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SME „practi  Ifl mean*?

nearly impossible spea about the word „practical“ Q l
aDPDEaTrSs n the expression „practical heology“ aparti from discussion
Of the epistemological problems intrinsic anYy discourse and ts OD-
ject racCclıca theology claıms nstruct ts discourse Iirom Dractice
Thıs Droject nvolves inter-related CONCEPIS discourse and ts OD-
Ject ÖOne Can briefly define the word „AISCOUFSEe“ a s  x DOdYy Of uter-

and the „object“ as hat IC nat DOdYy Of utterances IS
In TIhe word „object“ here entails ıNerel meanıngs. Ön the
OoNe hand, l the idea OT Istance Detween and
hat IC| IS denoted DY that (I one Can spea OT something
eINg denoted). Ön the er hand, eferes the goal Of utterances
when they employed DYy speaker ÖT Q Of speakers. Here,
OoNne catches Q glımpse Of the natlure OT the problems encountered
when FryYING Cconstruct Q NeOl0gy practice
At the 8  D of ese problems stands «V peculıar challenge IC Ca
De summed In the followıng anner

1) The Drimary uUSse Of practica theology IS ul discourse on
Christian arth practices.
To ul that ISCOUTSEe, l IS NECESSATY have adequate
theory

3) Owadays, 1l IS generaly agre hat practice and theory dre DY
nature dichotomic, e conclusion IC wOould Seenm doom the
whole Dro| allure

4) WaY Out Of thıs dılemma IS claım hat practice IS en
ICq only e nderstood In conjunction wiıtn heory

9) But thıs solution Iorces OoNne CalTYy OuTt Bbasıc researc into tihe
criteria for theological theory IC| would claım embody
practice

One Can esCcCr7/be thıs Basıc research Aas the critical StUdYy of the
ditions WNIC allow the production of multiple discourses In practical
theology Its goal IS provide practical NeOology witn OSEe elemen-
lary instruments and rules equisite el irue discipline. IT IS for AIs

that Basıc research 0eS NOl fOCUSs Christian arn practice
self, but rather the WdY practica theOl0GgY operates when tres
understand and account for ese practices; n er wOords, wnhen
attempts produce a AISCOUrSEe.



VIAU WHAT DOEFS „PRACTI
To accomplish hıs task, researc IMS understand Dartiıcular

Of practical theological diSscOUrSe, hat IS ts IINquistic appara-
IuUS IS thıs apparatus consıIıstant and coherent? Is l capable OT Dr  uC
INg TIgOTrOUS and relevanıt discourses”? What philosophical and SCIEN-
IC trends 0eSs involve?

discussion Of the problematic relationship Detween theological dis-
COUTS®@ and ts object angs uUDO epistemology, unders as the
Study Of the nature,y and mecanısm Of general nowledge. This
discussion ouches UDON ree ISSUEeS. 1) Ihe IrsS ISSUe eals wiıth the
Materıal OUuUtT Of IC theological discourse and ts obje: Are
tructed The concepl Of eXperience provides the Hasıs for thıs dis-
CUSSION. 2) SECON ISSUEe Involves the fit between dISCOUTrSe and
ts objec his pOoINt, the discussion revolves around the concepl Of
language. 3)) The Ir ISSUEe IS the adjustment Of the theological dIs-
COUTS®@ ts object. Here, the Concept OT belief IS central

