CHAPTER PFIVE

To put method in theology is to conceive theology as a
set ol related and recurrent operations ecumulatively advancing
towards an ideal goal. -Howaver, contemporary theology is
specialized, and so it is to be conceived, not as a single set
of related opervations, but as a series of interdependent sets.
To formulate this conception of theology, first, we shall
distinguish field, subjeet, and functional specializations.
Next, we snall describe the eight funebtional specializations
in theolozy, set Torth the grounds for this division, and give
gorne account of its utility. PFioally, we shall indicate the
dynamic univy linking the functional specialties to religion

and to one ancthar.

1. Three Tvves of Specialization

Speciclties may be distinguished in three manners,
namely (1) by dividing and subdividing the field of data,
(2) by elassifying the results of investigations, and (3) by
distinguishing and sevarating stages of the process from data
to results.

Field specialization is the most easily understood,.
4s time passes, as cenﬁﬂgs of learning increase, as veriocdicals
multiply and wmovngraphs follow on one anovither cver more clesely,

pecomes lutereasingly difficult for scholars to keep abreast

v

with the whole movement in their field. For good or 1ill, a




division of labor has to be accepted, aﬁd this is brought aboub
br dividing and then subdividing the field of relevant data. So
sceriptural , patristic, medieval, reformation studies become
geneire to be divided into species and subspecies, to make the
specialist one who knows mors and more about less and less.

Department and sub ject specialization is the most
familiar tyre, for everyone has followed courses on subjects
in & department, Now wnat is divided is no longer the field of
data to be invesbigatesd bub the results of investigsations to be
comiunicabted . Again, where before the division was into material
parts, now it i: a concepbusl classification that distinguishes
the departuents of a faculty and the subjects taught in a
devartment. Thus, whereo field specialization would divide the
01d Testament into the Law, the Prophets, and the VWritings,
subject specislization would distinguish semitic languages,
Hebrew history, the religions of the ancient Wear East, and
Christian Theolozy.

Functionsl specislization distinguishes and separates
successive stages in the process from data to resulis. Thus,
textual criticism aims at determining what was written. The
intzrpreter or commentator takes over waere the textual critic
leaves off"; his aim is to determine what was meant. The
hisborian moves In on a Lthird level; he assembles interpreted
texts and endeavors to construct a single narrative or view,

Again,ﬁo talke a quite dirfferent instance, experi-
nental physicists alone have the knowledge and skills needed to

nandls a cyclotron. But only theoretical physicists are able

to fell what experiments ars worth trying and, when they are
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tried, what 1s the significance of the results. Once more a
single process ol investigation is divided into successive stages,
and each stage bescomes a distinct specialty.

!
intrinsically related to one another. They are successive paris

éﬂ It is to ba noted thatisueh functional specialties are

of one and the same process. The earlier parts are incomplete
without the later. The later presuppose the sarlier and comple~
ment them. In brief, functional specialties are Tunctionally
interdependent.

Such interdependence is of the greatest methodological
interest. First, without any prejudice to unity, it divides
and clarifies the process from data to results. Secondly, it
provides an orderly link between field specialization, based on
the division of data, and subject spoecialization, based on &
¢lassification of results. Thirdly, the unity of functional
specialties will be found, I thinlz, to overcome or, at least,

counter-balance the endless divisions of field specialization.

2. An Eightfold Division

In this section we propose to describe briefly eight
@ functional specialties in theology, namely, (1) research,
(2) intervretation, (3} history, (L) diaslectic, (5) foundations,
(6) doctrines, {7) systematics, and (8) communications.

Later we shall attempt to state the grounds for the foregoing

®
division, its precise meaning, and its implications. For the
L3 L3 * (-\ L3 =
et moment, however, we 2im al no more then a prelimin ary indicafion
. ~

of the matsricl mzaning of functional specializatlion in theology.

(1}1 Resreareh makes available fHhe data rolevant to theclogieal




investigation. It 1s elther general orfapecial. Special research
is ccneerned with assembling the data relevant to some particular
question or problem, such as the doctrine of Mr. X on the questi04
¥, Such special research operates all the more rapidly and
effectively the more familiar it is with the tools made available
by general resesrch. General research locates, excavates, and
maps ancieni cities. It fills museuns and reproduces or copies
inscriptions, symbols, victures, statues. It deciphers unknown
seripis and languages. It collects and catalogues manuseripts,
and prepares critical editions of texts. It composes indices,
tables, repsriories, bibliograpbies, abstracts, bulletins,
nandbooks, dictionaries, encyclovedias. Some day, perhaps, it
will give us a complete information-retrieval system.

