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Abstract

This thesis asks the question. ~In what way can the generalised empirical method of

Bemard Lonergan il toan ing and of the

of religious studies as it is currently practised in Canada?” The author first presents a
brief history of Bemnard Lonergan’s understanding of the academic study of religion,
including his encounter with the phenomenon upon his return from Rome, his revaluation
of 1968, the devels of functi ialisation, and his flections on

the relationship between religious studies and theology. Following a presentation of
functional specialisation as an empirical method is an analysis of The Study of Religion in
Canada, a series of state-of-the-ant reviews published by the Canadian Corporation for
Studies in Religion. The author is able to discem patterns of critique amongst the
reviewers and ground their findings in Lonergan's method. Finally, the author presents a
series of methodological questions conceming religious studies in Canada and his own

tentative answers.
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Preface

The purpose of this thesis is 10 explore the possible relevance of functional specialisation,
the heuristic method developed by the Canadian philosopher and theologian Bemard
Lonergan, to the study of religion outside of theology as it is practised in Canada in the
present day. Informing this application is the history of Benard Lonergan’s own
understanding of religious studies. Although the centre of the thesis is the

ical pment of functi ialisation, much of the work is properly a
Pars Analytica and not a Pars Systematica.

Chapter One is a brief history of the movement towards an academic study of
religion and Lonergan’s use of some of its discoveries. Included is a general discussion
on how interpreters approach their subject’s use of sources, and Lonergan’s own use of
three sources (Bultmann, Manilowski, and Otto) are given as examples. Finally,
Lonergan’s ‘discovery® of Mircea Eliade and Joseph Kitagawa's anthology, The History
of Religions: Essays in Methodology is shown as a turning point in his own revaluation of
religious studies.

Chapter Two is ion of functi ialisation. Sections one, two,
and three describe the notion of specialisations, the division into two phases, and the

further division by four resulting in the eight functional specialities: research,
interpretation, history, dialectics, ions, policies, ics, and

Section four is a history of how the specialities came to be.
Chapter Three in essence begins where Chapter One left off, at the Eliade and



vii

Kitagawa anthology. However, instead of focussing on the contribution of the book to
Lonergan's methodological work, it instead looks to the revaiuation of religious studies
that it instilled in him. From 1968 onward, Lonergan had a growing appreciation for the
discipline and over the next ten years he made frequent remarks concerning the role he
envisaged religious studies to play in the modern context and its relationship to theology.
Chapter Four leaves the presentation of Lonergan’s thought to analyse the six
volumes which comprise The Study of Religion in Canada, a series of state-of-the-art

reviews published by the Canadian Corporation for Studies in Religion / Corporation

Canadi des Sciences Religi Following a brief introduction, this lengthy
chapter presents the findings of the reviewers, focussing on their evaluation of
undergraduate curricula of religious studies departments in Canada. The chapter ends
with two sections, one which establishes an overall pattern to the series, and one which
places that pattern into the Lonergan context as presented in the first three chapters.

Chapter Five is a conclusion which, in five questions, presents a summary of an
understanding of religious studies within a new context in a way that doesn’t compromise
the important work already being done in the discipline: Is religious <tudies a field
specialisation? Does religious studies serve a mediating function? Does religious studies
have special categories? Is religious studies a subject specialisation? What are the
special categories for religious studies?

A note on gender language: it has been my custom in the past to use the ‘generic
she’ in place of the ‘generic he:" that pattern is continued herein.



Chapter One: Religious Studies and the Work of Bernard Lonergan

This chapter sets out to provide the background of the relationship between the study of
religion and the work of Bernard Lonergan, the Jesuit philosopher and theologian.
Although distanced by training, it shall be shown that Lonergan slowly assimilated some
of the ideas of authors considered *canonical’ in the study of religion, particularly of
Eliade and the Chicago school.

1. The Origins of Religious Studies
To give a precise date to the origins of religious studies would be, however
informed, an educated guess. In the mid-nineteenth century, at the time of empire-

‘building, encounters with ‘new’ cultures coincided with the last flush of romanticism and

the f the holars.” In 1812, the brothers Grimm published
their first collection of fairy-tales. In 1822, Champollion deciphered the Rosetta Stone.
In 1851, Sir Richard Burton wrote his ethnological study Sindh, and the Races That
Inhabit the Valley of the Indus. In 1870, Heinrich Schliemann made the dig at Troy. The
polyphony of attempts to understand this new other, with a tip of the hat to Rousseau’s
noble savage, gave birth to the interrelated, yet-to-be-made-distinct disciplines of
folklore, anthropology, philology, and religious studies. When the insight came to tum

these new tools on oneself, when it became apparent that western ‘normative’ culture



could be i similarly, an i wall was met.'

This wall can be dated back to 1680. Lonergan, in his 1968 paper “Theology in
its New Context,” gives this date as the origin of three key movements in western
thought. “For that, it seems, was the time of the great beginning. Then it was that
Herbert Butterfield placed the origins of modem science, then that Paul Hazard placed
the beginning of the Enlightenment, then that Yves Congar placed the beginning of
dogmatic theology.” The shift from a deductive to an empirical notion of science
threatened theology, the ‘queen of the sciences,” whose classicist theses were
“conclusions to be proven from the premises provided by Scripture and Tradition.™
Empirical sciences, in the eyes of theology, could not impinge on matters of faith, which
were proven either by scripture alone for Protestants, or scripture and tradition for
Catholics. The First Vatican Council of 1870 maintained this subordination of sciences
10 theology. It was in this climate that religious studies, which sought to examine faith,
tradition, ritual, and holy writings, not as premises to be deduced from, but as data, came
head to head with theology.

There had been, for the sake of missiology and politics, some effort at studying
other cultures within the confines of theology. The Reformation and the Counter-

had the for the missi of ing the

tradition into the lar, even if only ivedasa itional measure towards full

! The term ‘impenetrable wall" uﬂ-MS—M:Ev-g'S:hi.ﬂ'.’:wwd,‘
nuﬁvudnlhu——'lm
u—_m-un«c—a A Second Collection. William F. J. Ryan and
Berpard 1. Tyrel, eds. (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1974), 55-67, a 55.
2 bid., 58,



conversion. Such study of other cultures was certainly not a concession to ecumenism in
the modem sense, as the anathemas of the First Vatican Council betray. Nevertheless.

the study of religions ped in Europe, despite its d from

theology, sometimes hidden within the relative safety of a neutral discipline like
anthropology, sometimes ostensibly within the confines of theology. With a few
exceptions, the study of religions has never really been conceived as a separate discipline
in Europe.

Meanwhile, in North America, the nineteenth century saw the slow development
of programmes of religion, with Yale offering the first PhD in religion in 1869. Over
time several private universities, originally founded as denominational centres of
learning, severed or divided their theological and religious studies departments from one
another. A pivotal time for the new discipline came in the economic boom following the
end of the Second World War. For the first time universities were being established de

novo, and in Canada what were once ively church-affiliated institutions came under

the control of provincial governments. Schools like the University of Ottawa (founded
1848, under provincial control 1965), Windsor (founded 1857 as Assumption College,
under provincial control 1963), and McMaster (founded 1887, under provincial control

1957) in Ontario* all found ing their ional stances as they

donned their new ‘secular’ mantle. At the same time, an American Supreme Court

* Harold Remus, William Closson James, and Daniel Fraiken, Religious Studbes in Ontario: A Siate-of-
the-Art Review, The Study of Religion in Canada Vol. 4 (Waterloo: Wilfred Laurier Press, 1992), 6.



decision allowed for the academic study of religion in state universities.* Theology,
meanwhile, was still in the process of reflecting on what it could gain from attending to
the ‘new leaming.” For Catholicism, the Second Vatican Council (1962-65), and most
particularly its document Gaudium et Spes, called for a renewal in theology and for
tolerance of and engagement with world religions. It was in this atmosphere that
Lonergan returned to Canada from Rome in February of 1965 to begin what would have
been a year-and-a-half long sabbatical ®

2. Lonergan and Religious Studies and the Writing of Method in Theology

It should be remembered that, for all intents and purposes, as an academic
Lonergan was a European. His North American schooling consisted of his parish school
in Buckingham, St. Michael’s, the Jesuit-run boarding school in Montreal, Loyola
College, and his novitiate and juniorate years at Guelph. His philosophy was done at
Heythrop, he received a BA in languages and mathematics at the University of London,
and his theology was, of course, at the Gregorian, having been pulled from the Collége de
I'Immaculate-Conception in Montreal after only a few months. He then taught for
twenty-five years at Catholic colleges and universities (six at Collége de I"

* Abington Township School District v. Schempp, one of many cases concerning the proper role of
religion and religious instruction in public schools, had the Mlomn. ruling: “{It] might well be said that
one's education is not complete without a study of comparative religion or the history of religions and its
relationship to the advancement of civilization. It certainly may be said that the Bible is worthy of study
for its literary and historic qualities. Nothing we have said here indicates that such study of the Bible or of
religion, when presented objectively as part of a secular program of education, may not be effected

is it Amendment.” from

consistently with the First Robert T. Miller and Ronald B. Flowers, Toward
Benevolent jty: Church, State, and the Supreme Court (Waco: Baylor University Press, 1977), 347,
iy Lonergan, unless. is from

information Frederick E.
Lonergan, Outstanding Christian Thinkers Series (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1992).



Conception, six at Christ the King, now Regis College. in Toronto, and thirteen in
Rome). Of these years, he had little kind to say: “I taught theology for twenty-five years
under impossible conditions. It was that the whole setup of the school was predicated
upon things that were fine in the sixteenth-century, but you could not use modern
scholarship the way things are lined up.™ The revolution (o, at least, revaluation) in
theology that he longed for had not yet come: “{The] situation I was in was hopelessly
antiquated, but had not yet been demolished - it has since been demolished.™ His retum
to North America provided the opportunity to work in an atmosphere of modern
scholarship in the major context of the phenomena of the study of religion as an empirical
science and the proximate context of a generation of his students from Canada and Rome
who were trying to effect the changes he had been advocating.

Soon after his arrival, Lonergan was diagnosed with lung cancer, eventually
resulting in the removal of his right lung. Prone to infection, he was slow to recover, and
he never resumed his teaching position in Rome. Instead, he was a professor Emeritus at
Regis College for the next ten years (with one year, 1971-72, as Stillman Professor at
Harvard), and later, from 1975 to 1983, the Visiting Distinguished Professor at Boston
College.

From 1965 to 1971, Lonergan, fearing he would not finish in time, worked on
Method in Theology. The book was a development of some of his earlier work, most

notably the cognitional structure outlined in /nsight, his magnum opus of 1957, his

7 Bemard Lonergan, Philasophy of God. and Theology (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1973), 15



lectures on theological method taught at the Gregorianum between 1958 and 1962, and
reflections on his own theological writings, from his doctoral dissertation on the notion of
operative grace in Aquinas to the course manuals for his theology courses in Rome.

Lonergan had discovered the work of Mircea Eliade in 1954, too late to insert
more than a footnote into /nsight.” But in the various summer symposia given on Jnsight
following its publication, two of which have been published (the August 1958 lectures at
St. Mary's University in Halifax with the title Understanding and Being,'® and the
August 1959 lectures at Xavier University in Cincinnati with the title Topics in
Education'), Eliade’s work is incorporated into the text. Lonergan notes Eliade’s
insistence that the proper field to investigate the significance of symbols is primitive
religions, and how fundamental images form a transcultural language.” Taking Eliade
within the Jungian tradition, he notes the Jungian ‘collective unconsciousness’ as Eliade’s
key to the study of the history of religions."” Finally, he identifies the history of religions
as a unique school of thought in which Eliade is working, as opposed to some study

* Bernard Lonergan, “Aa Interview with Fr. Bermard Lonergan, S. J.” A Second Collection, 209-30, &t
212,
* Lonergan draw ion 1o Eliade’s is: Gallimard, 1952) and Traité

d'histoire des religions (Paris: Payot, 1948) in Insight: A Srudy of Human Undersianding, ed. Frederick E.
Crowe and Robert M. Doran, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan 3 (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1992), 572 n. 7. The dating of the discovery to 1954 is through a letter of § May 1954, 1o F. CIM
cited in Crowe, “Lonergan’s Universalist View of Religion.™ Method: Journal of Lonergan Snudies 12
(1994), 147-79, m 152

'° Edited by Elizabeth A. Morelli and Mark D. Morelli. Revised and augmented by Frederick E. Crowe
‘with the collaboration of Elizabeth A. Morelli, Mark D. Morelli, Robert M. Doran, and Thomas V. Daly
Cnlleadwmd‘!amdlmnmsﬁm University of Toronto Press, 1990).

" Edited by Robert M. Doran and Frederick E. Crowe, revising and augmenting the unpublished text
werdbyllla&nnndkhm-ﬂmn University of Toronto Press, 1993).

Undersianding and Being, 216 and n. 24, 217 and n. 25, Topics in Education, 56 and n. 24, 65 and n.
49, nl-ﬂnn

 Topics in Education, 51




undertaken by Eliade within another branch of leamning."* In two special courses given in
1959, “De Intellectu et Methodo™ in the spring and “De Systemate et Historia™ in the fall,
which flank the Topics in Education lectures, Eliade is given some prominence. “De
Intellectu et Methodo™ names Eliade as one working on the project of bridging the
*chasm’ (taken from Luke 16:26) between intellect and the senses."® “De Systemate et
Historia™ gives Eliade as an example of progress in the human sciences that contributes
towards understanding history as a science in the classical sense.'

After these symposia, though, within the published material Eliade is mentioned
less frequently. He is referenced in a footnote in the 1961 text of De Deo Trino: Pars
Analytica." “Time and Meaning,” a lecture given at the Thomas More Institute in
Montreal in September 1962, makes mention of Eliade’s work on shamanism and how it
indicates the rise of individualism." Lastly, in a talk entitled “Dimensions of Meaning™
given in May of 1965 at Marquette University, Lonergan enumerates Eliade in a list of
those involved in the twentieth century project of the rediscovery of myth, with specific
reference again to Eliade’s idea of a primal, transcultural symbolic language.”® This is

the last mention of Eliade in the published works for a stretch of four or five years, during

o 1 i, 121
'* Benard

Lonergan, De Intellectu et methodo, Notes by students of theology course, Gregorian
Umvemty 1959, 23-24 of the MS.
' Bernard Lonergan, De

Systemate et Historia, Notes for theology course, Gregorian University, 1959,

Softhe MS.
Bemard Lonergan, De Deo Trino: Par : Apud Acdes
1T
Bermard Lonergan, “Time and Meaning,” Philosophical and Theological Papers 1958-1964, ed
Robet C. Croken, Frederick E. Crowe, and Robert M. Doran, Collected Works of Bemard Lonergan 6
(Toromo: Universay of Toronio Press 1996), 94-121. at 120,
 Bemard

Lonergan, “Dimensions of Meaning,” Collection, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M.
Doran, Collected Works of Lonergan 4 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1988), 22245, at 242.



which time he would ha e been concentrating his efforts on the writing of Afethod in
Theovlogy.

There is a tendency to read the people we study somewhat abstracted from their
own history as if they amved at their ideas and their sources fully formed, and that,
barring the man from Porlock, we have it all. We forget that there are moments when the
author has yet to have the insight for she has yet to read the sources, which provide the
phantasm. Lonergan’s ‘discovery” of Eliade, for example, came too late for /nsight, but
is mentioned only in passing in Method in Theology, having been absorbed into the larger
context of Lonergan’s work in between. Were one to plot a trajectory, there is a
discernible ‘bell curve’ in Lonergan’s citations of Eliade, reaching its apogee in the
Topics in Education lectures of 1959.° A similar graph, again reaching its peak in 1959
but with a slower descent, could also be demonstrated for his citations of Karl Jaspers’
The Origin and Goal of History>' Much has been made of Lonergan and Jaspers,’ but,
in the published work, 1962’s “Time and Meaning” is the last time Jaspers warrants more
than a sentence or two, and the editors of both Collection (both the 1967 and 1988
editions) and A Second Collection, and Lonergan himself for Method in Theology, found
the references so passing that they deemed them not to warrant footnotes.

This point begs an important question not simply for the study of Lonergan but

™ This observation thus contradicts (or, at least qualifies) Fred Crowe's assertion that “references to
Eludemmplufmnum]m in “Lonergan’s Universalist View of Religion,” 152.
ichael Bullock, trans. (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1953).
”mwmmmmmmnmwnwn.mmnm
between X




for any work of interpretation or history. When does a source become a commonsense
insight? Taking the editorial decisions as our key, we can note various stages in the use
of sources. First there is the point prior to the encounter with the source, where the
author may be grappling with an idea. There is an anecdote (perhaps apocryphal) that
illustrates this point quite nicely. At a symposium soon after the publication of Method in
Theology, Lonergan was asked whether he discovered the importance of feelings after
reading Max Scheler. Lonergan, in a voice both hurt and imritated, looked at the
interlocutor and said, “I have feelings t0o, you know.”* There is a difference between
understanding the importance of an issue and having the technical apparatus and

language to hand. Such would be the second stage, when a source is found, is cited

is and with the author’s own work, and is absorbed or, if
found wanting, discarded.

[The] study of the text is a process of learning. As one learns, one
discovers more and more the questions that concerned the author, the
issues that confronted him, the problems he was trying to solve, the
material and methodological resources at his disposal for solving them.
So one comes to set aside one’s own initial interests and concemns, to share
those of the author, to reconstruct the context of his thought and speech.
My own experience of this change was in writing my doctoral dissertation.
1 had been brought up a Molinist. I was studying St. Thomas® Thought on
Gratiu Operans, a study later published in Theological Studies, 1941~
1942, Wllhmlmumhorsonw:swmplmlymdemmmdm
Molinism had ion to make to an ing of Aquinas.”

This process of learning is this process of playing with an author or an idea until it

2 See note 26, below, for a similar account.

¢ Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (London, 1972; latest reprint Toromo: University of Toromo
Press, 1994), 162-63 and n. 5. The study he is referring 1o has been reprinted as Grace and Freedom:
Operative Grace in the Thought of St Thomas Aquinas, Collected Works of Bemard Lonergan 1 (Toromo:
University of Toronto Press, 2000).



*makes its contribution to an understanding’ or, just as likely, does not. Thus the spike of
Eliade and Jaspers references in Topics in Education. At the time he would have been
teaching the courses on the Incarnate Word and the Trinity at the Gregorian, preparing
course manuals for both, all the while trying to introduce notions of historical

and empirical ip within the *i * conditions.” Thus the
lectures would have been a prime opportunity to test some new ideas within the confines
of an eager audience.