The SSue Of experience
It IS usefTful adop d special definıtion for the word experience when
ONe dISCUSSeSs the material iIrom IC the theologıical dISCOUTrSEe and
ts object Are made One Can consiıder experience, NnOT exclusively AS
subjective, Dut 15 plural and Dartially undetermined eNU Gonse-
quently, experience IS Serıes Of natural evenits In WANIC!| OMe In
human DEeINIS, eır thoughis, and elr lanqguage. Ihıs notion @)| CX -
Derience IS oNe, whereın NOWINOS and eelings m
Iınk „GConcept“ In thıs notion OT experience less dogmatı-
caly and hence MMOTEe modestly Concept and Dercepl Can only De
derstood when considered (o]  r’ n er words from the oment
In IC| they C In aCcCord ıth rea Concept In nAIs notion OT
experience ess dogmaticaly and ence [1MOore modestly
Concept and percepl Can only De understood when considered {O-
gether, n er words irom the oment In IC they Are In aCCOT
ıth rea Concept IS Q „thought al WO  6 and va Justifi only
DYy the practical results of ts work
Hence, experience IS NECESSATY galn nowledge. When the cont!-
nNulty Oof experience IS broken DY % venl, the reflective DIrOCESS gels
under WaY and IS ready WOTrK ts eff Ihıs DrOCESS IS called IN-
QUIY. NQquIry IS ogical operation IC USes ideas solely SUG-
gestions for the empirical me Ör As 00l IC -
paiır the broken experience. In thıs WaY, the experience Of human
EeINg Oorms er whole, and includes sclentific, reilgiOous and COMmMon
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nowledge. That eINg the Case, 11 IS only DY Means of experI-

NC  6  o that human DEINGS approac
What forces aAre al WwOrk n experience? Organisms ExXIist T are In
interaction with eır envıronmen ese organısms adop behaviors
IC are the result OT natural interaction Doth ] DIological and
Cultural level Christian eNavıor IS Of his natiure And the fact that
organısm wishes CXDTESS ts arth IS only OoNe element Of ts eNaV-
Tolg Theological discourse akes Into the interaction Of thıs ÖOr-
ganısm engaged In Survival DTrOCESS Of Image-making IC enders
ESsSEC interactions visıble hrough d web Of SIONS.
The SIgN IS the maın 00l used sel the discourse In motion By

Of the SION, the organısm er organısms In the
niext Of ts environment; the Christam establiıshes the Same iype OT
relationship with the SIONS Of theological discourse. The discourse
Droduced DY the Christian akes 165 meaning Irom ts relationship
the eNavıor Of that Christian Theological discourse IS hus engaged
n Q sSeMmiIOtIC DrOCESS IC sel depends UDO natural interaction
Ihıs COoNceptl f SION IS CcConn wıder DehavIıorIsS Derspective
IC| IS nOotL Wwithout ts difficulties f IS avold OrCINg theological
discourse into straight jJacket, OoNne must examıne the WaY IC thiıs
discourse fits ts object; pomnt IC| ea| uUuSs examıne er
epistemological elemenIis, hıs ıme In reliatıon Janguage.

2 The of language
Fitting theological discourse ts obje: needs De CONSICET! irom
tihe angle OT language. To reifl UDO the notion Of language S G
amıne the DY WNIC!| nowledge IS acquired rom one DolnNt of
VIEW, nowledge IS neither objective NOT subjective. It IS DOove all
experiential DrOCESS IC Calls uUDO the Oof natural interactıon
Given thıs DOINt, nowledge Of realıty implies Involvement In
experience 1C| represents his realıty the Iınd al the end Of el
serlies of interm  late experiences. Ihıs eads reCognIıze the
merits Of A heology IC trıes attaın av certaıin spirıtua rea  9 on
the ndıtıon that aCCepIs hat l IS not ‚eb Of DUTE Nnowledge
Of object, Hut only DrOCESS IC „DOIN t0" hat object
anguage IS hat IC allows nowledge COMe Into existence.
Without lanqguage, OUT Nnowledge of the world IS uC anımal
nstinct Ords exercise the function OT makıng the acti Of Nnowledge
effective The only WaYy it wWwOuld apDPDear IOr organısm KNOW
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IS envisage the WOTrdC God In z Iınguistic interaction n gıven
Niext Here, theology N centered the description the WaY In
IC organısms Droduce dISCOUTrSe about GOod In order do thıs,
Ofe needs adop non-foundational perspective Oof language and OT
nowledge. ere NO stable fToundations for OUr words and ASs <
CONSEQUENCE, 10 Dpermanent ÖOne mIg SaYy that stabilr relles
uUDO QOUTrT IIınquistic eNavıiors rather hen UDO OÖOUT WaYyS Of thinking.
In Ig Of hıs TacCt, t Decomes essential investigate OUr Iinquistic
Siruciures As ere exıists 110 Common.Ccategory In language IC|
allows identify objects, NOW Can We translate OUT Siales Of ınd
ÖT Vell spirıtua States ONe another? In Order do tNIS, C needs