(2) thile research wmakes available what was written, inter-

pretoetion understands what was meant. It grasps that meaning

in its proper hisvorical econtext, in accord with its proyper
mode and level of thought and expression, in the light of the
circumstances and intention of the writer., Ifts product is the
commentary or monograph. It is an entervrise raplete with
pitfalls and today it is further complicated by the importation

of the problems of cognitional theory, epistemology, and meta-

b k]

physies. To it we weturn when laler we speak of hermeneutics.,
(3) History is basic, special, or general.
Basic history tells where (places, territories) and
when {dates, veriods) who (persons, peoples) dig what (publie life,

external achs) to enjoy what suecess, sulfer what reverses, exert

what influence. So it makes as specific and precise as possible
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the more easily recognized and acknowledged features of human
activities in their geographical distribution and temporal
sueccession,

Special histories ftell of nmovemenls whether cultural
(language, art, literature, religion), institutional (family,
nores, society, educatiop, state, law, church, sect, economy,
technology), or doetrinal (mathematics, nabural science, human
science, philosovhy, history, theology).

Gensral bistory is, perhaps, Jjust en ideal. It would
be basic history illuminated and completed by the special
histories. 1t would offer thne total view or some approximation
fo it. It would express the historianfs infoermation, understanding,
juvdgment, and evaluabion with regard to the sum of cultural,
institutional, and doctrinal movements in their concroete setting,

History, as a functional specialty within theology, i=
goncerned in different degreecs aﬁd manners with basie, special,
and general history. In the main it has to presuppose basic
history. Its substantial concern is the doctrinal history of
Chrristian theology with its antecedents and consequents in the
exl tural and institutional histories of the Christian religion
and the Christian cburches and sects. Finally, it cannot remain
aloof frou general history, for 1t is only within the full view
that can be grasped Tthe differcnces between the Christian churchies
and sects, the relatlions between different religiony, and the role
of Christianity iv world history.

sut to history we raturn later. No less than hermevneutices,
contemporary historical thought and eriticism, over and above

their specific btasks, have become involved in the basic philosovhic

probl.ens of our time.
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() Our fourth functional speeialfy is dialectic. While

that name has been employed in many ways, the sense we intend is
simple encuzgh. DNialectic has to do with the concrete, the dynamiec,
and tue contradictoery, and so it finds abundant materials in the
history of Christian movements. For all movemsnts are at once
concrebe aand dynamic, while Chrisiian movements have been marked

with external and internsl conflict, whebther one considers Christian-
ity as a whole or even this or that larger church or communion.

The materials of dialectie¢, then, are primarily the
conflicts centering in Christian movements. Bub to these must
be added the secondary conflicts in historical acecounts and
theological inferoretations of the movements.

Besides the meterials of dialectic, there is its aim,

This 1s high and distant. An empirical science aims at a com~
plete explanation of all phenomenz, so diglectic ains at a
comprehensive viewpoint. It seclts some single base or some

single set of related bases from which it can proceed to an
understanding of the character, the oppositions, and the relations
of the many viewpoints exhibited in conflicting Christian move-
ments, thoir conflicting histories, and their couflicting
interpretations.

Besides the conflicts of Christians and the distant goal
of a comprehiensive viewpoint, there 1s also the past and the
present fact of the many diverging viewpointe that result in
the conflicts. Such viewpoints are manifested in confessions of
feith anl learned works of apologists. But they also are mani-

fest2d, cften in a more vital manner, in the unnobticed assumptions
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and oversights, in the predilections and aversions, in the
guist but determized decisions of seholars, writers, preachers,
and the men and wonan in the pews,

Now the study of these viewpoints takes one beyond the
fact to the reasons for confliect. Comparing them will bring
to light just where differences are irreducible, where they
are complenentary and could be brought together within a larger
vhole, vwhere finally they can be regarded as successive stages
in a single process of development.

Besides comparison there is criticiswm. HNobt every viewpoint
is coherent, and those that are not can be invited to advanse to
& consistent position., Wot every reason 1ls a sound reascon, and
Christianity has nothing to lose from a purge of unsound reasons,
of ad hoc explanations, of the stereobypes that beody forth
suspicions, resentments, hatreds, malice. MNot every irreducible
difference iy & seriowns difference, and those that are not can be
put in second or third cr fourth place so that stiention, study,

gnalyeis can be devolted to differences that are serious and

N prrofound.
fﬂ By dialectic, then, is understood a generalized

Q.. gspologetic conducted in an ecumenical spirit, aiming ultimately
at & comprehensive viewpoint, and proceeding towards that goal
by acknowledging differences, sesking their grounds real and

e apparent, and eliminating superfluous oppositions.
(=) hs conversion is basic to Christian living, so an

s

ohjectification of conversion provides theology with its

foundatiaons.




