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4, Dlalectle

Exegetexs dlsagree with other exegetcs. Historlans

disagree wlth other hlstorians. In part these differences
further use of

may be removed bxﬂthe procedures we have outlined. 3ut there
exlst other and deeper sources of difference. They cannot
be removed by more ad-ouate ye&®® research or by a fuller
understanding of the relevant data. For thelr origln lies in
different and conflicting horizons, and thelr removal means
that a change of horizon has been effzcted.

8c there arlses the need for our fourth functional
speclalty, dlalectlec. Ites functionm is advertence to
differences of hori.on, analysis of the consequences of such
differences and, conseauently, a presentation to attentive,
intelligent, reasonable, and responslble subjects of the
lasues involved.

Such advertence, analysls, presentatlion lnevitably occur
from within some horizon. That cannot be helped. But from

this it does not follow that dilalectic murt always be gm

begglng the aouestlon or that it never will lead to any

Lmprovement. For wim while advertence, analysis, presentation
of lssues willl occur from wlthin a horizon, it 1s not true

that all horizons are equally capable of advertlng to the
lssues, analyé;ing them successfully, and precenting them
clearly. On the contrary, the nere fact that an honest

attenpt at dialectlc 1is made will result 1ln the elimination

of not a few horizons, and the further the task is plshed

the larger will be the number of casualties.
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S0 from the vliewpobint of the present method of theoslogy
let ue attempt to illustrate the notion of dialectic. Our
examples will fall under the three headlngs of philosophic

1ssues, ethlcal ilssues, and rellglous issues.

4,1 Philosophic Issues.

One arouses
Fyepiftde o legltimate resentment among sclentlsts

when one suggests that phnilosophle lssues have a bearlng
on their discliplines. I call this res-=ntment legitimate,
becaus: the philosophers have been the principal sinners.
Natural sclence could break out of the Aristotelian integration
of phllosophy and sclence only declding that 1its interest

an appeal to
was limlted to questions that could be settled byﬁpbservation

or experiment. Ranke and hls followers 1In the German Historieal

School conld found modern history only by repudiating Hepel's
a_priorl philosophy of history.

I feel, none the less, that these birth traumata can and
shonld be cured. One need not remaln neurotic. One can
insist of on thep proper autonomy of the natural and the human
aclences, Each has Its fleld, 1te methods, lte eumulative
results. The limlts of flelds may shift, methods may develop,
results ke=p changling. But such shlftlng, developSing,
chanlng occur immanently. They spring from the known inde
inadequacy of what went bhefore., They are specifle, prelcse,
preclse, consclously motlvated.

St111, autonomy ls not omnicompetence. It is limlted
t.o the issues that can be settled by the methods of the
disciplines in question. It 1s not a licence for speclalists
in one area to pontificate on matters that call for procedures
gulte dlfferent from those with which they happen to be
familiar.




MAT VII &5

Nor can it be sald that theas unfamillar procedures
have no bearing on his subject. It lsf true that as long
as one is a practlsing physlcist or soclologist or historian,
one follows the rules of one's craft and has no need of phllosophy.
But the moment one attempte to say what that craft is, one is
presupposing scme cognltlonal theory. The moment one attempts
to explain why 1t worke, one is presupposing some eplstemological
theory. The moment one attempts to tell what is known when
1t works, one ls entertalning metaphyslcal presuppositions.
Of course, like M. Jourdaln speaking prose, one may not be
aware one 1s dolng so. But such lgnorance only heightens the

risk that one 1s not dolng 1t well.
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