give u the idea Of tihe clarıty Of DUTE reference In TavOour Of < 11107e
notion OT the object; OTIe WNIC n practice understands the OD-

Ject AS „Inscrutable“* Theological dISCOUTrSe only understands sel n
„Torm of ıfe“, In the mı Of experience. Theological dISCOUTSEe makes

from the oment IS integrat into given language JgaMe,
IC sel IS integrateted n A given language communtity. In short,
wıth respect ts uUSse Of language, theological dIiSCOuUrse MaYy De
derstood AS contextualıist, intrumentalıst, and pragmatıst
Ihe ON  CcE OT hIs VIEW Of language forces add DreCISION

OUr notion f the meanıng Of words Theological dIiSsCcourse Calls
UDO! Dody of utterances express DYy > Of speakers, ts OD-
ject EeINg subject the hazards Of experlence. The meanings IC|
SIMETYE Adle Instances Of speaker eNavıor. anguage IS D leamıng
affaır wıth respect the eNavıor Of speakers, and meanıngs dre AC-
quired In the Sale ashıon, n er WOTOS, In reaction Stimull. But
Ale NOl here confronted wiıtn the question Of the reference Of
words?
Reference must always De considered n relatıon _ WOTd, IC In-
evitably stands conceptual sheme FOor hHIs T6aAsOTN, coher-
NCe between WOTrdSs fundamental understandıng reference.
Ords a NOT anchored In hypothetical substance; they Are rooted
n A „WaYy f speakıng“. I KNOW the meanıng of word IS NOT KNOW
the obje: denoted DY hat WOTd); N De able UuUSe hat word In
sentences and In discourse But 0es tnıs Imply hat meanıng IS @N -
tırely relative? In relatıon language al easl, hıs forces e eireal ınto
er unıverse whereın the role Of reference IS reCcognIzed. But IC kınd
OT reference IS eINg spoken Of here? In order examıne tnıs dıffiıcult
question, ONe mMmust call the notion Of belief into play
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TheäOf7

Belijef N al the heart Of experience and OT language, and MaYy De
derstood ASs the )| organısm WNIC! has ceas OU
INg ASs rule actiıon and ven e  ndering it, Delıef IS central
all human interaction. Christian reilgiOuUs Delıef particıpates In the
C movement Christian reilgiOUS Dellef, WNIC Orms the hard COre
OT tNeology, has AS 16 task ihe o](  uction OT discourse Comprized Of
instances of Christian belıef WNIC em!| In experience.
Before eINg an internal belıef IS g attıtude Owards Q SEeT-
NCe Ihe IWO elements Of thıs attıtude Adle entertainment and assent
Entertainment elates the attıtude of the ıstener when she N COT-
sidering speaker's enCce, while assent refers the decIision
De made with respecCt hiıs Thıs decision S More han an

of Will, l implıes eINng disposed ake actıon In hısgere
De dıfference between Christian reilgiOUS Dbelıef and anYy er

kınd OT Delieft, De t scientific ÖT philosophic In nature Belief IS Q
In IC organısms fınd themselves and In IC Certaın information IS
Conveyed. Here, belief IS the envıronment IC caused
l and allows t function
Religious belief DEeloNgSs Q web of beliefs IC dispose ihe Orgarı-
ISM In AIS the organısm MaYy De AdSs g intentional
sysitem whose eNavıor IMaYy be theoretically Dredicted, the CONndı!-
tıon hat oNne attrıbutes the system certaın form f rationalıty.
However, the belıef 3S Ssuch emaıns orever ndeterminate for the IS-