By conversion is understood a transformation of the
subjeet and his world. Normally it is a prolonged process though
its explicit acknowledgement may be concentrated in a few
momentous judgments and decisions. Still it is not just a
develaopment or even a series of developments. Rather it is a
resultant change of course and direction. It is as if one's
eyes were ovened and one's former world faded and fell avay.
There snerges something new that fructifies in inter-locking,
cunulativa sequences of developments on all levels and in all
departments of human living.

Conversion is existential, intensely personal, utterly
intimate. Bub it is not so private as to bs soliftary. It can
happen to many, and they can form a community to sustain one

another in their self-transformation and tec help one sncther
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in working out the implications and fulfilling the promise of
their new life. Finally, what can become communal, can become
historical. Tt can pass from generation to generation. 1If can
spread from one cultural milieu to another. It can adapt to
o~y changing circumstances, confront new situations, survive into

a different age, flourish in another pericd or epoch.

¢ Conversion, as lived, affects all of a man's conscious
and intentional operations. It directs his gaze, pervades his
imagination, relezses the symbols that penetrate to the depths
o ¢f' oﬂhis psyche. It cnriches his understending, guldes his judg- "
ments, reinforces his decisions. Bubl as communal and historical,
s’ as a novenent with its owm cultural;, institutional, and

doctrinal dimensions, conversion calls forth a reflection that




nakes the movement thematie, that explicitly explores its origins,
developments, purposes, achievements, and failures.

Inasmuch as conversion itself is made thematic and
explicltly objectified, there emerges the fifth functional speclalty,
foundations, Such foundations differ from the old fundamental
theology in two respects. First, fundamental theology was a
theological first; it did not follow on four other specialties
nancd re search, interpretation, history, and dialectic. Secondly,

fundaental theclogy was a set of doctrines, de vera religione,

de lezato divino, de ecclesia, de inspirations serinburae,

de locis theoloziclis. In contrast, foundations present, not

doctrives, but the horizon within which the meaning of doctrines
can be appretended. Just as in religious living 'a wan who is
uvnspiritual refusss what belongs to the Spilrit of God; it is

folly to bim; he cannot grasp it' (I Cor 2, 14), so in theological
reflection on religious living there have Lo be distinguished the

L }

horizons within which religious doctrines can or cannot be
apprehended; and this distinction is foundetional.

In due course we shell have to ask how horizon is to be
understood and defined and how one horizon may differ from
another. A% once, however, we may note that as conversion may
be authentic or unauthentic, so there way ve many Christian
horizons and not all of them need represent authentic conversiocn.
Further, while it may be possible to.conceive autbentic conversion
in more than one mannsr, still the number of possible manners

vould seem tc be far Tewer than the number of possible horizons.

It follows that our foundations contain a promise both of an
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elucidation of the conflicts revealed in dialectic and of a
selective principle that will gulide the remaining specialties
concerned with doctrines, systematics, and communications.
(6) Doctrines sxproess judgments of faet and judpments of
value. They are comcerned, then, with the affirmations and
negations not only of dogmabic theology but also of moral,
aseotical, mystical, vastoral, and any similar branch.

Such doctrirmes stand within the horizon of foundations.
They have their precise definition from dialectic, their positivse
wealth of clarification and development from bistory, their
grounds in the intersretation of the data proper to theology.
{7} The facts and values affirmed in doeirines give rise
to further questions. For doctrinal expression may be figurative
or symbolic, It may be descriptive and based ultimately on the
meaning of words rather than on an understanding of realities.
It may, if pressed, <uickly become vague and indefinite. IT
mey seem, when examined, to be involved in inconslistency or
fellacy.

The functional spscialty, systematics, attempts to
meel these issues. % is concerned to work out approoriate
systems of conceptualization, to remove apparent inconsistencies,
to move towards sorme grasp of spiritual matbers both from their
ovn inner coherence and from the analogies offered by more famillar
buman experience.
(8) Communications is concermed with theology in its extexnal
reletions. These are ol fthree kinds. There are interdisciplinary

relations with art, language, literature, and other religions,
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with the natural and the human sciences, with philesophy and
history. PFurther, there are the transpoasifions that theological
ihought hias to develop if religion is to retain its identity and
vet et the same time find access into the minds and hearts of men
of all cultures and classes. Finally, there are the adaptations
nesded to make full and proper use of the diverse media of

comrutiication that are available at any place and time.

3 Grounds of the Division

We bhave indicated in summary fashion eight funciional
specialties. We have now to explain where this list of eight
comes from and what are the principles %to be invoﬁed in further
glarifications of meaning and delimitations of function.