Finally, there is a third stage, and this is what prompts the question for
interpreters. There comes a point following the process of learning when the source has
been assimilated into the thought of the author, when she is no longer studying the text.
References, then, are not in the nature of those from within the process of learning. The
sources are used implicitly, as if the author is operating within the tradition, and reference
is made back to the source more as an illustrative example. This is especially true for
complementary source material. Lonergan cited Aquinas consistently throughout his

By 1959, Lonergan had taught his course on the Incarmate Word three times (Fall 1953, Fall 1955,

and Spring 1958), and his course on the Trinity three imes (Spring 1955, Sml”‘l nd Fall 1958),
Mmd-mn—-ﬁm

hnh.-lna The Incarnate W De Verbo Pomtificis
Universitatis Gregorianae, 1* edition 1960, 3" 1964), and the course on the Trinity produced Divinarum
Bernards S/ (Romae, apud sedes Universitatis

a.wm m?h- Lonergan,
Gregorianse, 1* edition 1957, eﬁmlomumuamrmm(mn.wm
in one volume as De Deo trino (1964). The Topic
mmwmm-nmnwmwnmmmwmm
Intellectu et methodo) in the spring and a course on system and history (De Systemate et historia) in the
fall. Fonnnﬂmmdhm:mw&unﬁmuhﬁrﬂupmlhum\kmmﬁm
C-Tmump\souofmnnh-nrm

mpumhnmu In the summer of 1959 . ]lmnmleﬂumCmﬂL

i Fe

4 3
oneself, you know." “An Imerview with Fr. Bemard Lonergan S. J.,” A Second Collection, 222.



writing, and he clearly saw himself, not as a Thomist, but under Thomas’ influence. But
other sources that enriched and nuanced his work, like Jaspers or Eliade, disappear as
source material but not as influences. The insights that they bring become habitual, and
they can be called upon when context warrants, knowing that “a wink is as good as a nod,
that full statement is superfluous and would only irritate.”” By no means was Lonergan
an Eliade scholar or Jaspers scholar, but he knew enough to relate their work to his own.
To illustrate, in “An Interview with Fr. Bemard Lonergan, S. J.,” Lonergan was

twice asked about Jaspers. “Asked on the present cultural crisis in relation to

his own recent interests and to Jaspers’ The Origin and Goal of History, Fr. Lonergan
remarked: ‘I won’t go back to Jaspers (it is some time since I read his book).”™* But
later, he does contrast his work with Jaspers’ more explicitly:

On being asked, in the context of Jaspers’ discussion of axial periods,

whether the shift, or the possibility of a communal shift, to interiority, was

axial, Fr. Lonergan replied: “Yes. Of course, with Jaspers, his axial age is

mdnﬂvﬂdmmmm My distinctions are
first of all: realms of meaning.™”

Itis in this spirit, perhaps, that we should proceed when referring to the
relationship between Lonergan and religious studies. He was not a scholar of religious
studies; his perusal of the literature was mostly of someone working in a complementary
study wishing to di i ities and dif trends and variations. When asked
to comment on these similarities, he could draw on what he had read in an intelligent,

reasonable and responsible way without any claim to expertise. He was, in effect,

' Method in Theology, T\
"-A-hm--nh Bernard Lonergan, S.J." 209.



working precisely in the manner he set forth in his method: working within a functional
speciality, relating his work to others working within the same speciality, relating that to
other specialities within the disciplinz, relating the discipline 1o other sciences, relanng

the sciences to human living”

3. Lonergan’s Use of Sources: Three Examples

It is possible, then, to look at the sources used by Lonergan from religious studies
(or commonly used by religious studies) and see how they shape and complement his
work. Without being ive, these include i i, and Otto.

Lonergan makes reference frequently to the work of Rudolf Bultmann throughout
his writing, both in a critical and a supportive manner. In /nsight, Lonergan identifies
Bultmann as one in whose work myth is a prominent category,”’ but locates Bultmann in
the existentialist counterpositions that make to “block the identification of the real with
being, of being with the intelligently grasped and reasonably affirmed, and of the protean
notion of being with the objects of putative intelligent grasp and reasonable
affirmation.”™ But, in 1958’s “Method in Catholic Theology,” Bultmann is an example
of one who at least takes the methodological step of reversing counterpositions,” while in
Topics in Education he is noted for drawing his hermeneutical principles from a

> [bid, 22627
‘mmmwlhﬂmlyummmﬂum
3 nsight, $54.
n
I“ 607.
Lonergan, “Method in Catholic Theology," Philasophical and Theological Papers, 1958
lm.B!),l“.



philosophical stance.’ This is given fuller voice in 1960°s “The Philosophy of History:™

ish bexween and i
and Vor The ing, the Verstd is
this interlocking of the data (although he expresses hlmsclf somewhat
). But the the isa
and his phil for it i lhe New Testament is

Heidegger's. 1 think he has the better part of the argument against the less
sophisticated New Testament scholars, insofar as they say he is using a
philosophy to interpret the New Testament. ‘But so are you,” he says,
‘and [ know what my philosophy is; yours is just a set of unconscious
assumptions. 1am making it quite plain to people what I am presuming.
You are unconsciously — perhaps deliberately, but then you are just 'l'ylllﬁ
to fool them - passing off your assumptions without letting them know.”

‘This love-hate relationship with Bultmann - on the one hand, respecting him for

explicitly rooting his hermeneutics in philosophy, on the other, decrying the

principles he is ing — i his writing, and
Bultmann is the principle modemn scripture scholar with whom Lonergan engages.

Perhaps his definitive statement on Bultmann comes from 1963’s “Exegesis and

Dogma:”
At the present time in New Testament studies, there is Bultmann, who
to the classical type of exegesis insofar as
he demands a philosophy to state his ultimate concepts; his philosophv
however, is just the opposite of the classical philosophy, which is in
objective categories. For Bultmann, ohjecnve uuprus are myth, and
ything has to be into subjs

Such is the nature of Lonergan’s assessment of Bultmann, and he continues to

make reference to this split throughout Method in Theology and the associated writings.

* Topics in Education, 121.

% Bernard Lonergan, “The Philosophy of History,” Philosophical and Theological Papers, 1958-1964,
5479, a1 59-60.

%

Bemard Lonergan, “Exegesis and Dogma,” Philosophical and Theological Papers, 1958-1964, 142-
159, a1 154,
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In the Understanding and Being lectures of 1958, Lonergan at one point speaks of these
differences between practical concerns and theoretical concemns, between common sense
and philosophy, a theme recurrent throughout Lonergan’s writings.” He brings up
Branislow Malinowski's Magic, Science, and Religion, and Other Essays,™ and uses the
Trobriand Islanders in comparison with the modern scientist.

The Islanders were as intelligent and reasonable as any westerner when it came to
practical concems: preparing the ground, planting the seed, pulling the weeds, reaping the
harvest, keeping enough seed for the following season. But anything outside that sphere

of knowing was myth and magic, and said magic would interrupt the practical sphere

when ing new or urred. Similarly, the modern scientist has an
analogous worldview. The Trobriand Islander is intelligent and reasonable in the
practical, and irrational in the theoretical. The modern scientist, 100, is intelligent and
reasonable in the practical, and irrational in the theoretical, but not because beyond her
practical sphere is myth and magic, but because beyond her practical sphere is “antimyth
and antimagic - a blank.”

If a vacuum exists in the popular mind, a terrific irrational national
convulsion can result. This is one of the main problems of our time. We
cannot be content merely to make more cultivated and more civilised the
intelligent and rational part of Trobriand living, while maintaining a
surrounding no man’s land which used to be inhabited by myth and magic
but which is now empty — we do not admit, Here be strange beasts; we
simply do not bother about it. The real problem of human living is the
problem of occupying this temitory, this blank, with intelligence and
reasonableness, just as we have occupied the territory that can be

3 The

 (New York: The Free Press, 1948).

99-101.



controlled by sensible consequences.*®

This is the same “problem of the chasm™ with which he was struggling in De
Intellectu et Methodo,” although he does not allude to Malinowski there. It is thus, in
effect, the necessity for method, for an intelligent way to not only answer the questions
that are prompted by exigencies outside sensible consequences but to mediate and
communicate those answers to the larger community.

Malinowski also serves to illustrate the analogous problem of the differences
between Hebrew and Greek culture in the section in De Deo Trino about the ante-Nicene
movement*' He is used again to discuss, by its absence in the Trobriand Islanders,
technical meaning in 1963's “The Analogy of Meaning.™ Lonergan uses him in the
context of early language in his section on stages of meaning in Method in Theology."
Lastly, he is given as an example of developments in the sociology of religion where

religion is d as ulti more signi than mere ition in the 1974

paper “Method: Trends and Variations.™ In none of the instances does Lonergan go
into any detail on Malinowski's findings: he does not criticise methods, check sources,
address critics, or any task that would be required were one to become an interpreter of

Malinowski or an historian of primitive cuitures. Similarly, Lonergan makes limited

», and Being, 101
* See note 15, above.

“! De Deo Trino: Pars Analytica, 86-87. Sections of the 1964 edition (renamed the Pars Dogmatica)
were translated and published as The Way 10 Nicea, trans. Conn O'Donovan, (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1976). The comresponding pages are 108-109.

“ Bernard Lonergan, “The Analogy of Meaning."” Philosophical and Theological Papers, 1958-1964,
183213, m 194.

Method in Theology, 89.
WW'TMﬂVIi-i‘.'A Third Collection: Papers by Bernard J. F.
Lonergan, S. J., Frederick E. Crowe, ed. (New York: Paulist Press, 1985), 13-2. 2t 19.
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albeit not uninformed use of Rudolf Otto's The /dea of the Holy.** In Insight, Lonergan
discusses the sense of the unknown:

[On) the intellectual level the operator is concretely the detached and
disinterested desire to know. It is this desire, not in contemplation of the
already known, but headed towards further knowledge, orientated into the
known unknown. The principle of dynamic correspondence calls for a
harmonious orientation on the psychic level, and from the nature of the
case such an orientation would have to consist in some cosmic dimension,
in some intimation of unplumbed depths, that accrued in man’s feelings,
emotions, sentiments. Nor is this merely a theoretical conclusion, as R.
Otto’s study of the nonrational element in the /dea of the Holy rather
abundantly indicates.*

Both 1970’s “The Response of the Jesuit as Priest and Apostle in the Modem
World,™” and the section on religious experience in the chapter on religion in Method in
Theology, in language so similar that they must have been written virtually

list Otto’s my. et fascinans along with Tillich's
*grasp of ultimate concern’ and Karl Rahner’s expounding on St. Ignatius Loyola’s
consolation without a cause.®

4. Lonergan and The History of Religions: Essays in Methodology

Lonergan’s use of Otto is limited, but it is of a piece with a major contribution he
found to his work from the history of religions school, namely, Friedrich Heiler's essay
“The History of Religions as a Preparation for the Cooperation of Religions,” in an
anthology of methodological essays edited by Mircea Eliade and Joseph Kitagawa.

 (London: Oxford, 1923).
'h-u-,sss

Second Collection, 165-87.
‘Ild 173; Method in Theology, 106.



This v, The History of | Essays in Methodology,”” seems 10 have

fallen into Lonergan’s hands in the summer or carly autumn of 1968. In Method in
Theology, he cites three articles from the volume: Heiler's, Eliade’s “Methodological
Remarks on the Study of Religious Symbolism,” and Emst Benz's “On Understanding
Non-Christian Religions.” Benz's work on Shintoism (and, to a lesser extent, Buddhism)
is cited to clarify the notion of hierophanies, the association of the otherwise
imperceivable, unimaginable divine as the objective of the transcendental notions in their
unrestricted and absolute aspects with the object, event, ritual, or recitation, that
occasions religious experience.* Eliade’s essay is given as representative of his
collected work in the area of symbol and primitive religions.*'

It is Heiler's essay that Lonergan finds the most useful. The summer of 1968 was
given above as the probable date for Lonergan’s first encounter with the volume, because
it is in October and December of that year that Lonergan gave two papers which contain
the first references to Heiler which are to be referred to again not only in Method in
Theology but throughout his writings on religious studies in the decade following.
“Theology and Man’s Future™ was given at the sesquicentennial celebrations of St. Louis
University on October 17, 1968. “The Future of Christianity™ was first given at Holy
Cross College, Worcester Massachusetts, on December 14, 1968. Both, as their titles
indicate, are d with the place of Christianity in the modem world and its

relevancy for the future.

* (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1959).
% Method in Theology, 88, 108.



The theme of St. Louis University’s ceiebratory symposium was “Theoiogy ir. the
City of Man.” Lonergan's paper takes the approach of dealing indirectly with theology in
three manners: “as it is situated in a contemporary university influenced by other

disciplines, as possibly relevant to questions other disciplines raise and to problems they

confront and, as making its ion to the thought that will direct the
future of man.”? For his first theme, he notes five areas that merit attention for the
influence that they have had on theology: history, philosophy, religious studies, method,
and communications. On religious studies, he gives a lengthy description, here repeated
in full.

A third major influence is the field of religious studies: the

of religion, the p: of religion, the sociology of
religion, the history of religions, and the philosophy of religion. I call this
a major influence, not because the influence has been conspicuous, but
because of very significant and powerful contemporary trends. The first
stems from Vatican II, and it consists in the Church’s concem with
‘ecumenism, with non-Christian religions, and with the atheist negation of
religion. This fact requires the theologian to reflect on his religion, not in
isolation from all others, but in conjunction with others. It requires him to
attend, not only to the differences separating his religion from others, but
also to the similarities that connect them with one another. To mect such
requirements theology will be led into the field of religious studies and,
indeed, while retaining its identity, to conceive itself as a particular type of
religious studies. There is a second factor leading to the same conclusion.
I have already spoken of the relations of theology with history and with
philosophy. But if it is to take its place in contemporary culture, it has
also to be related to all the human sciences; and it is in the field of
religious studies, in the phenomenology and psychology and sociology of
religion, that it will find models exhibiting what can be done and accounts
of what has been tried and found unsatisfactory. Finally, there is the
theological doctrine that God grants all men sufficient grace for their
salvation. This doctrine is relevant to religious studies; it makes them

* Ibid., 69.
** Bernard Lonergan, “Theology and Man’s Future.~ 4 Second Collection, 13548, at 135.



studies of the manifold ways God's grace comes 10 men and operates as

the seed that falls on rocks or amidst thoms or by the wayside or on good

ground to bring forth fruit thirty or sixty or a hundred fold

On his third theme, the contribution of theology to the thought that will make the
future of man, Lonergan again draws the conclusion that ulumately, when engaged ina
project the authentic person, or the person striving for authenticity, will ask questions of
the value of the project they are undertaking. “Is what [ have achieved really
worthwhile? Is what I hope for really worth while? Because men can raise such

Questions, and answer them, and live by the answers, they can be principles of

and of genuine ion, of true love."* This love, for

Lonergan, is not man’s achi but God's gift. ing an ion of Paul

(Rom. 5:5, 8:35, 38-39), he cites Heiler, a “celebrated student of religions,” who has
listed seven features common to the “high religions.™*

‘Whereas in “Theology and Man’s Future™ Heiler’s findings warrant a single
jparagraph towards the end, by the time “The Future of Christianity™ was presented, two
months later, Lonergan uses Heiler's seven features as a starting point:

For it will draw attention away from what is outward and toward what is

inward and vital in religion. It will reassure us that the Christian churches

mmmmmaﬁmm-m .

not only
Christians but among the representatives of all the world religions.*

The lecture is a further exploration of how being in love in an unrestricted manner

”M uua

ot M m
* Bemard Lonergan, “The Future of Christianity,” A Second Collection, 149-163, at 149.
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is a universal and how it is ial and not appeal to

dogma that sets the course of how we live in the world.

If one takes the various lectures Lonergan was giving throughout 1968, they
neatly correspond to various sections within Method in Theology. “Belief: Today's
Issue™” roughly corresponds to section 5, ‘Beliefs,” of chapter 2, *The Human Good.”
“Natural Knowledge of God,™*®* which attempts to address whether God is an object that
can be known as such, leaves its mark in section 4, ‘Pluralism in Religious Language,’ of
chapter 12, ‘Foundations,’ and section 2, ‘Closed Options,” of chapter 13, ‘Systematics.”
Lectures of 1969, most of them unpublished, can by their titles alone be linked to sections
of Method* The general themes of “Theology and Man's Future” and “The Future of
Christianity,” namely the universal experience of being in love in an unrestricted manner,
are echoed in sections 3, 4, and 5, ‘Religious Experience,” ‘Expressions of Religious

* and *Religious D

P Dialectical,’ of chapter 4, ‘Religion.” Here he
d Heiler’s main ion to a simple

rrhanllsllemmsehdvonwhmowmyallfwmamlm

*” A paper prepared for the Pax Romana Symposium on Faith, Synod Hall, Pitsburgh, March 16, 1968.
In A Second Collection, 87-99.

* A paper at the CTSA Convention, Washington, D.C., June 17-20, 1968. In A Second Collection. 117-
3

* These lectures include “History,” at the Thomas More Institute, Montreal, February 24, 1969 Th
Alerted Mind: Theology and Other Disciplines™ dwnmmman Institute, Montreal, Feb.
l969 “Meaning as a Category of " alecture in
mvamyurmwmmpc Apnuszs 1969; “What Is Theology”™ during
College, Willowdale (Toronto). Sept. 16, 1969, “Faith and Beliefs™ st the

Academy of| Religion, Baltimore, October 24, 1969; “Hermeneutics and the
Religion” at the Catholic University of America, Washington, D.C., Nov. 21, 1969; and
‘ldow at the convocation of the University of St. Michael's College, Toronto, Nov 28,
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For Friedrich Heiler has described at some length seven such common

areas. While | cannot reproduce here the rich texture of his thought, [

must, at least, give a list of the topics he treats: that there is a transcendent

reality; that he is immanent in human hearts; that he is supreme beauty,

truth, righteousness, goodness; that he is love, mercy, compassion; that the

way to him is repentance, self-denial, prayer; that the way is love of one’s

neighbor, even of one’s enemies; that the way is love of God, so that bliss

ism‘?eivedlshwledgofﬁoimiwwilhhimudisduﬁmim

him.

“Religion’ is a pivotal chapter (in a book filled with pivotal chapters) on which
turns the notion of functional specialization. For through it, through establishing the
dynamism of sanctifying grace not as simply a theological (Christian) category but as a
phenomenon found throughout the world, making it as constitutive of the human person
as cognitional structure, Lonergan can ground the eightfold division of the functional
specialities into two groups of four, one which is prior to conversion, and one which
follows.

Thus with Heiler, Lonergan is making a move that will be integral to his method:
being in love in an unrestricted manner. Heiler’s seven areas common to world religions,
Otto’s mysterium tremendum et fascinans, Tillich’s *grasp of ultimate concemn,” St.
Ignatius Loyola’s consolation without a cause, the orientation towards mystery in
Eliade’s shamans, and the practical / theoretical, subjective / objective chasm which he
observed in Malinowski’s Trobriand Islanders, and Bultmann’s aborted way of coping
with the chasm all inform d ialisation and its i

“ Method in Theology. 109.



Chapter Two: L 's Method:

In February of 1965, Lonergan returned to Canada from Rome to begin what would have
been a year-and-a-half long sabbatical. His major concemn at that time was theological
method, discovering a way of turning theology into an empirical science that is

understood as an ongoing process and not a permanent achievement. Since 1959, he had

been teaching special courses on ical method at the i ! and what was

published as Insight had, originally, been conceived as a preface toa ical method *
In February of 1965, though, a moment of insight hit him, and he drew a primitive
5 ich was the first e e e iy

This chapter, however, will not proceed in via inventionis but in via doctrinae: the
history of how the specialities came to be distinguished will come afterwards. The major
divisions of this chapter come directly from the first three sections of the fifth chapter of
Method in Theology, “Functional Specialities.”