who SE@eEeKSs Ocalıze it All the lıstener KNOWS aDbout the peaker
the utterances tihe er mıits and l IS thus only VIa ese

utterances that he MaYy KNOW anythıng Of the speaker's IS
phenomenon MaYy explain the interaction OT the organısm with ts NVI-
ronment Rut nat f the IInguIistic interactiıon iween organısms In
this regard?
The IInguistic interaction Detween interlocutors takes place n large
IMeasure  d thanks beliıef TIhe DTrOCESS egins with the OT
the verisimilitude Of the sentences DronOUNCEd DY the speaker: hıs IS
the princIple Of charıty. LINQUISTIC interaction Can OonNIy De estabiıshed

Iistener hat the sentences nheld as ue DY Q  x speaker
generally irue TIhus the of anYy speaker IC| has the char-
cier of reilgious G only De unders n the condtition

INnvOKINg the prinNCIpIE OT charity, OiNerwiIse the IInguistic interaction
riısks SEe7rlOUS disturbance Since the speaker WNO Siaies the S@[1-
tences inevitabiy DOSIIONS erself In the Iinquistic interaction, the IIS-

the e held 15 irue DY the speaker. IS
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tihe Dasıs of that presumption that interactiıon IS established FOr

HIS De DossIble, the ıstener must impute rational character the
speaker and dSSUuMe, In general WÄdY, the Same web of Deliefs
Ihe IrS In his DTOCGESS IS hat OT entertainiıng the ence with
help f Q theory OT entertaınment The princIple Of charıty eINng DTE-
SETVE, Decomes entertaıned for a nterlocu-
IOr wnhen she IS able identify the this Delıef ese Ca  s 6S
Are the evenits situated In the interaction Detween the organısms and
eır environment. Ihe interlocutor Can NOl do thıs, however, DY reiy-
INg the SO-Called empirical evidence ÖT sensations e3r| OD-
Jects OT Delıef, SINCE the object Of Delıei N nol contient Dut the utler-
11ICce IC| stands the Ig OT the epistemological function De-
llıeve  “ The belıef IS transierred irom the speaker the ıstener when
the latter AdSSUuMes the Of the former, hat IS when she IS In
position t sincerely OT, n er WwOrTdS, appropriate the
speaker's utterance dSs her OW  z

TIhe assen! Ce DYy InterlOGUIiOTr IS the SE@ECONd OT
the DTrOCESS Of adıustement Of d dISCOUTSEe 16 objec IS governed
DYy theory Of the assent wherein the Iıstener Carrıes the Dburden of
analysıs @)| the causal and Iınguistic interactions. She establiıshes the
relationship Detween the evenitis IC Gause the belief n the peaker
wıth the events IC| hnher OWNN Delıef Next the Istener ınte-
grates the whole into her web Of Delıef The DTOCESS IS accomplished
wırth the nelp Of deductive INQUIrYy made u of momenis inte-
gration OT the informatıion conveyed DY the utterances and decIision
whether ÖT not act

In conclusıion, practical heology NO  s DO all the epistemologi-
cal elements NECESSATY unthe productio Of theological dIS-
COUTSEe appropriate 16 object adlusted and INg materıals The KeYy
notions OT ese elements die experlience, ljanqguage and Delıef DIS-

Droduced n NIS WaY Decomes er DOdYy OT utterances governed
DY the rules Of SeMmMIO!tIC DTOCGSS IC uUSes SIgNS \ instances Of De-
lıef embodied In experience.
WhNno COuld iımagıne that the word „practical“ employed n relation
„theology“ WOuld challenge much OT Neology 15 whole?