The first principle of the division is that theological
operations occur in twe basic phases. If one is to harken

to the word, omne must also bear witness to it. If one engages

. &n lectio divina, there come to mind quaestiones. I one
s

assimilates tradition, one learns that one should pass it on,
I{ one encounters the past, one alsc has to taks one's stand

toward the fubure. In brief, there is a theology in oratione

obligua that tells what Paul and John, Augustine and Aguinas,
and aryone else had to say about God and the economy of

sadvation. But there is alsc a theology in oratione recta

in which the btheologian, enlightened by the past, confronts
the problems of his owan day.
The second princivle of division is derived from the

fact that our conscious and intentional operations oceur on
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four distinet lewvels and thabt each level has its own proper
achievenment and end. So the vroper aschisvement and end of the
first level, experiencing, is the apprehension of datsa; that of
the secoud lewvel , understanding, is insight into the apyrehended
data; that of the third lewvel, judgment, is the acceptance or
rejechion of the hypothqses and theories put forward by under-
standing to account for the data; that of the fourth level,
decision, the acknovwledgemaent of values and the selection of

the methods or other means that lead to thelr realization.

Now in everyday, commonsense performance, all four
levels sre employed continuwusly without any explicit dis-
tinction betweers them. In that case no functional specializa~
tion arises, for- yhat 1ig sought is not the end of any particular
level but the mamuletive, composite resultant of the ends of
all four levels. But in a scientific¢ investigation the onds
prooer o particular levels wmay bsceme the objective sought by
operations on a3l four levels. So the textual critic will
select the method (level of decision}) that he feels will lead
to the discovery (level of understanding} of what one may
reasonably affixm (level of judgment) was written in the originel
text (level of exverience)., The textual critic, then, operates
on all four levels, but his goal is the end proper to the {irst
level, namely, Tto ascertain the data, The interpreter, hovever,
purswes a different goél. He wishes to understand the text,
and so he selocis a different method. Moreover, he cannot con-
fins his operat ions to the sscond level, understanding, and %o
the fourth, & selecbive decision, He wust apprehend the text

sccurabely before he can bhiope to understand it, and sc he has
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to operate on the first level; and he has to judge whsther or
not his understanding is correct, for otherwise he will fail to
distinguisn betwsen understanding and misunderstanding.

Functional sveclalizations arise, then, inasmuch as one
operates on all four levels to achieve the end prroper to some
particular level. But there are four lsvels and so four proper
ends. It follows tnat the very structure of human ingulry results
in four functional specializaticns and, since in theology there
areg tvo distinet phases, we are led to expect eight functional
spacializations in theology. In the first phase of theoloegy

in orations obliacua there are research, interpretation, history,

and dislectic. In the second phase of thzology in orationz recta

there are foundations, doctrines, systematies, and commuanications.
So in assimilating the past, first, there is research
that uncovers and makes available the data, secondly, there is
interpratation thet understands thelir meaning, thirdly, thers
is history that judges and narrates what ocecurred and, fourthly,
there is dialectic that endesvors to unravel the conflicts
concerning values, facts, meanings, and experiences. Tne first
four functional svecialties, then, seek the ends proper respectively
to experiencing, understanding, judging, and deciding; and, of
course, each one does so by employing not some one but all four
of the levels of conscious and intentional operations.
This fourfold specialization corresponds to the four
dimensions of the Christian message and the Christian tradition.
For that message and tradition, first of all, are a range of

data. Secondly, the data purport to convey not the phenomena
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of things, as in the nabtural sciences, but the meanings
entertained and communicated by minds, &s in the human sclences.
Thirdly, these meanings were uttered at given times and places
and transmitted through determinate channels and under sundry
vicissitudes. Iourthly, the utterance and the transmission

were the work of persons bearing witness to Christ Jesus and,

by their words and deeds, bringing about the present religious
situation.

Researchy, then, interpretation, histdry, and dialectic
reveal the religious situation. They mediate an encounter
with persons witnessing to Christ. They challenge to a decision:
in what manner or measure am I to carry the burden of continuity
or to risk the initiative of change? That decision, however,
is primerily not a theological but a religious event; it pertaius
to the prior more spontaneous level on which theology reflects
snd which 1% 11luminstes and objectifies; it entors into theology
only as reflected cn and objectified in the fifth specialty,
Tfoundat ionsg.