! Two courses were given with the name De /ntellects et Methodo, one in the spring of 1959 and one in
the fall of 1961 both were cross-listed with philosophy, which may account for the name. Three courses
called De Methodo theologiae were offered: one in the spring of 1962 (cross-tited to Moral Theology), one
in both the spring and fall of 1963 (the latter of which was cross-listed 10 philosophy, while the former is

201 ven 1 croseisted e Tkigpe biblogagy). De Systemate et Historia was offered in the fall of
1959, Forall of'
by him

Ibrcnmlnm"‘ o R came of 1984, De
10 be any
""'lwm-ln-d-nulmulm hn.hhlh-y-i-y“mm-uvh-mof
methods generally in preparation for a study of the method of theology ™ “Insight Revisited.’
Collection, 263-T8, 2 268.
7o Page el Baich V. 7, | (T2, avalble o e Archives e Losrgn Resarch e,
[oromto.




1. Three Types of Specialisation

Specialisation is first and foremost a form of collaboration. Collaboration is
necessary when the effort required to accomplish a specific task exceeds the abilities of
one person. The harvest is plentiful, but the labourers are few. When a task need be
performed only once, collaboration can proceed on a more or less ad hoc basis. When a
task is ongoing, collaboration becomes normative.

A task can be simple or compound. A task is simple when it can not be broken
down into two or more smaller, different tasks. A task is compound when it can be
broken down into two or more simple tasks. When a simple task exceeds the abilities of
one person, collaboration takes the form of dividing up the labour required and having
each person perform a part of the same simple task. When a task is compound,
collaboration can take one of two forms, either dividing up the labour required and
having each person perform a part of each simple task, or dividing the compound task
into its simple tasks and having each person perform a specific simple task in its entirety.
‘When a compound task is ongoing and ion is ive, a task

divided into its constituent simple tasks can either be performed by having the simple
tasks performed by various persons on an ad hoc basis or by having the same person
perform the same simple task on an ongoing basis. When the same person performs the
same simple task on an ongoing basis, that is specialisation.

When a simple task exceeds the abilities of one person, and collaboration takes
the form of dividing up the labour required and having each person perform a part of the

same simple task, division can either be ad hoc or based on the content of the task. When



the same person performs the same simple task on the same content on an ongoing basis.
that too is specialisation.

When a compound task is divided into its simple tasks, each task can be located in
time according to its relationship to the other simple tasks. Thus, each 1ask, save for the
first and the last, has a task that comes before it and one that comes after. When a task
need be performed only once, the first task has nothing prior and the last task has nothing
to follow: the first task is the beginning and the last task is the end. When a task is
ongoing, the first and last tasks are first and last only formally: there is no beginning and
no end, the first task follows the last, and the last task is followed by the first.

As a task is ongoing, as new situations arise, a person performing the same simple
task devises new techniques, new language, new insights into the task being performed.
A simple task may evolve into a compound task, and further collaboration may be
required. Traditions develop and progress, and techniques, language, and insights are
passed down through the tradition, ever growing more complex and specialised.
Traditions decline, and the wealth of technique and skill nevertheless forgets that there is
a larger, unified, compound task of which they are but a part, albeit, like all the other
constituent tasks, an integral part. There is instead an emphasis on the content on which
the tasks are performed.

Three types of specialisation can now be discerned. There is ialisation based
on the division of content of the formally first task. There is specialisation based on the
division of content of the formally last task. There is specialisation based on the division

of a compound task into its simple tasks prior to the division of content of the simple



The task of any human science is to mediate between a cultural matrix and the

significance and role of something in that matrix. The task of mediation entails a

from the ion of data to the ication of results. There is thus
a type of specialisation based on a division of the accumulated data, the formally first
task, which Lonergan calls field specialisation. There is a type of specialisation based on
a division of the communicated results, the formally last task, subject specialisation.
There is a type of specialisation based on the divisions of tasks in the movement from
data to results, functional specialisation.

‘When one understands one’s speciality simply in terms of the data one
investigates, one understands oneself as working ‘in the field of..." Thus the field of
theology can be divided into the genera of scriptural, patristic, medieval, reformation
studies (inter alia), scriptural studies can be further divided into the species of Old
Testament and New Testament; Old Testament studies can be further divided into the
subspecies of Law, the Prophets, the Writings. When one understands one’s speciality
simply in terms of the results to be communicated, one understands oneself as working
‘in the subject of...” Thus the subject of theology can be divided into the genera of
biblical, pastoral, historical, and i the biblical canbe

divided into Semitic languages, Hebrew history, the religions of the ancient Near East,
and Christian theology.*

‘Th:mnﬂsmukmﬁmlkﬁdmm 125-26. m.mmmmdm
‘what your primary are, while subject
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The danger with both field and subject specialisation is twofold. First, as one’s
speciality (either field or subject) grows narrower, there is a tendency to forget how the
task one is performing relates to the tasks others are performing within the collaborative
enterprise. Second, as one’s speciality (either field or subject) grows narrower, there is a
tendency to perform all the simple tasks that constitute the compound task of moving
from data to results and thereby fail to distinguish between the various tasks.

Functional specialisation answers the twofold danger of field and subject
specialisation. It distinguishes and separates successive stages in the process from data to
results, the ordering of tasks from what is formally first to what is formally last. This
division is not the contingent division of data of field specialisation or the contingent
division of communication of results of subject specialisation, but is grounded in the
cognitional structure of the human person. It is not a replacement of field or subject

specialisation: rather, it sublates them, locating them within a larger heuristic framework.

2. An Eightfold Division

‘There are eight i ialities: research, i ion, history, dialectic,

foundations, doctrines (policies), systematics, and communications.

Research is concemed with the gathering of data. It makes available the data
relevant to investigation. Research is of two kinds, general and special. General research
is the location, excavation, and mapping of ancient cities, the filling of museums and

archives with transcriptions, inscriptions, symbols, and statues, the deciphering of

journal you are published.
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languages, the collection and collation of texts, the development of critical editions, the
composition of indices. [t makes the best data available in the best way. Special research
1s the assembling of data relevant to a particular question or problem: it reaps the fruits of
the tools and techniques of general research, but is performed by or for someone

operating in one of the other ialities. As research is foremost

with data, it is the formally first speciality.

is with ding what was meant. It seeks to
understand what the author was writing about, what language the author used to express
herself, and what the author understood about what she was writing about. The more a
text is written in a systematic way, the less it stands in need of exegesis, but the less it
was written in a systematic way and the more it was written in the common sense mode
of the time and place in which it was written, the more it stands in need of exegesis.
Coming to understand the common sense milieu in which the text was written is a slow

process of learning which may involve the existentiai element of ing oneself

and one’s own common sense miliew, and judging whether it be authentic or inauthentic,
in a state of progress or a state of decline. There is also the task of judging whether one’s
understanding is correct (which is not the same as judging whether the author’s

understanding was correct), and stating the meaning of the text. This statement is a

technical of the author’s ing in a manner suitable for verification.

3+ Author’ can here be understood as *producer of text," with text in its broader sense of *carrier of data.*
Traditional theology is, obviously, mlvmmmmdm&mumﬂﬂ
documents, but there is nothing limiting Anything that
(nw.dmcimﬁlnm‘lmnu)munb,nmmuunﬂﬂ
bowever, will allude more to texts in the narrower sense of




It is not a declarative on what was actually going forward at the time of the text’s
‘composition.

History is concerned with general movements through time and actual events.
History places the understanding of a text as discerned by the interpreter within a broader
context. Where the i makes ji on whether her ing of the

author is correct, the historian makes judgments on whether the author’s understanding of
what was going forward is correct. History can thus be broken down into three types:
basic, special and general. Basic history is concerned with where and when and how who
did what to which end. It therefore finds the facts of history within the data of the text

(the history that was written about within the history that was written). Special history is

with cultural, instituti or doctrinal. General history is basic
history illuminated by special history. As a functional speciality of a discipline, the
historian’s main focus would be the special history particular to that discipline: for
theology, it is the doctrinal history of Christian theology, whereas for economics it would

be the institutional history of ic exchange. But within the speciality the special
history would presuppose basic history and not remain aloof from general history, so as
within the full view there can be grasped the differences and similarities to other
movements.

Where part of the historian’s task is to identify these differences and similarities
between movements, dialectic is concerned with choice. It secks first to classify the

differences between movements. Movements can differ in three ways: they can be

“documents’ simply to avoid confusion.
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genetic, Y, or ible. Genetic di are differemt by differences

in stages of development. Later stages presuppose earlier stages, partly to include and
partly to transform, thus genetic differences are either different moments within the same

development or, when crossing cultures, moments from cultures at different stages of

p e i are dif of speciality within compound
tasks. Different objects involve different techniques, as do different contents, thus
complementary differences can be overcome by their integration into a larger whole

(which, as an example, is what Lonergan’s method attempts to do). Irreducible

differences are what can not be explained by genetic or i ‘What
for one is black for the other is white: one yes, one no: one wrong, one right. Dialectic
seeks to order the differences and the similarities, find what is at the root of them. It
prepares the way for the choosing of one over the other.

The fifth speciality, i izes and objectifies the choice. Where the

first four phases were concerned with the past, listening to history, the specialist in
foundations voices where she stands in the course of general history, to which movement

she belongs, the reason she belongs to that movement and not to others. The choice she

has made is existential: it is not a simple ion of itis instead a
constitutive shift by which she ceases to be an observer and becomes a participant.
Although the choice is personal, it is not necessarily private, as the choice can be made
by many and thus a community can be formed to sustain cach other in the consequences

of their choice, and this ity can spread histori through ions and

across cultures. As the movement exists in time, it is subject both to progress and to
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decline: the alities of dialectic and d: are thus in an ongoing process of

choosing and expressing those choices. The foundationalist is also concerned with the

mediating nature of her discipline within the larger shift in horizon of the existential act

of choosing. ions is thus alt with the developi of special and
general categories. General categories are those shared with other disciplines, while
special categories are particularly of her own. Lastly, foundations addresses the
irreducible differences from the horizon of one who has made the choice by developing
positions and reversing counter-positions.

Doctrines are the expressions of the judgments of fact and value embodied in the
positions developed by foundations. They are not simply the objectification of the
existential choice of foundations, which locate the present in the movements of the past,
but are also expressions of how the movement is to engage the future. As such, they are
equivalent to policies, in that they deal with attitudes and ends. If one of the aims of the
functional speciality history is to study the special history within the context of general
history to determine what was actually going forward, doctrines reaffirms that what was
going forward should continue to go forward and play a role in the broader social context
by stating definitively what that movement actually is. In theology, doctrine is a
permanent achievement in that the meaning remains true despite its expression being
historically conditioned. It is a retrieval of what truths may be lost by a tradition in
decline or by the confusion caused by differences in common sense meanings and
historically conditioned expressions.

aims at making the of doctrines understandable and



therefore effective. It is the for effective ion, and is thus

concemed with the reintegration of doctrinal meaning in a way that addresses histonically
conditioned human living. In a classicist mode it entailed simply the intelligent ordenng
of answers extrinsic of the accidentals of human history, but in a modemn context it also
must contend with the varieties of human experience and the differences in common
sense. The more systematic a text, the less it is in need of exegesis and interpretation.
The systematician must therefore be as concerned with her own cultural milieu as the

interpreter is concerned with the cultural milieu of the author she seeks to interpret. As

doctrines to policies, so i to policy planning.
Communications is concerned with a discipline in its external relations. A
discipline can only express itself through its data; thus communications is the speciality
of data generation. A discipline relates both to other disciplines and to people of
common sense in all cultures and places, and it seeks to take advantage of any
communicative media available to it. It is the execution of the policies made in doctrines
and planned in systematics. Just as each speciality performs its own form of special
research dependent on the question it seeks to answer, so t0o each speciality has its own

form of special ication. There is ication among specialities as well as

among disciplines. The data generated is the result of a discipline’s reflection, and is thus
the formally last speciality.

3. Grounds of the Division

The functional specialities are not, in name, different from what went before:



there had been doctrinal ! v i i histonans. and

so forth prior to Lonergan. But Lonergan's method places them within a framework that
has as its validity two invariants: the structure of intentional consciousness and the two
movements of leaming.

Insight is a work that concentrates on cognitional structure, the invariant manner
in which humans come to know. In it Lonergan discerns seven elements (taken from
Aquinas and Aristotle) that make up the movement from data to a judgment of fact:
experience, question formation, insight into phantasm, answer formulation, question for
reflection, reflective insight, judgment. Each element can be located on one of three
levels: experience, understanding, and judgment.

The level of experience is constituted by one element, experience of data. Things
are only known 10 us through our senses, sight, smell, taste, touch, and hearing We have
memory, so what we recall from previous i (whether und or not) can

also be experienced. To not experience is to be in some dreamless sleep, but we can also
be simply inattentive to the data of sense. At the level of experience we are at our most
embodied, at our most animalistic, and our attention may be drawn away from data by

other of our i such as i ional states and trends. But

being inattentive to data can be corrected when we seek to understand.

‘The level of understanding is constituted by three elements: question formation,
insight into phantasm, and answer formulation. The question effects the shift from
simply experiencing the data to asking the intelligent question, ‘What is it?* The insight
into phantasm is the discernment of an organisational principle, a pattern, within the
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otherwise random data. There is thus an answer to the “What is it?" question, which can
be made anticulate either as a formula or some form of statement. Failing to effect the
shift from experience to understanding. not asking what it 15 one is experiencing, is an act
of unintelligence, although we can also be stupid in our understanding. The phantasms
we construct can be either 100 sparse of data, in which case we fail to take relevant daa
into account, or too awash in data, in which case we take irrelevant data into account.
But being stupid can be corrected when we seek to judge.

The level of judgment is constituted by three elements: reflective question
formation, reflective insight, and judgment. The reflective question effects the shift from
an apparent answer to asking the reasonable question, ‘Is it the right answer?’ The
reflective insight seeks both the conditions that need to be fulfilled in order for the
answer 10 be true and whether those conditions are indeed fulfilled. The judgment is the
“yes” or ‘no’ answer to the reflective question. Failing to effect the shift from
understanding to judgment, not reflecting on our answers, is an act of unreasonableness,
although we can also be silly in our judging  We may be too quick to affirm the
fulfilment of conditions, or we may too reluctant to ever commit ourselves to an answer.

In Insight, judgments of value worked along the same structure as judgments of
fact. The same seven elements from data to judgment were in effect, but the question
“What is it” was replaced by *What good is it”" But after /nsight, the notion of a distinct

fourth level begins 10 appear: the level of decision.® There are several approaches to

© One must bear in mind that ‘levels"
cognitional structure, not absolutes. However, -v-hmdmdm-nm




understanding the emergence of this fourth level. One can equate the level of decision
with the judgments of value, and leave the level of judgment as synonymous with
judgments of fact. This results in moving the six elements that follow experience onto
the fourth level. This movement accounts for judgments of fact, in the main, coming

prior to judgments of value: one needs to know what something really is before making

Butitis i whether j of fact ily come prior to
judgments of value. It is undoubtedly true for the realms of theory and scholarship, but
the realms of interiority, art, transcendence, even the realm of common sense are as likely
10 approach data with questions of value foremost. The dynamism and fluidity of
operations and levels can be invoked to explain this disjunction, but it is an

that hinders effective communications.
But if one approaches the fourth level as one that sublates the levels prior, just as
judgment sublates ing and experience and ing sublates experi

the fourth level must be substantially different from the levels prior. The first element on
the fourth level would have as its content the last element of the third level, the judgment.
If the first element on the second level is a question concerning experience, and the first
element of the third level is a question concerning the formulated answer, the first
element of the fourth level is a question concerning judgment: ‘What does it imply to
have judged that way?" Being silly can be corrected when we seek to decide.

The fourth level is thus the level of affirmation of oneself as a judge. As it is an

i ial 1o take issue with how levels L i
operations, but they are given in an intelligent ordering: if one reflects on the purpose of systematics and its



affirmation of self, it is existential, and it is a decision. It is the level on which we orient
and orientate ourselves in relation to the reality we ourselves have affirmed. Itis
constituted by three elements: existential question, dialectic insight, and decision. The
existential question is that which seeks to affirm oneself as a judge (as a knower). The

dialectic insight is the grouping, ification, and sifting of until we are left

with only irreducible differences. The decision is the choice of one over the other.
Failing to effect the shift from judgment to decision is irresponsible, but we may also be
psychotic in our decisions. We may deny ourselves as a knower, and act nonetheless, or
we may deliberately choose evil over good, falsehood over truth.

With the existential choice on the level of decision, there comes the end of
dealing with the concrete embodiment of the past and begins the tum to the potential
embodiment of the future. We have been brought here along these lines and made these
decisions: where do we progress from here? There is now an inversion of the levels of

structure: as the future, one’s sense of the really real is
grounded in one’s existential stance, the understanding of one’s own future acts is
grounded in one’s sense of the really real, one’s actions are grounded in the
understanding of them.
There is a clarity that comes with proceeding in this fashion and it is the next
grounds for the division. There are two movements of leaming: one begins with objects
as they relate to us (priora quoad nos), and one begins with objects as they relate to each




other (priora quoad se).

In the first movement we begin with data, we develop hypotheses, we experiment.
hypotheses are found wanting, we develop new hypotheses, they work, and we stumble
along in this manner towards some form of coherence. It is the way of discovery (via
inventionis), and is exemplified by the work a student does in a lab. Trial and ervor,
multiple experiments, and a slow accumulation of insights lead to a gradual development.
It is the indirect path (oratione obliqua), sidelined so often with the error and confusion

In the second movement we begin with theories as articulated by an authority that
we trust, and we struggle to understand the impact of those theories. It is the way of
teaching (via doctrinae), and is best exemplified by the lecture and the textbook.
Because the lecturer and the book are to be trusted, the student leams what is taught
without the distraction that error brings. It is the straight line (oratione recta) which only
requires clarity of voice.

Without the way of teaching, traditions can not develop, for everyone (or every
generation) would have to prove for themselves that which others before them had
already proven. Without the way of discovery, a tradition would stagnate, for firstly
students would not know what it means to reach a conclusion and thus (possibly) fail 1o
see the genuine achievement that has gone before, and secondly the absence of new

situations and new i would fail to the genuine achie by

challenging it, expanding it, or moving to a higher viewpoint which encompasses both it
and the new findings.
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Therefore, as one reflects on the past and struggles to reproduce (so as to
understand the process) and add to (so as to progress) the achievements of the past, one
moves from data 1o a knowledge of relationality. As one plans one’s actions and future
achievements (so as to make the future as it ought to be), one moves from this knowledge
of relationality to results.

The four levels of i i i iplied by the two of

leaing account for the unity of the eightfold division of the functional specialities.

Research, i ion, history, and dialectic to the first of
leaming, from i through unds ing and judgment, to decisi
F ions, doctrines, ics, and icati to the second

‘movement of learning, from decision, through judgment and understanding, to
experience. The first four specialities are the phase of what is and what was. It studies
not only genuine achievements but mistakes, happenstance, and fortuitous reversals of
fortune. The second four specialities are the phase of what ought and what will be. It
studies how 10 avoid the mistakes of the past while retaining the achievements and
promoting a less circuitous progress for the future.

