest
pursuit of valueszahd the complete rejectlon of disvalues.

whether
But we d;d nqt gaxhyhaban,or we not dialectlc was religiloualy
neutyal, fop}tpe 9xgellent reason that the question 1s rather

comgﬁ}ex and demands separate treatment.

First, then,_dialeotic does not exclude religlous people.

‘Not only are most theologlans religiously committed, but also

very many theologlans must pursue the attainment of hollness
if theology 1s to discern, appreclate, Judge relligious values
and compunicate such diescernment, appreciation, jJjudgement to
others. Accordlngly, just as hollness 1s not a bar to doing
research, to interpreting, to writing hs history, so it 1s not
& bar to doing dlialectic.

Jecondly, religlons are many, and they dlffer from one
another. Dialectic occurs princlpally, not within aéme one
rellgion, but between many feligiona. It 1s the seat, not
of authority, but of dlalogue. It 1s not instlitutlonal bup
ecunenlst. It is where the many maet,é clarify thelr differences,

eliminate mieapprehensions, remove lncoherences. It 1is where

~they endeavor to understand why ths other fellow dlsagrees,

to find behind what ohals one thinks his error the truth to
which he is & 80 devoted.
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