With such a decision, however, there is effected the
transition from the first to the second phase. The first phase
is mediating theology. It is research, interpretation, history,
diamlectic that dntroduce us to knowledge of the Body of Christ,
But the seccond phase is nmediated theology. It is knowledge of
God and of all things as ordered to God, not indeed as God is
known immeliately (1 Cor 13, 12), nor as he is known mediately
throvgh srzabel nature, but as he is known mediately through
the vhole Chr-ist, Head and members,

In the second phase the specialties have been nemed in
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inverse order. Like dialectic, foundationsés on the level of
decision. Iike nistory, doctrines is on the level of judgment,
Like interpretation, systematics aims at understanding. Finally,
a8s research tabulates the data from the past, so cormunications
produces data in the present and for the fubure,

The reason for the inveried order is simple enough.
In the lirst phass one begins from the data and moves through
meanings and facts towards personal encounter. In the second
phase one beszins from reflection on authentic conversion, euploys
it as the horizon within whieh doctrines are to be apprehended
and an understanding of thelir contcent sougnt, and finally moves
to a creative exploration of comnunications different iated
acco%}ng to viedia, according to classes of men, and according

to common cultural interests.

L. The Need for Division

The need for some division is clear enough from the
divisions tnat alr=ady exist end are recognized. Thus, our
divisions of the second phase -- foundations, doctrines,
systematics, and cowmunications -~ correspond roughly to the
already familiar distinctions between fundamental, dogmatic,
spsceulative, and pastoral or practical theology. MNor can the
gspecialties of the first phase -~ research, interpretation,
history, and diarlectic -- be desecribed as sheer noveltiies.
Textual criticisw and other types of research are pursued for
their own sakes. Commentaries and interoretative morographs
are & well-known genre. To church history, the history of dogmas,

and the bistory of theology there has recently been added




salvation history. Dialectic, finally, is gn ecumenical variant
on the long-standing controversiél and apologetic types of
theology.

What, however, is new is %he conception of these branches
of theological activity as functional specialties, as distinet
and separable stages in a single process f{rom data to ultimate
results. Accordingly, what has to be explained is the need
for this conception of the many existing braunches of theology
and for the reorganization that this conception brings in its
train.

First, then, the need is not simply a matier of
conveniznce. One can justify field specialization by urging
that the relevant data are too extensive to be investigated by
a giugle mind. One can defend subject specialization on {he
ground that the matter is too broad to be taught successfully
by & single professor. But functional swvecialization is
essentially not a distinection of specialists but a distinciion
of specialties. It arises, not to divide the same sort of task
among wmany hands, but to distinguish different tasks and to
prevent them from being confused. Different ends are pursued
by employing different means, different means are used in
differeat menners, different manners are rule% by different
methodical precents.

Secondly, thers exist the different tasks. For once
theology reaches a certain stege of develooment. there becomnes
apparent the radical difference betwesen the two phases, and
in eaech of the phases the four ends that correspond to the

four levels of conscious and intentional operatlons. If these
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elght ends exist, then there ars eight different tasks to be
psrformed, and eight different sets of methodical precepts

that have %o be distinguished. Without such distinctions,
investigators will not have clear and distinet ideas about what
precisely they are doing, how their operations are related to
their immediate ends, and how such immediate ends are relategd
to the total. end of the subject of their inguiry.

Thirdly, the distinction and division are needed %o
curb one-sided totaiitarian ambitions. ZEach of the eight has
its proper excellence. MNone can stand without the other seven.
But the man with the blind-spot is fond of concluding that his
specialty is to be pursued because of its excellence and the
othier seven are to be derided becausec by themselves they are
insufficient. . From such one-sidednsss theology has suffered
gravely from the middle ages to the present day. Only a
well-reasoned total view can guard against its continuvance in
the present and its recurrence in the future.

Fourthly, the distinction and division are needed to
resist excessive demands. If all of the eight are needed for
the conplete process from data to results, still a serious
contribution to one of the eight is as much as can be demanded
of & single piece of work,

What is such a centribution? It includes, I should say,
two parts. The wajor part is to produce the type of evidence
proper to the specialty. So the exegele does exegesis on
exegetical principles. The historian does history on historical
prineirles., The dochrinal theologlan ascertains doctrine on
doctrinal principles. The systeuabic theologian clarifies,

recorncilos, wnifiss on systemavie vrinciples. But there is,
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besides this major and principal pari, also & minor part. Each
of The specialties is funectionally related to the others.
Especially until such time &s a method in theology is generally
recognized, it will serve to preclude misunderstanding, mis-
interpretation, and misrepresentation, if the specialist draws
attention to the faect of specialization and gives some indication
of his awareness of what is to be added to his statements in

the light of the evidence available to other, distinect specialties.