At the pivot between past and future is the engaged subject. In the choosing of
one over the other she forever changes the way she understands the world. Lonergan
called this process conversion. This term, like doctrines, is elemental in theology, but

certainly causes a problem when brought into a more general human science.” If,

7 Some i see, inter alia, Philip McShane,




however, conversion can be understood as a shift in position from a less to a more fruitful

intellectual, moral, or religious stance, the process may be given credence despite the

name. is a radical clarification of a naive notion: that

knowing is equivalent to seeing. Moral ion is the shift from sati: to

values. Religious conversion is falling in love in an unrestricted manner, a shift from
egoism to universal concern. All three both free the subject to new horizons and new
ways of knowing the world and free the subject from the limitations that naive realism,
satisfactions, and conditional love impose. Intellectual conversion is transcultural
because all human beings are capable of thought and as a species operate in the same
manner. Moral conversion is transcultural because all human beings live in time and in
commune with other human beings and their actions affect others. Religious conversion
is transcultural because being in love in an unrestricted manner is a feature common to all

world religions.

4. In Oratione Obliqua

‘This last point, that religious conversion is transcultural because being in love in
an unrestricted manner is a feature common to all world religions, is proven by Lonergan
not by an appeal to data but by an appeal to authorities: namely, Heiler’s “The History of
Religions as a Preparation for the Cooperation of Religions.” Heiler’s essay, as discussed
in the previous chapter, helps to provide Lonergan with the last link in the transcultural
applicability of his method. But having described his method, it is now possible to trace

the history of how it came to be. This is not so much the basic history of the events, but



the special history of the devel of Lonergan’s method.*

The two movements in learning are classic theological principles. In his doctoral
dissenation, Gratia (Jpemns,9 Lonergan wrote of the four reasons the will is said to be
free. The fourth of these, “because the will may or may not move itself to its free act.” is
the necessary and sufficient reason, for, among other reasons, it solves the ultimate
problem of the via inventionis, how the will does accept or not accept a given object, and
is thus the first proposition of the via doctrinae.'® In his introduction he had already
written of a ‘pincer’ process, a movement from particular to general and a movement
from general to particular, that is sufficient to yield conclusions in sciences simpler than
the history of speculative theology."" In the Verbum articles, Lonergan demonstrates how
Thomas’s brilliance in his via doctrinae can only be fully understood when one considers
how he takes into account the achievements of his predecessors working in via
inventionis.” Much of the Roman courses on theological method are reflections on the
differences and relationships between the two movements. The ordering of questions and
answers precedes a reflection on the notion of science in De Intellectu et Methodo, and
this discussion on how history is a science in the modern sense is the main thrust behind

De Systemate et Historia. The two parts of De Deo Trino are each written in one of the

'rmbu:uuwﬂmmmhemncms Boly, S.J., The Road io Lonergan's Method in
(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1991).

% Bemard Lonergan, : A Study of in the Writings of St
Thomas Aquinas™ (mdis\,mﬁul&!pﬂlnummny 1940) published as the second part of
Grace and Freedom: Operative Grace in the Thought of St Thomas Aquinas, Frederick E. Crowe and
Robert M. Doran, eds., Collected Works of Bemnard Lonergan | (Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

2000).
'° Bernard Lonergan, Grace and Freedom, 320-21.
"' Bernard Lonergan, Grace and Freedom, 158.
'2 Bernard Lonergan, Verbum, 213-22.
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two movements.

Insight ends with a di: ion of special

anditisan
analysis of the structure of history. Following nineteen chapters on understanding how
one comes to understand, the fundamental question of the importance of belief is raised.
But a fundamental methodological issue is whether each man should
confine his assents to what he knows in virtue of his personal experience,

his personal insights, and his personal grasp of the virtually unconditioned
or, on the other hand, there can and should be a ’collabomion inthe
and dissemination of

A book so concerned with the via inventionis can only briefly touch on the via
doctrinae, but it is necessary if the crede ut intelligas and fides quaerens intellectum of
classical theology is to be informed by the necessary intellige ut credas and intellectus
quaerens fidem of an empirical science.

Insight’s main discovery is the levels of cognitional structure, which is a retrieval
of Aquinas and Aristotle. Verbum is the explication of the three levels in Aquinas, and
Insight brings history and development into consideration. The problem of evil and the
possibility of exercising liberty adds a fourth level that sublates the three prior.
Conversion is the moment of the present that connects the past and the future.

The page that contains the first schematic sketching of the specialities™* begins

with the ‘operational structures’: the levels of intentional consciousness (deciding,

judging, ing, and i and the two of leaming (here called

‘as knowing’ and ‘as moral’). These two movements are further described as ‘Hearing’

' Bernard ight, 726.
" Page labelled A472, V77/1, from the archives of the Lonergan Research Institute, Regis College,
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and ‘Listening’ further down the page, when they form the two centre columns of a table,
the rows of which are formed by the levels of intentional consciousness. It would be silly
to recreate the ‘doodling” of February of 1965 in terms of how it was composed, but
having established this table, a process whereby the cells were filled by traditional
divisions of theology could begin. “I started off with four functional specialities and then
1 added on a fifth and a sixth. 1 had the eight, for the first time, in February of 1965."" It
was simply a matter of filling in the blanks. The first schema had a few variations from
what came afler, but the insight was there on the page. The seventh functional speciality,
systematics, is called ‘explanation” here: dialectic, the fourth functional speciality, is
‘conversion."

Locating conversion outside of the functional specialities created some problems
for Lonergan when it was presented. The chapter was published in Gregorianum in
1969, three years prior to the Method in Theology's publication in 1972. Karl Rahner's
principle objection was that he thought the method “to be so generic that it fits every
science, and hence is not the methodology of theology as such, but only a very general
methodology of science in general, illustrated with examples taken from theology.”" To

Toronto.

15 Pierre Lambert, Charlone Tansey and Cathleen Going, eds., Caring about Meaning: Patierns in the
Life of Bernard Lonergan (Montreal. TmMmIlmu.lm).” Fw.lﬁnlmdf.llﬂnm
Philip i “with Bernard L of 1966. He wasin

Tmmm.m«m |mmumm.mmmmgmm
ious year. What was it, | asked. ‘Weﬂ.nluy ‘he said,
mummathmam “you just double the structure.” That ‘easy’ jump
had come 1o him in February 1965, more than a decade after he had finished the book, /nsight.” Philip
McShane, A Brief History of Tongue: r_ugmucmwusmmm 1998), 98.
"KMI_"‘SII- w s—:lm-w in Philip McShane,
om the Gill and

‘Theology: Papers,
lhdﬁlh. 1971), 19496, 194.
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this, Lonergan responded:

Indeed, the eight specialities we have listed would be relevant to any
human studies that investigated its past to guide its future. Again, since
the sources to be subjected to research are not specified, they could be the
sacred texts and traditions of any religion. Finally, while there is a
theological principle assigned, still it is not placed in authoritative
pronouncements but in the religious conversion that tums men to
transcendent mystery; and while I believe such a tumn always to be God's
gift of grace, still it becomes specifically a Christian conversion when the
gift of the Spirit within us is intersubjective with the revelation of the
Father in Christ Jesus."”

Religious conversion, then, is a general principle, which generates categories
ccommon to all sciences that understand that there is an orientation towards a sense of the
transcendent. It sublates moral conversion (which is the shift from satisfactions to
values) and intellectual conversion (which is the end of understanding knowing as ‘taking

a good look’). It generates general theological ies when it is i operative,

and the fact that it is operative in the world’s religions provides a transcultural basis for

the ility of ication and dialogue across inations and faiths. It only
generates special theological categories when it comes to be understood as commensurate
with the narrative reality of a faith community. General and special categories will be
discussed further in Chapter 5.

‘What role does religious studies play? Lonergan defined theology as mediating
between a cultural matrix and the role and significance of a religion within that matrix '*

What separates theology from religious studies could be the ‘a’ in that definition. It

;'ww*wuuwm"hmsm Foundations of Theology, 223-34. at
'* Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, xi.



differs from theology in that its categories are not derived from revelation, but it also
differs from other human sciences that have religious activity as a possible content
(sociology, anthropology, etc.) in that it places the orientation to transcendence as the
foundational clement. The next chapter will follow a twofold movement: in the
foreground will be Lonergan's understanding of the relationship between religious
studies and theology, while the background will be the ongoing development of
generalised empirical method and its applications for a broader human science.
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Chapter Three: Lonergan and Religious Studies

In a nascent manner following his return from Rome in 1965, and in a more explicit way
following the publication of Method in Theology in 1972, Lonergan was frequently asked
10 talk about the relationship between religious studies and theology, on religious studies
in general, and on the general applicability of his i pirical method. As
mentioned in chapter one, the phenomenon of religious studies was a bit of a novelty to

Lonergan, and it was a new audience for him. This chapter progresses in two phases:
first will be a review of the papers of 1968 which led to Lonergan’s revaluation of
religious studies, then will come Method in Theology and the papers following
concerning the relationship between religious studies and theology.

1. The Revaluation of 1968

1968 seems to have been a watershed year for Lonergan and what he understood
as the relationship between religious studies and theology. In January, Wilfred Cantwell
Smith presented at the University of Toronto a paper entitled “Faith and Belief, As Seen
by a Comparative Religionist,” and it appears that Lonergan was in attendance.’ In

! For his own paper entitled “Faith and Beliefs,” at the AR in Baltimore, October 1969, Lonergan was
mm.mmmmwsmGMmmdmmum-m)
He refers to this lecture again in 1970's “Religious Commitment,” in Joseph Papin, ed. The Pilgrim People:
A Vision with Hope, thmUmmSmmlethmmhﬂs 1970), and in 1972's

Functional

Philasophy of God. and Theology: The lasophy of

Specially, inster Press, 1973). s lecture again in 1976's
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Collection, 202-23, a2 216). tis only Lonergan's language that makes me claim that he was in sttendance:
oy e s was

there For




45

February, he spoke at the University of St. Michael's College on “The Absence of God in
Modemn Culture,” while March saw “Belief: Today’s Issue.” at the Pax Roman
Symposium on Faith, in Pittsburgh. Just prior to a July institute at Boston College called
“Transcendental Philosophy and the Study of Religion,” in June he delivered a paper on
the “Natural Knowledge of God,” at the Catholic Theological Society of America
convention in Washington, D.C. He ended the year with “Theology and Man’s Future™
at St. Louis University in October, and “The Future of Christianity,” at Holy Cross
College in Worcester, MA, in December.”

In “The Absence of God in Modem Culture,” Lonergan delivers a grave (and
somewhat depressing) critique of the state of modern affairs. He contrasts the (North)
American term ‘behavioural sciences’ with the German *Geistewissenschafien:’ the
former emphasises the analogy with natural sciences, while the latter stresses the
difference, that over and above observable and quantifiable data there are data to which
one attaches some common-sense meaning. By omitting this form of data, any talk of
meaning and value is absented from discussion. There is thus a radical dilemma in
modern culture: “Is science o be conceived and worked out in total independence of
philosophy or is it not?™ If it is, it is empty, because it does not speak of value, which
‘makes humans human: if it is not, which philosophy? Thus “the modern notion of

Smnhuldlanﬂw\uWuherCum *Faith’ and ‘cumulative tradition’ in functional specialization: A
luﬁymlhmﬂhﬁhﬂof l wmmwua-u"mn(lm) 21I-46
's“The
F-mnof'!hnn. mmmmmdumnmmwmaw
Collection, 63-86, 43-53, it

y
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science tends 1o replace theology. which treats of God and all other things in their relation
to God, with religious studies, which treat of man in his supposed dealings with God or
gods or goddesses.™ But Lonergan is not calling for a reversal of the process, for
religious studies to be replaced in tum by theology: rather, theology must renew its
methods and assumptions which have been stripped by the empirical inquiry of religious
studies. “In brief, religious studies have stripped the old theology of its very sources in
Scripture, in patristic writings, in medieval and subsequent religious writers. They have
done so by subjecting the sources to a fuller and more penetrating scrutiny than had been
attempted by earlier methods.™

“Belief: Today’s Issue™ continues on the theme of the difference between

classical and modem culture. Any sphere of human activity, in a modem culture, has a

science that reflects on it. Thus, has ics, law has juri the
arts have criticism. There is a superstructure besides the meaning and value immediately
intuited in human activity and, although the superstructure and the sphere of human
activity are inherently linked, they are separate. A faulty economics, therefore, does not
imply that commerce can not function, and a flawed criticism does not mean that the ants
are devoid of content. The superstructure relating to religious activity, in this paper, is
for Lonergan still theology and not religious studies. A crisis for Catholics (and indeed,
all people of faith) was occurring when the superstructure of the day was not able to

effectively contend with the questions being asked by those engaged not only in their

* Ibid., 106,
* Ibid., 107.
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religious activities but in their day-to-day activities which were in a state of flux as
modem science overturns the classicist notions of eternal truths. Hence the need for the
superstructure to accommodate the idea of change and development, and hence the call
for a new method for theology.

“Natural Knowledge of God™ is predicated on the premise that there is such a
thing as a natural theology, and that the self-transcendence of the person is effected by a
total and utter being-in-love. This is a technical restatement of much of chapter 19 of
Insight, “General Transcendent Knowledge,” but at the same time, it is moving towards
the universality of being-in-love in an unrestricted manner that much of chapter 4 of
Method in Theology, “Religion,” pivots on. Lonergan’s own interpretation of the article is
that it suggests that chapter 19 can be removed from /nsight and put inside of theology.
This observation comes with the benefit of hindsight and the added note: “chapter 19 is
prior to my concern with the existentialists and so on.™

Following that summer’s institute on “Transcendental Philosophy and the Study
of Religion,™ “Theology and Man’s Future,” the paper from October of 1968, is where
Lonergan first speaks of religious studies and its positive influence on theology, listing it

alongside history, method, and ications."" He identifies various
aspects of religious studies (the of religion, the psychology of religion,
¢ Ibid., 109.

'ww-uﬁm.y-m A Second Collection, 87-99.
* Bemard Lonergan, “Natural Knowledge of God,” S«wanll«um.lHlJ
? Bernard Looergan, “An Interview with Bernard Lonergan, S.J.
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the sociology of religion. the history of religions, the philosophy of religion) not, I
believe, as necessary categories or specialities within religious studies but more as terms
synonymous with ‘religious studies’ broadly understood. It is not a conspicuous
influence, but important because of “very significant and contemporary trends:”'?
Vatican Il and the Church’s concern with ecumenism, with non-Christian religions, and
with the atheist negation of religion; the relations between theology and all human
sciences; and the theological doctrine that God grants all men sufficient grace for their
salvation. Of this last trend, for his Jesuit audience religious studies become “studies of
the manifold ways God’s grace comes to men and operates as the seed that falls on rocks
or amidst thorns or by the wayside or on good ground to bring forth fruit thirty or sixty or
a hundred fold.™" The middle trend is methodological and practical: much of the task of
relating the role of religion both within a cultural matrix and as an empirical science has
been already attempted by religious studies and its pan-disciplinary approach (as
phenomenology and psychology and sociology of religion): “[One] will find models
exhibiting what can be done and accounts of what has been tried and found
unsatisfactory.”"*

The first trend, the influence of Vatican II and what that entails, requires a broader
perspective for the theologian. There is a reflecting on her own religion not in isolation

but in conjunction with others, and an attending to not only differences but also

“To meet such requii theology will be led into the field of religious

n

“Theology and Man's Future.” 138-39. See chapter one, above, 17-19.
2 Ibid, 138.
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studies and, indeed, while retaining its identity, to conceive itself as a particular type of
religious studies. ™

This last ion sounds rather i given the audience and the
speaker, that theology falls or should fall under the general umbrella of religious studies,
and not the other way around. But taken with the methodological and practical trend and,
more importantly, the doctrine of sufficient grace, theology can only be understood in
this way. Theology, in turn, when articulated intelligently, can provide a method for
dealing competently, respectively, and honestly with conflicts of value. Questions of
value are integral to any notion of a human science that doesn’t reduce itself to what can
be reproduced in the lab.

December’s “The Future of Christianity,” begins with Heiler’s seven features
common to the world’s religions and locates the Christian notion of grace within them.
The thrust of the article is towards retaining and locating what is distinct about the
Christian (and the Catholic) within an ecumenical perspective, and the trend towards
“religionless Christianity.” The conflict of classicist and modem culture is again raised,
further complicated by the double ic of the distit of d

content and the tension between the ideal form of a community and the only ever partial
realisation of that form. But there is hope, and it comes from religious studies.
[There] exist positivist or other reductionist studies of religion, and these

ena:nder a notion of religion that a Christian or, indeed, any religious
person is not going to accept. If by religion is meant some psychological,

 1bid., 139.
4 1bid., 139.
" Ibid., 139.
' Bernard Lonergan, “The Future of Christianity.” A Second Collection, 149-63.
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And, of course, vice versa. The interest in ecumenism is not a threat to Christianity but

appeals to its most fundamental aspect: the gratuitous gift of love to all peoples.

2. Religious Studies and Theology - Dialogue and Dislectic

Thus in 1968 there is a tum from a pessimistic understanding of religious studies
10 one which can sublate theology itself. This tum can be accounted for almost
exclusively through Lonergan’s encounter with the Eliade and Kitagawa anthology
(which includes an essay by Cantwell Smith, although never cited by Lonergan), and
specifically with Heiler’s essay. There has been substantial criticism of Lonergan’s use
of Heiler from George Lindbeck in his The Narure of Doctrine: Religion and Theology in
a Postliberal Age."® His argument is that, by emphasising the shared features and the
common core, the distinctive features of religious expression are difficult if not
impossible to ground critically. Philip Boo Riley has argued that this isa
misinterpretation of Lonergan’s use of Heiler, but that it “does suggest that Lonergan’s
use of Heiler may have been ill-advised in so far as he intended the chapter on religion in
Method to lay out a generalised theory of religion. For Heiler represents a stage in the

" Ibid., 158.
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development of religious studies that has not sufficiently differentiated - among other

issues — ical and i to religion.™
The distinction between dialectic and dialogue gradually becomes apparent in the

writings of this time. Dialectic is the ional speciality d with di

whether genetic or complementary or truly oppositional. It implies choice and how one
stands in relation to the priora quoad se. It is, however, not one choice but many.
Furthermore, the choosing is not limited to one truly oppositional difference over
another: one also chooses from the genetic and from the complementary differences. The
choices one makes are not arbitrary: they are deliberate and appropriate to the horizon in
which one is operating and in which one chooses to operate. Although choices intend
continued progress and the offset of decline, the person operating in a less advanced stage
of development would not choose to leap to a higher stage of development.

Operating behind functional specialities and, indeed, behind Lonergan’s entire
concept of what purpose the superstructure of a mediating science is to serve to the

sphere of human activity it mediates are two key concepts: the shift from a classical

10 an histori inded i and, for lack of a better term, the
philosopher king. The shift from a classical consciousness is well-trodden ground: there
is the possibility of continued progress in the ongoing process that constitutes the
sciences. Differences in time and place are differences in stages of development: when

one begins not with concepts but with data, differences in environment are going to give,

" ia: Westminster Press, 1984).

1 (Philadeiphia:
Philip Boo Riley, “Religious Studies Methodology: Bemard Lonergan’s Contribution,” Method:
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if not different answers, then different expressions of those answers and different paths in
the development of those answers. Much of the first phase of the functional specialities,
then, is the encounter with different modes of expression. The page from February of
1965 gives a ‘mediating object’ for each speciality in the first phase: for research, the
mediating object is the given; for interpretation, meaning: for history, truth; for
conversion (dialectic), encounter.™ Differences in time and place are thus important
differences and not something that can be relegated to a category of accidens as they
would in classical consciousness.

The underlying "philosopher king” concept is perhaps 100 strong  term for
anyone past the arrogance of the masters student, but it comes from that time in
Lonergan’s own development. An essay from 1933-34, “Essay on Fundamental
Sociology,” written when Lonergan would have first been in Rome, takes as its epigraph
the precise quote from Plato’s Republic on the necessity of the philosopher king.”' What
has survived from this essay is a chapter called “Philosophy of History,"* which roughly
corresponds with books VIII and IX of the Republic, the books that deal with decline of
society.” In Lonergan’s work there is always a sense of responsibility to the culture.

u-—s-aumlmLm-n =243,
"h.sM'n.

“mmmmrwmmawo{wmu Essay on
Fundamental ™ are given in Michael Shute’s The Origins of Lonergan's Notion of the Dialectic of
History: A Srudy of Lonergan’s Early Writings on History (Lanham, MD: University Press of America,
Iﬂ)).'l‘-'ls

2 If one were 10 take this parallel seriously, centain peculiarities in “Philosophy of History™ could be
addressed. mmﬁmnmﬂm("&lléd’ﬁm-ﬁum”—
130) has echoes in the timocratic, oligarchic, VIL Although
are by 0o means strict parallels, there is a dissertation in comparing “Essay in Fundamental Sociology™
‘with the Republic and, through a forensic interpretation, recreating what pages 1-89 might have constituted.




The role of the theologian or the human scientist is not merely to report on what has gone
forth but to develop ways of maintaining progress and offsetting decline in future human
activity. “To operate on the level of our day is to apply the best available knowledge and
the most efficient techniques to coordinated group action.”** The culture to which the
human scientist is responsible is her own: where the functional speciality of policies is
concerned with attitudes and ends, systematics is concerned with specific plans to make
those ends attainable within a specific culture. Thus it is not inauthentic to take as
foundational stances choices which are of a lower stage of development: the dialectician
is, as it were, making decisions for the culture, and the culture might not be ready for the
radical changes that such choices might promote. Differences in foundational stances are
inevitable in historically-minded consciousness, and such differences that can not be
sorted out in dialectic and foundations can be discussed in dialogue, which properly
belongs to the eighth functional speciality, communications. Much of the second phase
of the functional specialities, then, is a movement towards the communication that comes

in dialogue. Dialogue is the icati of i ive activity between

two or more distinguishable realms of human activity within a cultural matrix, however
broadly that matrix is to be understood. The retum to the concrete particularities of one’s
own culture is the return from the priora quoad se which is encountered in dialectic to the
priora quoad nos.

Such was how Lonergan was envisaging religious studies: not as a forum for

dialogue per se, but rather as the science of the various pattems of religious experience,

 Bernard Losergan, Method in Theology, 367.



preparing general categonies and thematising differences in order to more readily
facilitate dialogue. The title of Heiler's article, “The History of Religions asa
Preparation for the Co-Operation of Religions,” became his working definition for the
field of religious studies.

1969's “Faith and Beliefs,"> and 1970’ “Religious Commitment, * both begin
with an almost verbatim abstract from Wilfred Cantwell Smith’s January 1968 lecture at
the University of Toronto, “Faith and Beliefs, as Seen by a Comparative Religionist.™”
“[Much] fruitful energy has been devoted to exploring the religious traditions and
reconstructing the history of the overt data of mankind’s religious living. Both in detail
and in wide compass the observable forms have been observed further and the
observations recorded ™ But a further, more important, more difficult (and, in Smith’s
words but not Lonergan’s, “most exciting”) question is what makes religion come alive.

To live religiously is not merely to live in the presence of certain symbols

but, he urged, it is to be involved with them or through them in a quite

special way —a way that may lead far beyond the symbols, that may

demand the totality of a person’s response, and may affect his relation not
only to the symbols but to everything else; to himself, to his neighbor, and

”nquuu-p.-rnhusu; -mpm-m—qummmof

Religion, Crowe,
l.a-p'm”m-nlmw Mnm&-m The latter
uu.mafumnmu-—-dmmu-m 1am working from the
w-u.unuymmu-mmm presume that, given the
pagination of mmush-vmueemphu,-dlhuumxnmmm in Crowe.
See his “Lonergan’s Universalist View of Religion,” Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies 12 (1994), 147-
Ehllillu

See above, n.
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the University of Toronto, January 1968 (Harvard Divinity School Faculty Writngs File, bMS 13001,
Andover-Harvard , Harvard Divinity School), 1-40.

 Bernard Lonergan, “Faith and Beliefs.” 1.
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to the stars.™

This special involvement was what Smith referred to as *faith,” and it is
distinguishable from the imperatives, rituals, traditions, and beliefs that inspire faith or
are inspired by faith. “So conceived, I think, faith would not be the prerogative of some
panticular church or religion. It would not be merely ecumenical but universalist™ An
understanding of any and every religion would find this conception of faith relevant in
the highest order. “[Unless] one understands what personal involvement in religion is.
one can hardly be expected to think or speak very intelligently of religiously committed
persons.”™ The imperative for such an ing comes from the second

Vatican council. “Unhesitatingly [Catholics] grant that God gives each man sufficient
grace for salvation. But what this grace is and how it is related to the phenomena set
fmmdnmmynfrﬂig‘mm[sklminmw."" In a manner very
similar to “The Future of Christianity,” and chapter four of Method, Lonergan again uses

Heiler and 10 a definition of uni ist faith as “the ion of values that
results from God's gift of his Love.” It is a constant, just as the gift is constant. “It does
not presuppose any specific set of historical conditions. It can be bestowed on the
members of any culture at any stage in its development. The values that are transvalued
may vary, but the process of transvaluation has its constant ground in God's gift of his
Jove?

Distinguishing faith and religious belief is different from how a classicist would

> rbid, 1.
*Ibid, 1.



understand it. In Method in Theology, Lonergan defines faith as “knowledge born of
religious love.™" Belief remains the common fund of human knowledge from which
habitual insights are drawn.* but religious belief, although it operates in the same way,
now rests on the basis of faith. Just as there is a community of persons who, through time
and effort, through collaboration and through outside contact, share a common store of
knowledge and insights from which the individual draws for most of the knowledge
required for her day-to-day activity and to which she may contribute one or two new
insights, there are communities of persons who have similarly (and over time) undergone
the same transvaluation of values. “Among the values that faith discemns is the value of
believing the word of religion, of accepting the judgments of fact and the judgments of
value that the religion proposes.™ The distinction is novel: “We have done so asa
consequence of our view that there is a realm in which love precedes knowledge. Also
we have done so because this manner of speech facilitates ecumenical discourse.™ Faith
is thus understood as a general category, from which categories like imperatives, rituals,
traditions, and beliefs may be derived, but it does not demand adherence to a particular
tradition. This ‘a’ is the same article that qualifies Lonergan’s definition of theology, that
which “mediates between a cultural matrix and the significance and role of a religion in

that matrix ™" A general theory of religion, then, requires the distinction between faith

> Ibid, 1.

2 Ibid., 8.

B Lonergan, Method in Theology, 115.
> Ibid,, 41-47. See also Insight, 725-740.

* Ibid, 118.

*Ibid., 123.



and religious beliefs, and theology must comply with a general theory of religion.
In chapter six of Method, “Research,” Lonergan hints at a scale of studies.
Let us begin by distinguishing human studies, religious studies, Christian
studies, Roman Catholic studies. All four are concemed with man. Each
of the four differs from the others inasmuch as it recognizes a broader or
narrower field of data as relevant to its research. Now the areas proper to
’human studies and to religious studies need not occupy us here. (In the
final chapter on Communications something will be said on the relation of
theology to religious studies and to human studies.)™
But sadly, the final chapter speaks of the general applicability of generalised empirical
method and the need for ecumenism and dialogue, but nothing specifically about
religious studies. 1970's “The Example of Gibson Winter,”® however, briefly sketches

out this scale in a different manner. F inding from Max Weber's distinction between

social science, which is empirical, and social policy, which proceeds from decisions and
which can be motivated by genuine values, Winter inserts between them social ethics.*
They are the value judgments from which social science abstains but by which policy
should be guided. Next, he identifies four styles in social sciences (the physical, the

the ist, and the i i and reflection on the divergent styles
invites reflection on the ility of social science, which itutes the

turn towards a phi of social sci social philosophy. It would be possible,

from a dialectics of the various styles, to build a ional fi of

terms and relations, and to how the ions and of the various

styles involve a reinterpretation of the fundamental terms and relations. Ultimately, one

»bid 150, and . 1.
* Bernard Lonergan, “The Example of Gibson Winter,” A Second Collection, 189-92.
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reaches the conclusion that the different styles are appropriate in different areas of
investigation and may be used intelligently if the weaknesses revealed are kept in mind.
Lastly, the ethical content is not alien to a society but already existent and operative
within it.

Itis in the light of its own effective morality that the responsible society

has to screen the policies, posm\e and negative, that come to light through

the lmpmms of social science. Specifically, just as the assumptions

and procedures of the various styles can conflict with an acceptable social

philosophy, somﬂnyunmﬂmwnhl&mal intentions of a

responsible society.

Analogous to the relationship between social science and social policy, then, is
the relationship between empirical religious studies and the policies of religious groups.
Likewise, between empirical religious studies and the policies of religious groups can be
inserted a philosophy of religion and the responsible religious group's effective religious
morality. The philosophy of religion would be a philosophy of the transvaluation of
values, or faith, and the responsible religious group’s effective religious morality would
be its theology.

This philosophy of religion is what Lonergan understands as Smith’s deeper,
more difficult, most exciting question. But it had as of yet not come to any fruition. In
“An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.,” he was asked about the current state of
religious studies. “Well, de facto, religious studies are: research, interpretation, history,
‘with a bit of dialectic with the other people who are in the field; but not dialectic worked

“ Gibson Winter, Elements for a Social Ethic: The Role of Social Science in Pablic Policy (New York:
“ Ibid. |9l;ml
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out in any very systematic fashion. *So and so has wntten this book and I think he’s a

little wrong on that."?

In a series of lectures given at Gonzaga University in the fall of 1972 on the

between the phil v of God and Lonergan was asked how

religious conversion could serve as a starting point for a philosophy of God and

if ion is (in that it has no insight). The key point, he
replied, was that it establishes a new horizon where questions about God are significant.
Furthermore, this key point can be had in all sorts of different contexts, and different
religious experiences are terrifically varied, so what is common to all of them?

1 came across this question in the following manner. Wilfred Smith, about
1969, read a paper at the University of Toronto, saying that the historians
of religion have done a terrific job of collecting and observing all
observable data connected with religion, but there remains a question:
Why is it? What is religious commitment? What is it that makes religion
change, transform people’s lives? And be thinks that it is a question
smdnsnl‘rehponhvehsalﬂu Tha'eywhvemauwhoh
student of religion what is this fund:

religious commitment.

And from there comes my method, the transcendental method: it’s
intentionality analysis at its root; you're starting from the subject and his
operation. You can get a theological method if you have something in the
subject that will make that method into a theological
method. Add-slmmhmwrdlmwnm
finest: God’s gift of his love.

A philosophy of God, or a philosophy of religion, works in mutual self-mediation
witha ics: the phil grounds the ics by ing basic terms and
relations; the ics informs the by articulating one tradition’s

"a-ﬂ-.-.'uw-nn-—uu——.s: a7,
© Bernard Lonergan, Philasophy of God, and Theolagy, 17.



understanding of its own religious experience in the manner of those basic terms and
relations.**

[n 1976 Lonergan gave another three-lecture series, this time on religious studies
and theology explicitly, and he once again introduced the notion of the two as “at once
distinct and complementary.™ Theologies are as diverse as the traditions they express
and represent, but religious studies envisage all religions and prefer to describe and
understand religions, not arbitrate between them.

Insofar as religious studies have been shifting from detached description to

understanding and even empathy, insofar as Friedrich Heiler has ventured

1o view the history of religions as a preparation for the cooperation of
religions, insofar as such cooperation has begun to be realized in

ecumenical dialogue, in the clustering of diverse theological schools, in

Christian ascetics frequenting Zen monasteries, in that measure there have

emerged the signs of the times that invite a methodologist to explore the

oundmonsfmmmgd-sclphmry approach o religious studies and

theology.”

With humans being symbolic animals, religious studies is the department within
human studies that studies the human symbols that commonly purport to refer to what is
beyond humanity. It is the purporting that distinguishes religious studies from theology,
for religious studies confines its attention to what is within the world, to the things
experienced by human living, and to human experiencing itself. But the purporting, if it
is not to be without content, forces one 1o look to what it means, again in Smith’s words,

“1id, 17-18.

©1bid, $9.

- Lonergan, “Lectures on Religious Studies and Theology,” A Third Collection, 113-165, &t
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to be involved with these symbols. Thus the question of human authenticity is integral to

both Smith’s question of religious i and 1o the il of those symbols

by the religiously committed person. Although he leaves the question of fact for
religious knowledge (whether religious people know anything that non-religious people
do not know) to departments of religious studies and/or theology, the question of
philosophic possibility (what could be meant by affirming the validity or objectivity of
religious knowledge) is addressed.*® If one conceives objective truth as simply a naive
realism, that what can be known is that which can be seen, then the inner conviction of
the truth of faith (which is, it can be argued, merely subjective) and objective truth are at
opposite poles. However, if one conceives of objective truth as authentic subjectivity,
whereupon one has correctly one’s own i including the

of religious commitment, of a world mediated by meaning, then “inner conviction is the
that the norms of i

have been satisfied. And satisfying those norms is the highroad 1o the objectivity to be
attained in the world mediated by meaning and motivated by values.™

The declaration is made that theology today denotes “not some well-defined form
of thought but rather an aggregate of quite different and often quite nebulous forms. In
contrast, religious studies seem to present a more determinate and uniform front,”

although “one may feel there exist stirrings and strivings that may be all the more

< Ibid., 129.
® Ibid., 144.
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significant because they are mainly poccmul,“'"’ Were one 1o contrast one type of
theology with one direction in religious studies, one would be contrasting statics, but
when left to their full generality, one looks at dynamics. When one looks at dynamics,
one is looking at a science in its modem sense, in terms of method and field, and methods
are not fixed but keep developing as the exigences of advance may demand.

A modern method, which tumns to the authentic subject, is ultimately existential,
in that it asks the question, “What are you to do about it As such, a modermn method has
a praxis element in addition to the empirical element. This is contrasted with a classical
mindset (common even to idealists like Kant and Hegel) that sought to embrace all
human history within speculative reason. This praxis is particularly manifest in religion,
where the world is mediated by ultimate meaning and motivated by ultimate value, but
these ultimate meanings and values i A

theology endeavours to discern the meaning and value behind its own religion, while
religious studies envisage the totality of religions through time and throughout the world.
A lived religion is already a living praxis, but theology seeks to scrutinise, make explicit
and thematic, that praxis. Religious studies, on the other hand, although it presupposes
the phenomenon of religious praxis at its most general, begins as an empirical science.
What, then, is its praxis element? For Lonergan, it is once more Heiler's co-operation of
religions.

One last paper remains to be discussed, 1978’s “Philosophy and the Religious

* Ibid, 146.
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; i i Yy was with ultimate, naturally known

truths about the universe, but contemporary philosophy is under the constraint of an

empincal principle. Thus philosophy is guided by method. which begins with data. As

vy is i 1l so phil of religion is a foundational
methodology of religious studies, and a foundational methodology of religious studies

will be able to pronounce on the viability or validity of this or that method of religious

studies. Religious studies however, are not from the method but

applications of it. Philosophy as i can only remotely

and generically on the validity or viability of the results of religious studies, as the
application of the method is the responsibility not of the methodologist but of the student
of religion. A foundational methodology for religion can also ask and answer questions
of value, which again are both existential and practical. It can undergo a dialectic where
it differentiates and chooses one difference over another and makes thematic those
differences. A heuristic structure for religious studies, then, would firstly have this
dialectic, akin to Ricoeur’s hermeneutic of suspicion and hermeneutic of recovery, which
would expand the authentic and reverse the unauthentic, and would secondly order the
differences in accordance to the contexts in which they are found, and the differentiations
of consciousness present in that context.

Such were Lonergan’s comments on religious studies and its relation to theology.

*! Bernard Lonergan, “Philosophy and the Religious Phenomenon,” Method: Journal of Lonergan
‘Studies 12 (1994), 125-46. This paper was discovered after his death, and is believed 10 have been a draft
for a conference on “Contemporary Religious Consciousness,™ nc-mumm October
Of 1978, See Frederick E. Crowe, “Lonergan’s ‘Philosophy and the Religious Phenomenon:* Editor’s
Preface,” Method: Journal of Lomergan Studies 12 (1994), 121-24.



That a generalised empincal method could be applicable to any science and that the
method also allowed for the making of value judgments, which effected a praxis in
addition to the merely empirical element, was an absolute. A few other writings of :he

post-Method era are y for their on ised empirical method.

notably “Prolegomena to the Study of the Emerging Religious Consciousness of Our
Time,”* and “A Post-Hegelian Philosophy of Religion.” Furthermore, others working
in the Lonergan tradition have done work on ecumenism as a theological concem,"
religious studies and method,** and generalised empirical method outside of the
traditional Lonergan spheres of influence.* But enough has been said to round off this
section, and to turn to whether the conclusions that Lonergan has drawn have practical
applicability to the actual study of religions.

2
Collection, $5-73.
Bernard Lonergan, “A Post-Hegelian Philosophy of Religion.” A Third Collection, 202-23,
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Chapter Four: Analysis - The Study of Religion in Canada

This chapter is an effort to take what Lonergan has said about both functional
specialisation and religious studies and to see whether religious studies as it is currently
practised in Canada coincides with Lonergan’s treatment. The background is the
eightfold division of the process from data to results, and the foreground is religious
studies as an empirical science that has the possibility of having a praxis element of
dialogue between religions. The data to be investigated are culled from the Canadian
Corporation for Studies in Religion’s The Study of Religion in Canada series.

For the most part, I will be limiting my review of the series to the composition of
programs and departments of religious studies at the undergraduate level. I will not be
discussing religious studies at theological colleges or bible colleges save for when
courses taught at these institutions are available for transfer credit to a university
undergraduate program.

It may be i ing to subject unds duate curricula to the scrutiny

of functional specialisation. However, if one understands the undergraduate degree in
religion as a transition of the student from a point of virtual illiteracy in any religious
tradition to a point of preparedness for further study, then the subject under review
becomes not so much the undergraduate programs in religion in Canada but how the
reviewers understand and judge the adequacy or inadequacy of programs as a preparation
for further academic study. This preparedness, for Lonergan, would include some
understanding of the value of a religious studies equivalent to dialectics and foundations.



The personal research interests of faculty, therefore, will not be as important to this
chapter as their broader areas of competency, nor will the role of publications and leamed

societies.