5e A Dypamic Unity

The unity of 2 subject in process of development is
dynamic. For as long as further advance is possible, the
t perfection of comvlete immobility has not yet been attained, and,
for that rezson, there cannot yet be reached the logical ideal
of fixed terms, accurately and immucably formulated axioms, and
absolutely rigorous deduction of all possible conclusions. The
absence, however, of static unity does not vreclude the presence
ICAAV/ of dynamic unity, and what this @sgsﬁmean we must now consider. ‘
Develovment, then, scems to be from an initial sitate of
indifferentiation through a process of differentiation and

o specialization towards a goal in which the differentiated

spe~inliies Tunciion as an integrated unity.
So iaiti=2llry the Christian religion end Christian
theology wers neot distinguished. Tradition was assimilated.
Efforts were made to penetrate its meaning and recast it for
) spostolic or erologotic ends. Wot all were happy. Inutovators
formed schools that splintered off in various directions and by

their very separation and diversity emphasized a main, unchangin
E
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tradition. The main tradition itself was confronted with ever
deeper issues. Painfully it learnt from Nicea the necessity

of going beyond scriptural language to formulate what %gfcon—
gsidered scriptural truth. Painfully it learnt from Chalcedon
the necessity of employing terms in senses unknown both to
seripture and to the earlier patristic tradition. But it is in
reflection on such developments, as in Byzantine Scholasticism,
and in the extension of such reflectlive consideration to the
whele of Christian thought, as in medieval Scholasticism, that
theology became an academic subject, at once intimately con-
nectad with the Christian religion and manifestly distinct
from it.

The validity of this first differentiation is, of
course, questioned today. 1Is not such academic theology merely
a cultural superstructure, divorced from real life, and therebdy
inimical to it? A diastinetion, I feel, must be made. For
primitives and, generally, for undifferentiated conaciousness
any academic development is not merely useless but also
inposgible. The differentiastion of operations and objects
necessitates a differsntiation in the consciousness of the
operating subjest, So for undifferentiated consciousness all
that is acadamic is eysentially alien, and any effort to impose
it not only is an intolerable and deadening intrusion but also
is doomed to falliure. Still this is not the whole story.

For onece consciousness is differentiated, a corresponding
development in the expression and presentation of religion

becomes necessary. So in an educated and aleri consciousness
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a8 childish arprehensicn of religious truth either must be
sublated within an eduecsted apprehension or else it will siwmply
be dravpsd as outmodad and outworn. To return, then, to the
common objection, one must, I should say, ask whose !'real life!
is in question. If coricern is exXpressed for the real 1ife of
primitives and other insbtances of undiffesrentiated consciousness,
then manifestly an academic theology is ubtterly irrelevant. But
if concern is for the real life of differentiated consciousness,
then in the meszure that consclousness is differentiated an
academic theology is a necessity.

If I have been sttending to the individual aspect of
the mebter, I am by no neans denying its social and hisforical
aspects. As we Pawwémzﬁ?ap%erﬂi, the principal vart of human
living is constituted by meaning, and so the principal part of
human movaments is concerrned with meaning. I follows more
or less iunevitably that the further any wovement spreads and
the longer it lasts, the more it is forced to reflect on its
own proper meaning, to distingulsh itself from other meanings,
to guard itselfl agains® aberration. Moreover, as rivals come
and go, as circumstances and problems change, as issues are
AGriven back To Thsir presuppositions and decisions to their
ultimate consequences, there emerges that shift towards systen,

which was named by Gzsoxg Simmel, die Wendung zur Idee. But

what is true of movemerts generelly, also is true of Christian-
ity. The mirror in whictr it reflects itself is theology.
So religion and theology become disbinet and separate

in the very measure shat religicn itself develops and adherents




to religion move easily from one pattern of consciousness to
another. Still this witndrawal must not be wifhout a compen-
sating return. Deveslopment is through specialization but it
mest ¢nd in inbtegration. Nor is integration to be achieved
by mere regression. To identify theology with religion, with

liturgy, with prayer, with preaching, no doubt is to revert to

the earliest period of Christianity. But it is also to overlook
the fact that the conditions of the earliest period have long
since ceased to exist. There are real theologlieal probleums,
resl issues that, if burked, threaten the very existence of
Christianity. There are real problems of coumunication in the
twantieth century, and they are not solved by preaching to
ancieant Antioch, Corinth, or Rome, So it is thal we have been
13d to the conclusion of acknowledging a distinction between
the Christian religion and Christian theology and, at the

saxie time, of demanding an eighth functional specialty,
~communications.

Suech is our first instance of differentiation and
dynamic unity. Religion and theology become distinet and
seperate. But the separateness of theology is a withdrawal

6 that always intends and in its ultimate stage effects a return.
Dur second instance of diffferentiation and dynamic

writy regards the major divisions within theology itself. These

are the tiwo phases each containing four functional specialties.