1. The Aims of The Study of Religion in Canada

In 1979, in a five-year plan proposed by the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council (SSHRC), it was observed that “the existing Canadian learned societies
seem inactive in reviewing and communicating the state of research in their disciplines.™
In response, the Canadian Society for the Study of Religion (CSSR) and the Canadian
Corporation for Studies in Religion (CCSR) decided to sponsor a state-of-the-art review
of religious studies in Canada, proceeding on a region by region basis. Spring of 2001
should see the publication of the sixth and last in the series, Religious Studies in Atlantic
Canada.? Under the general editorship of Harold Coward, the aim of the series was “to
present a descriptive and analytical study of courses, programs, and research currently
being undertaken in the field of religious studies.™ The analytical aspect was concemed
with “trends and directions of programs, both projected and actual, the relationship of

' A Propased Five Year Plan for the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada

(Oluwl the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada, June 1979), 31.

pr. PmlBawM,mdﬂuM(melehu)hMlyumunm:opyoﬁhx
yet unpublished volume, which was at the writing. Other
vommamvhesmu(-ﬂvlnubo,ON ‘Wilfred Laurier University Press) are (1) Ronald W. Neufeldt,
Religious Studies in Alberta: A State-of-the-Art Review, 1983; (2) Louis Rousseau and Michel Despland,
Lamﬂrthgmm.vmwb«dtpiulﬂl 1988; (3) Harold Remus, William Closson James, and
Daniel Fraikin, Religious Studies in Ontario: A State-of-the-Art Review, 1992, (4) John M. Badertscher,
Gordon Harland, and Roland E. Miller, Religious Studies in Manitoba and Saskaichewan: A
Art Review, 1993; and (5) Brian J. Fraser, The Srudy of Religion in British Columbia: A
Review, 1995. Mmmmmﬁllhwwbwwmwwmmfme-ﬂl
be SRC'S.




67

programs and courses to the training and research of faculty, the appeal of courses and
programs, and the relevance of such courses to larger issues in society.™

Without exception, each of the volumes covers both religious studies and
theology, making sure to keep them distinct in their analyses. There was originally some
objection to the inclusion of theological colleges and Bible colleges, but several reasons
warranted their inclusion. First, they are regarded as post-secondary institutions.

Second, there are courses from ical colleges ised by universities as either

religious studies courses or, at least, arts courses (especially when theological colleges
are affiliated with the university). Third, students from Bible colleges are sometimes
given block credit for their courses or are exempted from introductory courses in
religious studies. Fourth, it was understood that a confessional stance does not
automatically imply lack of academic integrity.® The emphasis of the series, however, is
on religious studies, and much effort is spent on differentiating it from theology.

The reasons for embarking on the series, in addition to the SSHRC
recommendation, are threefold. Firstly, there is the practical reason of being able to
provide ample information outside of that available in university catalogues for use by
counsellors and educators. Secondly, there is the historical reason: there had been no
thorough study of religious studies up to that point. Thirdly, there is the methodological
reason of trying to identify precisely what is meant by the term ‘religious studies.’

“The issue of definition arises from the fact that religious studies is

3 SRC 1, i
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properlv a field of study rather than a smgle discipline. However. there is
from other "disciplines’ in the universities for a clear-cut
del’nmmol'rehmwssmd:esmmh n terms of a field of study. but
also in terms of a narrowly defined discipline with a particular
The question of legitimacy 1s a result of the burden of
lhepn,ﬂdns.dnmnmoflhschohﬂysndyofrdnpmmmdz
apologetic interests of religious institutions.™
Ultimately, much of a state-of-the-art review will cease 1o be state-of-the-art in
the intervening nineteen years: however, if one can discover general trends and discem
whether the recommendations of reviewers in earlier volumes have in the interim been
echoed in changes in the study of religion in the regions covered by later volumes, the
series may be looked on as a more or less cohesive whole. Although there is a sufficient
uniformity of intent to approach each volume in a like manner, there are variations from
volume to volume depending on the editorial decisions of the reviewers and the scope of
the data under review.

2. Religious Studies in Alberta (1982)

Ronald W. Neufeldt’s premise, quoted above, that religious studies is a field of
study and not a single discipline, is the principle point of contention of religious studies
methodology. If religious studies is only a field of study, then religious studies can only
be defined by the data it investigates, but the data it investigates can only be limited by
some form of common assumption of what is relevant and what is not relevant. The
problem with this is that it assumes a fixed system. Contrasting this, Neufeldt has taken
as a basic assumption that it should indeed be the case that “religious studies [includes]



first-order descriptive studies as well as second-order analyucal studies " Tothe
criticism that religious studies is properly understood as second-order analytical studies
only, he says it is impractical (in that one must make the assumption that students
entering religious studies are virtually illiterate concerning any given religious tradition,
including their own), and that it leads to bankruptcy (in that a student may learn much
about analyses of religious ritual, belief, behaviour, and so forth, but know little about
any religious tradition, much like the linguistics student can have little knowledge of any

given language). Thus Neufeldt maintains that there must be a grasping of the data prior

to ing on the P of isations, theories, and il i The
data to be grasped, moreover, are “the details of the history of particular traditions as well
as the details of the various phenomena that make up a given religious tradition.”
When establishing categories to analyse teaching programs, Neufeldt found they
are “somewhat arbitrary.”™ He decided 1o use traditional categories widely in use, which
would cover major religious traditions and traditions of scholarship: thus, Christianity,
Judaism, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, Confucianism, Taoism, Shinto, and Folk Religions

are combined with C ive Religi 1

and Others. To
comparative/phenomenological studies when one confronts the variety of approaches that
can be taken to deal with traditions. Lastly, to cover the study of religions in cognate

’IM xii.

'M 1. Itis unclear whether Neufeldt is using ‘category’ in the same sense as Lonergan uses the
word, but is seems unlikely. For Lonergan developed in foundations and

categories are applied in
systematics: they are not chosen simply because they have been used in the past. See Chapter 5, below.



disciplines, he adds Philosophy of Religion, Psychology of Religion. Sociology of
Religion, Anthropology of Religion, Religion and Literature, Religion and Education.
and Religion and Art.

For his critique of the various universities in Alberta, Neufeldt contrasts the
departments with a normative approach that stems from his two main assumptions: that
religious studies is not a discipline, and that first-order descriptive studies are as (if not
more) important than second-order analytical studies.

‘While a variety of subjects and methods is to be expected, the usual

approach to programs in religious studies departments is to begin with

introductory courses on world religions and the history of the study of

religion and then to move to advanced courses on Eastern and Western
religious traditions, followed by more advanced courses on specific

traditions, texts, themes, and time periods."®

The University of Alberta, following Neufeldt’s analysis, does well in covering

religious traditions within its introductory level world religions course and through its

parati ses, but specific first-order descriptive
courses are lacking for non-Western traditions. Although there are few methodology
courses, for Neufeldt “it is not at all clear that a relative lack of courses dealing with
methodology is a weakness. In this respect one might want to question the wisdom of
including a ical section in the i 200-level course.™" Furthermore,

although the department understands its mandate to have its strength lie in comparative
and phenomenologically oriented courses, Neufeldt identifies this as a potential weakness
as it is an emphasis on second-order analysis over first-order description. In a similar

" 1bid,, 23.
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vein, there are emphases on phil ical and studies of certain traditions
over historical studies. Support from cognate disciplines is sorely lacking, based
primarily on the suspicion with which the department has been faced since its inception
There is no psychology of religion course, while anthropology, sociology, and education
deal primarily with methodological issues, with education adding an emphasis on religion
as a system for instilling values.

The University of Calgary has divided its program into three streams: Eastern
religions, Western religions, and the nature of religion. Much emphasis has been placed
on language studies (Alberta, by contrast, has no language support within the
department), with courses in Hebrew, Sanskrit, Tibetan, and Arabic. The nature of
religions stream has been developed last, which resulted in successful coverage of
religious traditions prior to any overly emphasised analytical studies. The strengths in the
approaches to the study of religion are philosophical/theological and textual, at the

expense of historical evenin the ical courses the emphasis is

on a philosophical approach.
The University of Lethbridge does not have a department of religious studies,
although it has offered a major in religious studies for longer than the other two

through an i isciplinary approach. In 1978 the program was changed to
offer courses designated as religious studies only in addition to cross-listed courses.
Neufeldt’s problem with the interdisciplinary mode! is that there is a practical problem
for the development of a program with its emphasis on the history of religious traditions

" Ibid., 25.



when a program 1s filled with disciplinary perspectives. “{Usually] such courses tend to
deal with specific disciplinary perspectives on religion and simply do not guarantee that a
student will know a given tradition well.""*

In general, Neufeldt’s main critique is that too much emphasis is on analysis and

perspx ing the i of descriptive studies. This
emphasis is furthermore mostly limited to the philosophical/theological as well as textual
approaches to the detriment of other approaches (cultural anefacts, literary or oral modes
of presentation, patterns of behaviour, rituals, myths, etiquette, and history). This runs
counter to Neufeldt's assertion that it is “generally conceded that the study of religion
draws from many disciplines and therefore has not and should not be concemed to
develop a single methodology.™" This is true for research and publications as much as it
is for teaching: the emphasis on phil i i “underlines the
heavy influence of categories and approaches that have been taken over from biblical and
Christian studies.™"* “Surely scholars in religious studies need to be more aware of the

fact that religious studies is a field which is interdisciplinary in nature. ... While
scholars do pay lip service to religious studies as an area of study with many possible
approaches, in practice religious studies is often treated as a discipline with a single
distinctive methodology.”*

It is clear that Neufeldt’s stated insistence that programs are to have first-order

descriptive studies and second-order analytical studies has some analogue to Lonergan’s

" Ibid., 30.
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general presentation of the via inventioms and the via doctrinue. No doubt, too,
Neufeldt’s priority on the grasping of data and reverting 1o the data to test the validity of
any analysis would not only be welcomed but also insisted upon by those working in the
Lonergan tradition. But it is equally clear that the detractors against whom he is
defending religious studies are presented as “wrong-headedly™ insisting upon a single
methodology.'® What is missing in Neufeldt is an explanation for, not simply a
description of, the interdisciplinary nature of religious studies. The categories he uses are
based on convention. There is a confusion that, because there are various methodologies
and disciplinary perspectives available to the student of religion, there is no possibility of
an over-arching method, a heuristic method, which could link those different perspectives
together. The link, according to Neufeldt, is in the data to be investigated, the field of
study. But how does one determine the boundaries of a field of study without some
framework of definitions in place?

‘What is needed is something akin to the fourth and fifth functional specialities,
dialectics and foundations, where the basic nest of terms and relations can be determined,
and the working out of categories can begin. To cke out the genera “... of religion™ (as in
anthropology, psychology, sociology of religion) and “religion and...” (as religion and
literature, and art, and education), which is akin to developing general categories, would

ground both i isciplinarity and the pi of special categories for religious
" Ibid, 52.

' fbid, 52.
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studies. This is taken up further in Chapter 5, below.

One last movement appears in Neufeldt, that of the responsibility of religious
studies to the community. He points 1o the interpretive function of those working in the
humanities in general and for religious studies in particular, wherein “persons in religious
studies have a responsibility to society precisely because they have a particular expertise

that relates to a significant aspect of life.”"” The interpretive function in Neufeldt’s
words seems 10 be the same as the mediating function in Lonergan’s, and that this
function is a ‘responsible’ one has its echoes in the existential and praxis component of
Lonergan’s method. One hopes one is not reading too much into Neufeldt.

It is unclear whether Neufeldt sets a pattern that the subsequent reviewers follow,
but his is one of the more forthright of the reviews. In the following sections less effort
will be made to critique the conclusions of the reviewers — that will be left to sections
nine and ten. But he raises themes and issues which will be echoed in all the reviews
hereafter.

3. Les sciences religieuses au Québec depuis 1972 (1988)
Because the state-of-the-art question of any cultural examination is an ongoing
process in Quebec, Louis Rousseau and Michel Despland had at their disposal studies

which covered the period prior to 1972," and thus elected not to include that history into

"mz 69. Neufeldt i The American Life: Report of
y of Californis Press, 1980).
"mcz.uu m-umpmmmm ‘religious studies in Canada, both by Charles
: Guide 10 Religious Studies in Canada / Guide powr les études religieuses au Canada (Canadian
Society for the Study of Religion / Société Canadienne pour I'Etude de la Religion, 1969) and Guide 10
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their discussions. As a result, where so much of the other reviews are concerned with
history, Rousseau and Despland could begin with analysis. However, like the subsequent
volumes on Ontario and Atlantic Canada, the number of universities in Quebec account
for a long disquisition, despite the exclusion of this history. With so many programs
under consideration, they were presented with the problem of how to synthesise the
material into a readable review.

Rather than beginning with programs, Rousseau and Despland chose instead to
begin with “la population de ceux qui travaillent dans le vaste champ des sciences
religieuses au Québec. Celui-ci n’est rien d’autre que I'espace occupé par les
transmetteurs at hes créateurs de connaissances savantes.™"® Thus, to avoid limiting
themselves to those who held positions in religious studies and theology departments,
they include doctoral candidates and doctoral graduates, cégep and university professors
‘whose research covers in part or in whole a facet of religion, and anyone who has
published in a religion journal since 1972. This group, crossed with members of the
Regroupement Interuniversiatire pour I"Etude de la Religion and the Quebec members of
seven other leamed societies for religion, constitutes a group of over 600. Only then do
Rousseau and Despland move to the constitution of programs, again since 1972.

There are eleven programs of religion in Quebec: five for theology and six for
religious studies. Theology is offered at Université Laval, Université de Montréal,

Université du Québec & Trois-Riviéres (UQTR), and Université de Sherbrooke.

Religious Studies in Canada / Guide des Sciences Religiexses au Canada (Corporation for the Publication
of Academic Studies in Religion in Canada, 1972). However, Quebec was the oaly province 0 also have



Religious Studies is offered at Bishop's University. McGill University, Université du
Québec a Chicoutimi (UQAC), Université du Québec & Montréal (UQAM), and
Université du Québec a Rimouski (UQAR). Concordia University has both a theology
and religious studies department.

Before shifting focus to religious studies, it is interesting to note that Laval,
Montréal, and Sherbrooke’s theology and McGill's religion are all faculties of their

and not within a larger administrative unit. The
faculty designation is a feature of the older universities and applies to an administrative

unit charged with clerical formation. Such is the case with Laval, Montréal and

Catholic universities for whom iastical authority is still formally
guaranteed. Such was also the case with the Anglican Bishop’s University until 1973,
when the Faculty of Theology was disbanded as the department of religious studies was
formed. McGill’s Faculty of Religion is a development from the Faculty of Divinity, a
joint effort of the various affiliated inational colleges. Dx

on the other hand, “caractérise les institutions plus récentes et signale une absence de
liens formels avec 'insitution ecclésiastique.™

Religious studies, in contrast to theology, was first established in Quebec at Sir
George Williams University (which later joined with Loyola College to form Concordia
University in 1974) in the 1960-61 academic year. Whereas in a theology or divinity

program one would take one’s BD after eamning one’s BA, the program in religion
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followed the American model, by which one followed an undergraduate program of
courses from a non-confessional stance, with an emphasis on covering the major world
religions. It was not until the late 1960s that religious studies appeared in the
francophone universities, and one of the first efforts was to find the appropriate
terminology: ‘de sciences de la religion,” *de sciences humaines de la religion,’ ‘de
religiologie’ were all attempts at naming the new discipline for a new language. The
diverse components of the Université du Québec, which granted freedom from
ecclesiastical concerns, provided an unprecedented opportunity for the new study to
foster in Quebec. The growth of the discipline was demonstrated by the first French MA
from UQAM in 1971, and an MA from Sherbrooke in ‘sciences humaines de la religion,’
offered through the faculty of theology through the aid of invited professors.

At Montréal, the Faculty of Theology moved onto campus in 1967, and I’ Institut
supérieur de sciences religieuses ceased its activities in 1969. As Montréal students
began registering for courses in Catholic theology at the faculty, it also began to offer an
undergraduate major and minor in ‘sciences de la religion.” This shift in language, from
the institute’s ‘sciences religicuses’ to ‘sciences de la religion,” reflects a shift in attitude
from the assumption that the study of religion is necessarily a religious activity.

The polarisation between religious studies and theology sometimes hides the other
polarisation that Rousseau and Despland identify as problematic: do we conceive studies
of religion, whether theological (d’un discours sur Dieu et sur les fins ultimes de

I’homme) or religious studies (d’un horizon humain, d’un discours qui porte sur I’'homme

® pid, 36.
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et sur ses *' as singular disciplines or i
projects? Just as theology, having developed the specialisations of

dogmatics, ethics, biblical, practical, and spiritual. has had trouble recovering a sense of

unity, so too do the human studies of religion struggle to answer the question of unity.
Thus,

On trouve par exemple des universitaires pour nier la nécessité de

consacrer a I'étude de la religion les ressources d’un

spécialisé; selon eux I'université moderne rendrait justice  la religion

comme objet d’étude en s'interessant & la sociologie de la religion en
logie, a la de la religion en ie et ainsi de

suite.”?

At UQAM, for example, there is d effort in ing along single

lines *religiologie,’ while at Concordia there are those who affirm *without hesitation’

that religious studies is, like education and crimi an interdisciplinary study of a

particular facet of human activity.

There is also division between those who feel that the study of religion begins
with the cultural context of the professor and her students, which in the case of Quebec is
the Christian or Wester post-Christian context, and those who feel that an authentic
human study arises from different and differing cultures and insist that a faculty or
department has the necessary competence to grapple with the study of all world religions.
‘The latter readily invoke Max Maller's aphorism, borrowed from Goethe on language,
that one who knows only one religion knows none.

But irrespective of the large divisions in reasoning, whether entrenched

* Ibid, 40.



opposition or nuanced dialectic, there is work being done. One must pay heed that
instruction does not always reflect rigorous and perfectly coherent intellectual decisions:
balances are established between the interests and intellectual orientations of professors,
the needs of society, and the aspirations of the students. It is also to be noted that the
array of course offerings most often reflects trends in society.

Much of the remainder of Rousseau and Despland’s discussion on undergraduate
curricula in Quebec is dedicated to taking note of these trends. Each university’s course
offerings in 1983 is contrasted with the course offerings of 1972. Fourteen categories are
established, with which one can then identify increases, decreases, or negligible changes
in the proportion of those courses offered. There was relative stability in religions of
antiquity (-0.1%), Islam (no change), and language courses (-0.2%). There were
increases in the courses in Judaism (+1.2%), Hinduism (+0.6%), Buddhism (+0.4%),
other religions (+0.8%), Ethics (-0.8%),” religion and art (+0.5%), teaching methods
(Didactique) (+5.1%), and the unclassifisble (+6.0%).** Lastly, courses in *Sciences des
religions’ (-6.1%), Christianity (-5.6%), and exegetical / biblical criticism (-1.9%)
decreased over the eleven-year period.

No mention is given ing how thy ies are il if atall, into

a larger program of studies, but Rousseau and Despland can find causes for some of the

more general shifts. ing on the iversities, they show that the
o Mbid, 4142,
This statisti ionate d 3
4 “La subi ité i " explique en gé le désir de contoumner les
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decrease in Chnistianity and biblical courses is attributable 10 a move away from the

cursus theole by both the ical and the religious studies programs
as a response to the need for teachers to teach catholic catechism in the elementary and
secondary catholic school system. This accounts both for the rise in teaching methods
and for the rise in courses on ethics. The eventual removal of the ‘religious culture”
course from the last year of secondary school had a profound impact on the universities,
not only for the formation of teachers but also for programs in religious studies who were
faced with religious illiterates. Lastly, the rise in non-Christian religions (Judaism, Islam,
Buddhism, Hinduism, and other religions) is not only attributable to a growing world
perspective and a growing concem for socially responsible contact with non-European
cultures, but is also a result of the rise in *néo-québecois’ allophones coming up through
the francophone school systems.

Rousseau and Despland’s main concem has not been to justify the existence of an
academic study of religion: they take that as read, and defer to others to support the
arguments. Rather, the thrust of their argument hinges on the equal footing that the study
of religion as found in the iversities has with the

that there is a more or less equal distribution of courses among the categories, and that
where differences do occur they can be attributed either to a genetic difference or to the
role that the Quebec francophone universities have to play for the French-Canadian
population at large. Unlike their English counterparts, who can draw students from all
over English Canada, they must respond more to the immediate requirements of their

" (SRC2, 69).



context, where the students brought up through the francophone secondary school system

are likewise limited in their options.

4. Religious Studies in Ontario (1992)

‘With twenty-six possible programs, constituted by forty colleges and departments,
the reviewers for Ontario were faced with the most daunting task in the series. The
longest of the state-of-the-art reviews, Harold Remus, William Closson James, and
Daniel Fraikin collaborated on the project not by moving through the material together
but by apportioning it into a collection of essays. Thus, each chapter reflects the work of
one person. [n a departure from the other books in the series, the reviewers also took it
upon themselves to interview students for their perceptions of the program. The focus of
the study is on religious studies as opposed to theology, but like most universities in
Canada, where religious studies grew up in relation with (whether tempestuous or not)
theological programs, theology is reviewed for its complementarity.

Almost all of the universities in Ontario founded prior to 1950 owe their origins to
Christian denominations. It is only since the Second World War that universities were
created de novo and the older universities came under provincial control. The old
denominational universities reflected the “firmly held conviction among nineteenth-
century Canadians™” that Lower and Upper, French and English Canada was a Christian
nation, and that one of the responsibilities of the universities was the teaching of (not

about) religion, specifically Christianity. King’s College was chartered in 1827 at the



urging of Bishop Strachan as a missionary college, not only to provide formation for
clergy but for that formation to reflect the traditions of Europe and not the influence of
the United States, whose “itinerant’ preachers were perceived as a potentially hostile
influence. However, it was noted that the so-called ‘dissenting™ (read, non-Anglican
Protestant) Christians were in the majority. By 1856 Bishop Strachan “{invited] the
“dissenting sects’ to join him in creating a Protestant Ontario.”* Meanwhile, in 1836 the
Methodists had established Upper Canada Academy (renamed Victoria College in 1841),
and Presbyterians established Queen’s College in 1841. Ina like manner, Roman
Catholics founded Regiopolis in Kingston in 1837, St. Michael's in 1852, and
Assumption (now Windsor) in 1857.

The position of King's College, however, was problematic. How does one
maintain a prima inter pares stance in a society that, although far from what we would

now call diverse or multi-denominational, was divided between competing forms of

F ism and Roman Catholicism? The Baldwin Act of 1849 and the Hincks Act of
1853 disestablished King’s College, placed it under government control, renamed it the
University of Toronto, and shifted instruction to the new institution of University College
and to any College that might choose to affiliate itself with the University. The
Federation Act of 1887 brought about actual affiliation for Victoria and St. Michael’s
and, ultimately, Trinity College (founded in 1851 by Strachan to replace the

disestablished King’s). A subsequent result of these acts was that the teaching of

»SRC3,7.
*Ibid, 8.



theology and the formation of clergy were seen as operations outside the responsibilities
of the university. As a report by the commission on education appointed by the House of
Assembly in 1839 stated: “it would be wholly subversive of the order of an university, to
have within it, chairs for the Professors of different Denominations of Religion.™’
Although this was similar to a trend begun earlier in the United States, the Canadian
model differs from the American in that the seminaries founded by the churches in
Canada often remain affiliated with provinci: iversities, with ical students and

arts undergraduates often sitting in on the same courses.

But religious instruction continued and indeed flourished in the universities
despite the apparent secularisation. Even at the *godless’ University College, a
significant number of graduates, comparable to the number of graduates from the
affiliated colleges, went into the clergy. It was at the Department of Oriental languages
at University College where the first trends towards religious studies in Ontario began to

take form. With the towards specialisation so ive of the German
universities making itself felt in North America, Oriental Languages, lead by James F.

McCurdy, had shifted in purpose from simply being language preparation for advanced
work in biblical studies to an area with ing “the indebtedness of

‘Western Culture to the ancient Near East, [seeing] ‘Orientals’ as ‘a branch of general
culture’ and therefore of interest and importance 1o other students as well."® There was

furthermore an initiative for graduate studies so that interested parties did not have to go

" Quoted in 1.D. Sheraton, W. Caven, F.H. Wallace, and T.C. Street, “Theological Colleges,” in W.J.
Alexander, ed., The University of Toronto and lts Colleges, 1827-1906, Toronto: 1906, 184-200, at 188.




overseas or (worse) to the United States if they wanted to advance The first humanities
doctoral degrees were granted in 1902, but the tension between teaching about religion
and the teaching of religion remained.

With a decentralisation of the primacy of religious commitment and religious
affiliation over the course of the twentieth century, religious studies has been both the
beneficiary (in that the legitimacy of ‘objective’ or ‘secular’ studies of religion has been
validated) and the victim (in that the relevance of studying a relativistic social
phenomenon has been challenged). But extrinsic to external pressures and bolstering,
religious studies has developed over the last one hundred years. At the end of the
nineteenth century, the study of religion within ostensibly secular universities was
affirmed, but “questions of values, interpretation, stance of the professor, and the purpose
of courses in religion were glossed over or touched on only briefly.” This was to

change in the twenticth.

Biblical studies remained a significant area on which developments in other
disciplines had an impact. The *higher criticism” evolved not only from critical
comparison of texts and sources but from the fresh data and insights from archacology,
anthropology, sociology, and the comparative religion approach. Similarly, the field of
History of Christianity (or church history) had shifted from a Christian-centred

10 a study of and i of groups of religious adherents, in
line with the genus “history of...* with which one would study other socio-historical

M SRC3,13.
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phenomena.

Much debate has been generated, of course, by the question of the relationship
between religious studies and theology, which has forced both sides to re-evaluate not
only the stance of the observer (the so-called insider-outsider debate) but the
phenomenon being observed. It has also, as a result, allowed for the possibility of
offering theological courses (or courses much more strongly rooted in theological
traditions than they are in Religionswissenschaft) within faculties of religious studies.

Comparative religion, by whatever name one calls it, and growing out of the
nineteenth century heuristic sciences of anthropology, archaeology, folklore, philology,
and ethnography, has, in addition to broadening the scope of the study of religions
beyond the ‘religions of the book,’ provided a new methodological process. Whereas
courses offered in Western religions were, in the formative period of post-war religious
studies, for the most part taught by those originally theologically trained, the study of
non-Westem religions has had to devise new techniques and methods which, at the very
least, do not presuppose the researcher’s familiarity with the tradition under investigation.
Notions such as fieldwork, travel, and (later) ritual study supplement the study of text and
artefact so common to theology: this in tum has reinvigorated theological study and the

study of the religions of the West, and reil the ive that i igation begins
with lived traditions.
R ition of the need for i study came partly from the suggestions

of the comparative school, and partly from the real world situation Canada found itself in

® bid, 16.



after the Second World War as a desirable destination for émigrés not only from Western
Europe but from all over. There had, of course, been a significant Jewish population in
Canada, particularly in the urban centres of Montreal, Toronto. and Winnipeg, and there
were large East Asian communities, but not in the numbers seen in post-war immigration.
The new communities both initiated and necessitated a movement for the study of these
new (to Canada) traditions within the traditional context of the academy. Lastly, the

religious traditions of Native North Americans, which if they had been studied at all were

usually done so within de of became ised as living
traditions worthy of the same sort of attention as the other religious traditions of the
world.

With all these movements, the recognition of religious studies as a legitimate
academic pursuit was affirmed, and found its place at most of Ontario’s institutions.
‘Today, only three universities offer no courses in religious studies, Trent, Guelph, and
Brock.™ Courses are offered at the church-related colleges affiliated with the University
of Westem Ontario (Brescia, Huron, and King's Colleges and St. Peter’s Seminary),”!
and at the unaffiliated church-related Redeemer College in Ancaster. Lakehead, York,
and the graduate degrees at the University of Toronto are designated as programmes or
centres, which, in lieu of having an individual department, instead draw on various
departments for a cross-disciplinary approach (the centre at Toronto also draws on the
undergraduate department of Religious Studies). The Department of Religious Studies at

» a1 G o i oumber of courses i I (Politics, Classi
History, Philosophy, English, Sociology, Native Studies) that cover religion to some extent (/bid., 62-70).
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Laurentian is comprised solely from faculty from the three denominational universities
with which Laurentian is federated (Huntington, Sudbury. and Thorneloe), while
Waterloo’s department similarly draws on faculty from its affiliated church-related
colleges (Conrad Grebel, Renison, St. Jerome’s, St. Paul’s) but also from its own Faculty
of Arts. The departments at both Queen’s and Wilfrid Laurier maintain a connection

with their respective affiliated theological colleges, although there is a clear distinction of
roles and jurisdiction. The religious studies departments at Carleton, McMaster, Ottawa,
Windsor, as well as the undergraduate department at Toronto, have little or no connection

to colleges, irrespective of how their universities’ origins may or may not reflect the

affiliation or ion model: administrative and financial and decisions are
wholly separate from the other colleges.

Religious studies is perceived by administrators as, for the most part, being a

(meaning instituti viable) allocation of resources. Healthy enrolment is
attributed both to good teaching and faculty reputation and to the less flattering reputation
some courses have as ‘bird’ or “decorative’ courses. In the eyes of most administrators,
this is a fault not of the course or subject matter per se as it is of the person teaching it:
efforts to rectify the situation include the gradual phasing out of these instructors (many
of whom are “holdovers from an earlier period when the offerings were still conceived of
as ‘religion’ or *religious knowledge’ rather than religious studies,”)’ and the limiting of

class size to better monitor instruction. But these ‘bird’ courses were presented as

' King's College has a department of religion and philosophy in its own right.
* bid., 97.



exceptions, and far from unique to the religious studies departments. The meritocracy or

professionalisation of the academy, with emphasis placed on individual research and

instead of on i and teaching duties, has been later in coming to
some religious studies departments, perhaps as a result of confusion in the discipline’s
early days over the role religious commitment should or should not play in the hiring
process. Although most university deans were familiar not only with their own
departments but with religious studies as an academic field, they did make the
observation that many in the university community still did not see the distinction
between religious studies and religious education (as inculcation), and that it is still a
field of study viewed with suspicion.

This suspicion (and the somewhat belated professionalisation) has lead to a
further complication of the insider-outsider debate: professors are reticent to betray any
personal religious commitment lest they be accused of proselytising, and when they teach
a tradition empathetically it is ofien assumed that they are teaching from that confessional
stance.”®  Another factor that affects morale among faculty, in universities where there is

2 programme or centre in lieu of is the lack of jality and i

Interestingly enough, large segments of the student population who become
interested in religious studies do not enter university with that intent: often, they are

‘refugees’ from other disciplines for whom the avoi of ‘big questions’ in favour of

* Ibid., 102-06.



smaller ones by other disciplines fails to satisfy their curiosity.™ This is compounded by
a lack of trust in traditional religious institutions: religious studies thrive when religious
life is in crisis. This crisis also moves the traditional institutions from a position of awe
10 an approachable subject for objective reflection. Aside from those taking religious

studies courses as a ion for a future i most students are

aware that religious studies is not necessarily the best preparation for careers outside of
the academy, save for the general praise reserved for people holding liberal arts or
humanities degrees. However, this does not seem to stop many: for them, the answering
of these same ‘big questions’ is a basic and necessary step prior to a career.

When Donald Fraikin the task of

curricula in
Ontario, he approached it from two directions. There are courses offered for the general
student population, which reflect the claim of the field to public status and what the
faculty thinks the university graduate should know about religion. There are also
programmes, in which a few students follow a course of study aiming at recognised
competence in the field**

Since 1972, there have been significant changes in both the numbers and
proportions of courses on offer at Ontario universities. There were almost twice as many

available credit hours in 1986 as there were then. Courses in Christianity have basically

”IM m Harold Remus was responsible for all the chapters from which the first pant of this section
has been
‘rmummmmuu-umm-mummmm

twice as many uld be offe toul
number of credit bours.Since there has been anincrease ia the aumber of available credit hours as well,
the figures be cites from 1972 have been merely




remained at the same propornonate levels of 43.5%: there was a 6 4°% increase in
Christian tradition courses, coupled with a 6.2% decrease in courses described as Westen
thematic (which Fraikin presumes are taught within the Chnistian framework of the
West). Non-Christian Western religions and Eastern religions, coupled with languages
other than Hebrew or Greek, have risen only slightly (0.9%): there are increases in the
Jewish tradition (4.4%, from 15 to 86 courses, although these new courses were
predominately at York and Toronto), a slight increase in Islam (0.1%, from 18 10 35),
proportionate losses in Eastern religions (-5.3%, from 113 to 181), and only six new
courses (-0.9%) in non-Biblical languages. Fewer than ten courses in the combined
categories of Religions of China and Japan, Indigenous Religions of North America o
Africa, and New Religions, were offered in Ontario, with even fewer actually offered in
any given year. Biblical courses have decreased significantly from 1972, when they
occupied 27% of the curriculum, down to just 17.6%.

Two further genera are to be noted: ‘Religion and...” and *... of religion.” The
dialogical titles of such courses as ‘Religion and the Arts’ and ‘Religion and Politics’ not
only betray the perception that religion is already present in most spheres of human
activity, but also serve the secondary purpose of “attracting students to the study of
religion by associating it with better known human realities.™” In a similar vein, the
methodological courses such as ‘Psychology of Religion’ and *Sociology of Religion’

reflect particular approaches to religion from an explanatory rather than a descriptive

7 bid, 224.

whether
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approach. These courses have tripled in number and doubled in proportion (37 1o 123.
5.4%109.4%) since 1972

On course offerings in general, Fraikin offers the following conclusion:

What emerges from the survey of course offerings in religious studies

is a consensus on a number of ‘musts” resulting from the

demands of the public and the nature of the field. Departments of

religious studies must be able to offer something on Christianity, world

religions, the Bible, ethics, women, religion in Canada. But the

requirements are uneven. At the time of our survey courses on world

religions were no longer as much in demand as they were in the 1960s and

1970s and thus the need to offer them came more from a perception of the

integrity of the field than from a strong demand on the part of students. ™

In terms of programmes of study, all but one department in Ontario offers a first-
year, 100-level course. Most have courses of a general nature with (non-threatening)
titles such as Religion and Roots, the Drama of Human Life, Problems of Religion and
Culture, Ideas of Love (or War), and so forth. They have a propaedeutic intent: most
first-year students can be assumed to have no background in academic thinking about
religion, and thus, unlike social sciences, literature, or history, religious studies
departments have the disadvantage of starting from scratch. Even when introductory
courses concem a particular tradition with which an assumption of familiarity can be
‘made (the most glaring example, Christianity), a i do

“objective’ approach to it would still most likely be a novelty to the neophyte.
For those wishing to develop a greater level of competence, programmes of study
are designed to cover a span of the field sufficient for the student to grasp its breadth.

The study of at least one religion other than one’s own seems essential to any
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understanding of religion. but a course on world religions is a requirement of only four
departments. Others require one to take courses in areas of religious studies other than

one’s own area of ion. with the implication. albeit not the ition, that that

be a different tradition. Similarly, programs demand a variety of approaches, either by
requiring that the student take dialogical or thematic courses, or by requiring the student
to take courses from each of the streams or areas offered by the department. “Such
groupings result from a blend of the following oppositions: East and West, past (origins)
and present, historical and philosophical, Christian and non-Christian.™ Finally,
although courses devoted solely to methodology are few, the mandatory methods course
requirement for honours or graduate at Ontario universities indicates “a substantial
consensus on the necessity of i for any laiming

in religious studies, but whether this should take place at the beginning o at the end of

the process, at the undergraduate or at the graduate level, is probably the question at the
toot of the different practices presently observed.* (It is also observed that the lack of
language requirements is the most serious handicap of North American students entering
graduate studies.)

In ion, despite this on the i of especially

in the face of detractors from outside the discipline (or, perhaps in the case of Donald

Wiebe, inside"'), students for the most part want to study religions themselves, in the

' See, for example, his anticles in SR: “Is a Science of Religion Possible” 7/1 (1978), 5-17; “The
Failure of Nerve in the Academic Study of Religion” 13/4 (1984), 401-22); “The ‘Academic
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particular rather than in the general or “abstract,” and want to focus on one tradition
When this tradition is their own, or even when this tradition is perceived by the culture of
the moment to answer some of the “big questions’ the students have, the suggestion is
again made that religious studies is “the walk-in therapy center for the university, [to the
neglect of] knowledge and education, hard thinking and good writing — which themselves
put the existential concerns of — whether narcissistic or not - into

perspective.™? The effort to make religious studies a viable allocation of resources in the
eyes of administrators by continuing to attract students is in tension with the effort to
maintain academic integrity by insisting upon producing students with a level of

competence capable of further study.

S. “Religious Studies in Manitcba™ (1993)

The reviewers for “Religious Studies in Manitoba,™ John M. Badertscher and
Gordon Harland, were for the most part concerned with placing the history of religious
studies in Manitoba in an historical context. As a result, there is not much in the way of
critique or recommendations. However, the history of the three universities points the
way 10 how the departments were conceived.

The University of Manitoba began as a non-teaching degree granting institution
whose responsibility was the maintaining of academic standards for a confederation of
denominational colleges, the French Catholic St. Boniface, the Anglican St. John's

ion” : Intent
@ bid, 295, quoting Ivan Strenki, “Our Very Own “Contas' A Resporse 10 the . Lovis Project’
Report,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion 5472 (1986), 323-35, at 334.



College, the Presbyterian Manitoba College, and Wesley College. Together with the later
formed Manitoba Medical College and the Manitoba College of Pharmacy, the university

acted as an ining and degree- ing body. The i colleges also
had the power to confer their own theological degrees through the university.

At the tumn of the century, however, a movement began to allow the university to
begin teaching its own courses outside of the colleges. This was a source of much
debate, particularly as Archbishop Taché, the president of St. Boniface since the
University’s inception, pointed out that there was a discrepancy between the French and
English versions of the original University of Manitoba Act of 1877. Where the English
read that “There shall be no professorships or other teacherships at present in the

University,” the French omitted “at present.” Much of the push behind the original

was 10 avoid th i infighting seen in the

Ontario universities of the time. If the government had not initiated a public university,
the denominational colleges would fill that void. “That, in tur, would mean conflict
between the denominations for limited resources, and conflict between churches and the
province over the control of higher education. The experience of such conflict in Ontario
was very much in the minds of many of Manitoba’s ecclesiastical and political leaders. ™
Now, however, those same conflicts were arising, but in combination with the realisation
that the rapid advancement in natural sciences which marked the end of the nineteenth
century could not be addressed by the resources of the smaller denominational colleges.