For it is within these eight specialties $hat all theological

KJJ operabions occur, and so field specialiration on the one hand

and subjsct specialization on the obher turn out to be sub-

divisiona of the sipht smeciallies.
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In fact, field specializatlon subdivides the materials
on which the specialties of the first phase operate, while
sub ject srvecialization classifies the results cbtained by the
specialties of the second phase,

The subdivisions effected by field specialization vary
with the task to be performed. Special research takes a narrow
strip ol the data, while gensral research cuts a broad swath.
Interpretation will confine itself to some single work of an
author or to some aspect of all his works, while history arises‘
only from an array of general and svecial researches, of
monogravhs and commentaries. Dialectic finally finds its
units in the metamorphoses of what is basically the same conflict,
now on the level of religious living, now +n opposed histories
of the prior events, now in oppoaedltheological interpretations.

The unity of this first phase is manifestly not statie
but dynamic. Tne four specialties stand %o one another, not
in some logical relationshivp of premiss to conclusion, of
particular to universal, or anything of the sort, but as
successive partial objects in the cumulative process that
inQuiry promotes from experiencing to understanding, that
reflection promoves from understanding to judging, that delibexra-
tion promofes from judging to deciding. Such a structure is
esseritially open. Experience is open to further dats., TUnder-
standing to a fuller and more penetrating grasp. Judgment to
ackunowledgement of new and more adequate perspectives, of more
nuanced promouncements, of more detailed information. Decision,
finally, is reachzd only parcially by dialectic, which lends to

eliminate evilZently foolich oppositions and sc naryows down issues,

D,
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but Is not to be expected to go to the roots of all confliet
for, ultinately, conflliets have their ground in the heart of man.
Interdependence is reciprocal dependence. Not only doé:s
Interpretation devend uovon research bub also research depends
on interpretation. Not only does history depend upen both
research and Interprstation, bub no less history supplies the
context and perSpectiveslwithin which research and interpreta-
tion operats., ot only does dialectic depend on history, inter-
pretation, and research, bubt inversely in so far as dialectic is
transcendenially grounded it is able, as we shall see, to pro-
vide interoretation and history with heuristic structures,
maeh 28 mathewmatics provides the natural sciences with such
structures,
Such reciprocal dependence is most easily achieved
when the four specialties are performed by a single specialist.,
For, within the confines of a single mind, the interdependernce
of experience, understanding, judgment,; and decision 1is
acbhieved spontaneously and without effort. It remains, however,
that the more the specialties develop, the more their techniques
are refined, the more delicate the operations they perform, the
less will it be possibie for the single specialist to master
all four spseialties., Then recourse must be had to team-~vork,
The differeut specizlists must understand the relevance of one
ahcther's work for their own. They must be familiar with what
already has been achieved and so able to grasp each new develop-
wment. Finelly, they must be in easy zand rapid communication,

so that all may prefit at once from the advances made by anyonhe,
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end each may be able to set forth at once the problems and
difficulties that arise in his own specialty from the changes
proposed in ancther.

Ag the first phase rises from the almost endless
multiviicity of data firét to an interpretative, then to a
narrativz, and Lhen to a dialectical unity, the second phase
descends from ths unity of a grounding horizon towards the
almost endlessly varied sensibilities, mentalities, interests,
and tastes of mankind.

This descent is, not properly a deduction, but rather a
successicn of transpositions to ever more determinate contexts.,
Foundations provides a basic orientation. This orientation,
vhen applied to the conflicls of dialsctic and fo the ambiguit ies
of histery, becomes a principle of éelection of doctrines. But
doctrines tend to be regarded as mere verbal formulae, unless
their ultimate meaning is worked out and their pbssible cohere nce
revealed by systematics. Nor is such ultimate clarification
egnough. It fixes the substance of what there is to be commuani -
cated. But thers remazins both the problem of creative use of
the available media and the task of finding the appropriate
approach and procedure to convey the message to peopls of
different classes and cultures.

I have spoken of foundations selecting doctrines, of
doctrines setting the problems of systematics, of systematies
fixing the kernel of the wessage to be communicated in many
different ways. But there is not to be overlooked the [act of

dependence in the opposite direction. Questions for systemati cs
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can arise from communications. Systematic modes of conceptualiza-
tion can bse employed in doctrines. The conversion, formulated
as horizon in foundations, will possess not only personal but
also social and doctrinal dimensions.

There is, then, reciprocal dependence within each of the
two phases, and this was only to be expected since the four
levels of conscicus and intentional operations (which determine
the four specialties in each phase) are themselves interdependent.
Further tonere is dependence of the second phase on the first,
for the second confronts the present and future in the light of
vhat has been aséimilated from the past. It will be asked,
however, whelher there is a reciprocal devendence between the
first and the second phases, whebther the first depends on the
second, as the second on the first,

To this question, the answer must be gqualified. There
is, perhaps inevitably, s dependence of the first phase on the
second. But the greatest care must be taken that this influence
from the second phase does not destroy either the proper open-
ness of the first phase to all relevant data or its proper

function of reaching its results by an appeal to the data.1

1) Only concrete instances can convey what is meant by the
phrase, "its proper lfunction of reaching its results by an appeal
to the data". 8o I beg any reader not familiar with my weaning

to read Stepunen Neill, The Interpretation of the New Tesiament,

1861-1961, London (Qzfoerd University Press) 1964, pp. 36-59,

on J.B. Lightfcot's refutation of G.C., Baur's dating of the

New Testament writings.

o)
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Just what is to be understood by proper opennsess and proper
function is a matter to be c¢larified in due course. But the
point to be made at once is that & second phase, which inter-
feres with the proper functioning of the first, by that very
faet is cutting itself off from its own proper source and
ground and blocking the way to its own viial development.

Within the limits of this qualificztion, howsver, there
is to be acknowledzed an interdependence of doctirine and
doctrinal hiat-rf and, as well, of Tfoundations and dialectic.
Thus, if one attempted to write a history of wmathematics, or
of ehemistry, or of medicine, without a thorough grasp of these
sub jects, onets work would be foredoorned to failure. One would
ever tend to overlook significant events and to set great store
by mizow wmatters. One’s language would be inaceurate or out of
dste, cne's emphases mistaken, ona's perspectives distorted,
one's omissions intolerable., Wnat is true of mathematics,
chemishry, medicine, also is true of religion and theology. It
is a commonplace boday that to understand a doctrine one had
best study its history. It is no less true that to write the
history one has to understand the doctrine.

There is a somewhat similar affinity between dialsctic
and foundstions., Foundations objectifJ conversion. They bring
te light the opposite poles of a conflict in personal histery.
Though we may not hove for a single and wniform account of
anthentic conversion, still any plavsible account will add a
dimension of depth and seriousness to the analyses reached by

dialectic, That depth and seriousness, in fturn, will reinforce
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tbe ecumenical spirit of dialestic and,'at the same time, weaken
itts merely polemical tendencies.

Finally, from the foregoing instances of interdevendence
there follows a general, if indireeb, interdependence of the
firs{ and secound phases. For the four svecialties of the first
phaz ¢ are interdependent., Similarly, the four specialties of
thhe second phase are interdependent. So the interdependence of
d¥al ectic and foundations and of history and doctrines involves
aLl eight specialties in, at least, an indirect interdependence;

Such, then, is in outline the dynamic unity of theology.
IE {9 a unity of intsrdependent varis, each adjusting to changes
i the others, and the whole developing as & result of such
chaanges and adjustments. Further, this internal process and
interaction has its external ralatidns. For theology as a wnole
func tions within the larger context of Christian_living, and

(hristian living within the still larger process of human history.

be Conclusion

Christian theology has been conceived as die Wendung

mr Tdee, the shift towards system, occurring within Christianity.
It makes thematic what already is a part of Christian living.

Siuch differentbiation and development within Christien living

is followed by [urther differentiations and developments within

th eodogy itself. For theology divides into a wediating phase,
that encounters the past, and a mediated phase, that confronts

the future. Kach of the phases subdivides into four functional

specialties. These interact with one another as theology

°|
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endeavors to make its contribution towards meeting the needs
of Christian living, actuating its potentialities, and taking
advantage of the opportunities offered by world history.

As this conception of theology starts from the notion

of functionsl specislization, sc other conceptions rest on the

notions of subject oxr of field specialization., Subject specializa-

tion is presupposed in the Aristotelian division of sciences by

their formal ob jects, and it is in this context that theology

in the past has been defined as the science,of God and of all

things in their relations to God, conducted under the light of i

revelation and Taith. On the other hand, field specialization

Sy

is dominant in conteniporary thought conecerned with biblical.
theology, patrisiic theclogy, medieval theology, renaissance J['
theology, modern theclogy .

I an mot, perhaps, unjust in vointing out that the

subiect approach tended to emphasize the medisted phase ang
neglect the mediet ing phase, while the field approach tends bo
smohasize the mediating phase and over-simplify the mediated
phase. If this is correct, the functional approach must be
eredited with giving full attention to both phases and, as
vell , showing how they can possess a dynamic interdependence

sand unity.
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