“SRC4, 5-78.
“Ibid, 10.
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Eventually, over Taché's objections, the university. Seginning with chairs in the
natural sciences but expanding with a liberal arts curriculum. began offering courses of
its own. On July 1, 1967, Brandon College, a Baptist collez in Brandon, Manitoba,
which had been an affiliate of the University of Manitoba since 1938, became the
University of Brandon, and United College, which had been a merger of Manitoba
College and Wesley College, became the University of Winnipeg. United College had
been left in relative isolation in the northeast of Winnipeg after most of the University of
Manitoba had been settled into a new site at Fort Garry.

Since their respective inceptions, each of the three universities in Manitoba had

managed to define not in ition o the inational colleges but in co-

operation with them. Teachers from the theological faculties at the University of
Manitoba frequently taught courses in the arts program (mostly biblical languages and
literature), and a course in religious studies had been offered as early as 1940. The
Department of Near Eastern and Judaic Studies, following a circuitous history, began in
1964,"° three years prior to the creation of the three universities. With the upheavals of
1967, however, also came the determination that a Department of Religion at the
University of Manitoba was warranted, and it was located in neither St. John’s nor St.
Paul’s College (an English Catholic college founded in 1926), but in the Arts complex.
‘The major premise that belied the department was that a course of studies should
focus on two main objectives. “First, courses should be developed which would deal

with the classical texts, persons, and movements of the great religious traditions of both



East and West; second, courses should be developed in which these traditions and
perspectives could fruitfully engage the intellectual, spiritual, and social issues of the
time.™ The resources of those teaching in the theology departments and the Deparntment
of Near Eastern and Judaic Studies were immediately available to cover the Westem
traditions, a course in Eastem religions, and the psychology of religion, and within two
years new appointments were made in the areas of Hinduism and Religion and Culture.
Early in its mandate, therefore, the department was able to provide coverage of major
religious traditions, with the noticeable lacunae of indigenous religions and Chinese and
Japanese religions. This broad coverage was complemented by the development of
another area of concentration, religion and culture.

In a similar fashion, the department of religion at the University of Winnipeg
came at a time when one could foresee the cutbacks to the theological faculty. Starting
with one appointment in the area of Christian studies (but not from a theological
standpoint), the department grew to three with the appointment of an Asian religionist
and another in the area of religion and society. In the mid-1970's, two members of the
theology department, which had phased out its basic degree program, were transferred to
religion, although, when the two positions later opened through retirement, only one

was ised The was in three streams: Wester or “biblical™

traditions (Judaism and Christianity); world (later referred to as non-Western) religions;

and one that dealt “with themes in the religious analysis of ethical issues and social

“ Ibid, 25-21.
* bid, 32.
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change in the contemporary context. ™"

Brandon University likewise drew its first appointment from its theology heritage,
and the professor who had taught religious studies through the fifties and sixties was the
transitional figure between Brandon College and Brandon University. But following the
transition the department dropped the biblical courses (upon this professor’s retirement),
and the department became comprised of three figures: an historian of religion (Westem
and world religions), one appointment in Eastern religions and languages, and one
appointment in Near Eastern religions. The program aimed at a comprehensive approach
and was structured around two themes: Ancient Religions, a history-of-religions
approach, and Religion and Modern Western Society, a themes and issues approach.
Two other groupings of courses, one in languages (Sanskrit, Hebrew, and Greek), and
one called General courses (which not only comprise introductory level courses but also
intermediate- and upper-level courses) which are methodological in onentation.

Badertscher and Harland, do not provide much in the way of
critique, apart from identifying some gaps in the coverage of various religious traditions.
If we take their silence as a tacit assent, however, they seem encouraged by the

l ing of historical and iptive studies with the other streams. Manitoba’s
Religion and Culture, Winnipeg’s Contemporary Problems in Religions and Culture, and
Brandon's Religion and Modern Western Society are all comprehensive and analytical in

 Ibid 48. According 1o their web page, “The Religious Studies program s The Universiy of Winsipeg
contemporary problems [in) religion and culture, and non-Western religions.” University of Winnipeg
Internet, accessed § March, 2001.
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their approach. By refraining from too much reliance on cross-listed courses or the
resources of other departments, the departments have each been able to maintain both
descriptive and analytical studies within a unified framework of “religious studies.’ But
since Badertscher and Harland make neither observations nor recommendations, it is
presumptuous to judge exactly how they would understand the unifying principle or what
they would understand it to be.

6. “Religious Studies in Saskatchewan™ (1993)

Perhaps there is an advantage to having a single reviewer. Roland E. Miller, the
reviewer of “Religious Studies in Saskatchewan,™* has been able to be much more
forthright in his criticisms and recommendations of the state of religious studies in
Saskatchewan, especially when compared to Badertscher and Harland. It may be the
advantage, however, of having two programs, one of which has worked well since its
inception, and one of which seemed to get off on such a wrong foot that its history can be
turned to as a source of counter-examples.

The University of Regina, formed in 1974 from the Regina Campus of the
University of Saskatchewan, had from its outset wanted 1o include the study of religion as
part of its offerings. This proposed study was explicitly understood as necessarily
*secular,’ a term later giving way to ‘academic,” to contrast it with the Christian-centred
tradition of religious studies found at the University of Saskatchewan, which was
primarily the function of affiliated divinity schools. After a few aborted efforts,



guidelines were established for a program, the objectives of which were stated in the
following terms:

The goal of the program is to offer the student the opportunity to examine

critically the realm of the religious as an aspect of human life. The

program is therefore not designed to foster personal religious commitment

o 1o evaluate 10 that end the relative merits of vanous religious traditions

and systems. It is based on the assumption that a critical analysis of

religious experience is basic to the study of social and cultural

phenomena.*

When the university officially separated from the University of Saskatchewan, it
entered into an affiliation with two colleges: the Jesuit Campion College and Luther
College. There had already been work in religious studies at the colleges, and they
supplied the bulk of the teaching faculty for the program for the first ten years. Only one
appointment was made at the Faculty of Arts for religious studies, in comparison to three
each from the colleges, a point which resulted in resistance for the proposal of
departmental status, despite the exponential growth it experienced in its early years.
Eventually a second appointment was made through the Faculty of Arts, with the
understanding that a third would be a worthwhile goal to pursue, resulting in three from
each of the institutions.

The program was designed around three groups: “1. Religions (major living
systems and their thinkers; other religions, area and comparative studies); 2. Religious

Themes (Concepts; life and practices; issues, interdisciplinary); 3. The Study of Religion

“4 SRC 4, 79-156.

”Mmdmmu;umrmlxyocmmmwmumm 15, 1974,
Appendix. Quoted in



(introduction; methodology).™" Students would take at least a course in each of the
groupings, with 200-level courses concentrating on specific world religions, and 300-
level courses would provide one “thought” course for each tradition. Over time, the
number of cross-listed courses that were applicable towards a religious studies degree

was cut down to reflect the growing resources of the program, and those which remained

were more rij vetted to fit the ical approach of the program.

Thus at the University of Regina there was a slow yet careful development of a
program which was able to make use of the resources of denominational colleges without
either alienating the secular/academic Faculty of Arts or sacrificing the availability of
courses to one particular tradition. Miller contrasts this with the University of
Saskatchewan, which did not have it so easy.*'

The University of Saskatchewan was begun as a secular provincial institution in
1907, soon after the province’s creation in 1905. At that time, Emmanuel College, an
Anglican college, moved to the same campus and became an affiliated college, limiting
itself to university-level theological degrees, which the new university was not chartered
to grant. Over time, Lutheran Theological Seminary and St. Andrew’s College (of the
United Church) also became affiliated colleges. St. Thomas More, a Roman Catholic
college, was incorporated in 1943 on the campus of the University, but it is a federated,
not an affiliated, college, which “offers university arts classes on the same footing as the

0

"iuhnﬂum—umm—a—-mm-mum
program co-ordinator from 1980 to 1990,

nm-uu_ n iew of 1985 bt ing of the
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College of Ants and Science.”™ By the 1970's, following the formation of the University
of Regina, there was no religious studies offering at Saskatchewan, and there was no
sustained pressure within the teaching faculty of the College of Ants and Science to
change:

As the university's interest in the study oh:llpon was significantly

byits and religious
colleges, it was perhaps inevitable that some membmoﬁh university
community would interpret religious studies as a form of Christian studies,
and that some might go on to make a further deduction that it was
Christian studies within a n:nowandfurposed focus uncongenial to the
academic approach of the university.

There were, at the same time, calls for an ecumenical school of theology which
would lead to a post-BA Bachelor of Theology degree, but this proposal fell through
when Luther Theological Seminary felt that the school needed the study of religion as
opposed to a new structure for theology. However, when the school of theology fell
through, a school of religious studies was suggested. This met with rapid approval anda
proposal was passed by the Senate. “Without much advance thought or evaluation of the
implications, the University of Saskatchewan had now given birth to a School of
Religious Studies.™ The ‘school’ approach proved somewhat ill-fated, given the
reluctance of the faculty in the College of Arts and Science to do little but re-order what
resources were already present at the university (the affiliated colleges and the Near
Eastem Studies program).

The school was to have “a strictly academic character, quite distinct from

2 bid, 102
* Ibid., 103.
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vocational traming for ministry, priesthood, or rabbinate.™* However, without new
resources, nothing could be offered outside of Christianity and Judaism. The school’s
two-year program lead to a Bachelor of Religious Studies degree, and admission was
restricted to students who had already completed two years within the College of Ants
and Science. Courses from the school were not at first eligible as electives for students
within the College of Arts and Science, and the small victories experienced when some
courses were slowly made eligible were tempered by the prevailing notion that religious
studies was at best an elective discipline, and that those classes for which eligibility was
not granted (which constituted the majority) were somehow academically suspect.

‘When a formal review was initiated after four years of the school’s existence, the
external reviewer (P.C. Craigie of the University of Calgary) was understandably severe
in his criticisms. The anomalous nature of the *school’ for what was a standard ants
discipline, the strangeness of the degree it offered, the relative inaccessibility of the
program given the two years of arts studies, the lack of coverage of any tradition outside
Christianity and Judaism (with Judaism a distant second), and the fact that the program
was financially supported virtually solely by the affiliated and federated colleges and not
by the College of Arts and Science were all harsh indictments. The recommendation was
made that the school be dit anda

with a major and an
Honours program leading to a BA.

The recommendation was accepted. Over time, three appointments were made

"IM 105, -mllthu the original.
Nosbakken, Scrapbook 1 (a *diary” of Professor R. Nostbakken, president of Luther Theological
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within the College of Arts and Science (one of which came with the transferring of the
last member of the Far Eastern Studies program at the time of that program’s end), and,
with an additional three from the affiliated and federated colleges who were working
solely in religious studies, the department had in total six full-time members of faculty.
By 1990, excluding Old Testament classes, there was something of a balance between

classes in Christianity and those in other major religious traditions, with strong

resources in ism and Hinduism, although little for Judaism, Islam,
and primal religions. Students were expected to take a minimum number of classes from
each of three streams: Western Religious Traditions (of which there were 17); Eastem
Religious Traditions (8 classes); and Themes and Approaches (11 classes). Following
periods of apathy and the abortive ‘school” system, some equilibrium had come to
religious studies at the University of Saskatchewan.

Miller reaches several conclusions from the histories of each university. Among
others, the history of the University of Regina’s Program in Religion reveals that
“[building] a religious studies program around a judicious mix of major traditions,
religious themes, and methodological study is a workable format for dealing with ‘the
labyrinthine complexity of the materials. ™ But the more muddled history of the
University of Saskatchewan leads to, among others, three conclusions pertinent to this
discussion:

4. There is a need to differentiate clearly between the study of

Seminary), quoted in SRC 4, 105.

* Ibid., 98-99. Miller is quoting from Eliade’s Patierns in Comparative Religion (New York: Meridian,
1963), xvi.



theology and the study of religion, to understand the relationship
between the two disciplines, to make the differentiation
understandable to the academic world, and to structure the two
studies in such a way that confusion and misunderstanding are
avoided.

s There is a need to clarify the methodology for the teaching of
religion in the domain of the arts and science college, be ita
university college or a fedcnled college, and at the same time to
clarify the meth ians must make
when they offer instruction in such colleges.

6. Theological educators at any level must strive to understand the
nature and approach of the science of religion and avoid a
mﬁmo{ﬁmﬂmmmuﬁwnpmwmw
the desire to enhance ecclesiastical programs.*’

Miller seems to be suggesting that a discipline’s method informs its purpose just
as its purpose informs its method. By reflecting on one, one might begin to discern the
other. These two aspects become even more important for a discipline’s survival when
thrust into the larger university community, where the territorial imperatives over budget

and allocation of resources up the ante on questions of ‘legitimacy.”

7. The Study of Religion in British Columbia (1995)

‘When the time came to give his review a title, Brian J. Fraser strayed from the
pattem established by the preceding volumes, a variation that was warranted by the
approach he took. With only one program in religious studies in the province, in
comparison with five theological schools and the University of Victoria’s Centre for the
Study of Religion and Society, and coming from his own vocational base in theological
studies, Fraser chose “10 focus on the broader subject indicated by the original

7 SRC4, 1.
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designation of the series as a whole, i.e. the study of religion. A comprehensive, state-of-
the-art review of the study of religion in British Columbia, as the series title promises,
requires that the appropriate attention be paid to both religious studies and theological
m—“

At the University of British Columbia’s founding in 1913, two theological
colleges, what were to become the United Church’s Union College and the Anglican
Theological College, were given a 999-year lease on their buildings at the northeast
comer of the new campus, on what was 1o be known as Theological Square. Students at
the university who were planning to enter ministry were able to eamn credits towards their
arts degrees by taking religious knowledge courses from the theological colleges. In
1952 a movement began within the alumni association to make certain courses, with the
approval of the Faculty of Arts and Science, open 1o all students, a movement which
became a reality following Senate approval in 1957. The colleges undertook the
additional student load willingly, as they were perceived as “a contribution to the
establishment of a Department of Religious Studies in the university, a project which now
seems close 10 achievement.™ Although the new availability of courses was seen as an
improvement, many held the opinion that with the study of religion limited to transfer
credits from denominational organisations it was set apart from the regular curriculum,
and the courses were stamped with a sectarian image despite the non-sectarian instruction

mandated by the Senate.

* SRC S, vii-ix.
* The United Church of Canada Year Book, 1959, 103, quoted in SRC'S. 7.



Even before the plan of 1957 was fully implemented the search began for help in
establishing a Department of Religious Studies. In 1961, William Nicholls became the
first appointment in Religious Studies. His first task was to imtiate a full department, and
his report resulted in the lifting of the restriction of a maximum two religious studies
courses for arts students and the appointing of an assistant professor in the biblical field
(Charles P. Anderson, 1962). Soon a major was introduced, and changes were made to
the University Act that removed lingering questions about the legality of religious
studies.*® With the act amended, the Senate could grant departmental status, and two
more appointments were made. The coming of the new department brought about the
phasing out of the old system of Religious Knowledge courses. The theological colleges
could, under a new plan, offer courses applicable to an arts degree provided they met the
same standards of approval for new courses within the department to which they would
be cross-listed.

‘The birth of the new department coincided with the arrival of the “baby boom™
generation to the university. The religious studies department underwent exponential
growth, from an enrolment of 152 in 1964 to 882 in 1969. Two new appointments were
made in 1967 to keep up with the growth. However, throughout the 1970s enrolment
declined: although there were nine and a half full-time faculty members by 1975,
enrolment was down to 388, and had dropped to 240 by 1980. The introduction of an

MA program in religious studies and a PhD program in Buddhism helped to justify the

% Section 99 of the Act originally read, “The University shall be strictly nos-sectarian in principe, and
1o religious creed or dogma shall be taught ™ In the amendment, the word “inculcated” was substituted for
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size of the faculty, although a shift in interest from Eastem to Western religions in the
late 1970s left the Eastern side of the program vulnerable.

When a departmental review was requested by the Dean of Arts in 1983, the
committee focussed on three areas: governance, scholarship, and teaching. The
department was roundly criticised in all three areas. Nicholls resigned as head of the
department upon reading it (the report’s section on governance has remained confidential
because of the resignation), and the i that the be

disbanded as soon as possible. Although the Dean did not accept this recommendation,
two years later, at a time of financial restraint, it was again suggested that the department
cease to be. The argument was put forth that this was the only such department in the
province, and that closing it would make British Columbsia the only province without one.
An effort to drum up support in the larger community was met with lacklustre results:
few outside the Faculty of Arts either knew it existed or could distinguish it from the
theological schools, while those within Arts, with the same budgetary sword of
Damocles, did not want to be seen as especially of a whose

able to survive;*' enrolment went up, publications by faculty won acclaim, and three
members of the department were promoted to full professor.

the word “taught ™

' Fraser is uncharacteristically not forthcoming on this point. “All of the efforts to save the department,
mwummmnlswyms ummﬂﬂmhhsoﬁn
and it

Religious thet June.
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financial
ecliminated * SRC'S, 18. No ion is gi explain the. was the *different




As for the constitution of the faculty, beginning with the strengths of three faculty
members working in Judeo-Christian studies, the department’s next appointment was a
Buddhist scholar, an appointment for which there was much support from the university’s
Asian Studies program. Although his publishing record did not warrant it, in an effort to
‘maintain a balance between Western and non-Western traditions he was made a tenured
full professor. Unfortunately, he was also not particularly interested in teaching
undergraduates, so there was pressure for a graduate program before the undergraduate
program had been firmly established. Two more Buddhism scholars were hired over the
next few years, one to handle the undergraduates and one to assist in the development of
a graduate program. All three were Mahayana Buddhism philologists, interested in text
translation: thus, despite their presence, Theravada Buddhism had little coverage.
Judaism (apart from Old Testament Studies) and Hinduism were covered by junior
appointments, and Islam only entered the program when the Old Testament scholar
switched research interests. All were tradition ialists: despite the

of a need for an appointment in comparative religions or the history of religions, no such
appointment was made. Thus students in the majors or honours program were expected
10 specialise, and nothing was offered in the third or fourth years that spanned more than
one tradition.

Fraser maintains that there is inherent in the department a methodological unity
and coherence, given that each member is “trained in the historical method and its
ancillary disciplines and all [are] textually oriented in their approach to the five major




world religicns,"‘: Although “the five™ major religious traditions are represented, several
areas are not. Nothing is available in the religions of Latin America, and little on new
religious movements, cults, sects, and popular religion in North America. Primitive and
native religions are covered by Anthropology, and the religions of ancient Greece and
Rome are the domain of the Classics department.

The ithic structure of the as it is with tradition

specialisation, has, on the one hand, fostered a strong undergraduate program for those
‘wishing to continue in tradition study at the graduate level (ably assisted by the
availability outside the department of Sanskrit, Chinese, Japanese, New Testament Greek,
medieval Latin, and the scholarly languages of French, German, Spanish and Italian, and
Hebrew and Arabic from within the department) and, on the other, left little room for the
general interest of those who take religious studies courses as elective, which by and far
constitutes the majority.*> These electives, however, because of the emphasis on
specialisation, are almost entirely first- and second-year courses, leaving significantly
low (from a budgetary approval standpoint) the numbers for third- and fourth-year

courses. The ical unity of the is a nice rebuff to challenges from
detractors that by not focussing on the inculcation of a particular creed the academic
study of religion lacks any cohesion. But a text-centred approach of certain traditions at
the expense of other approaches and traditions does not lend itself to ultimately making
general statements about the religious phenomenon.

“SRC'S, 24.
© Ibid, 428,
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8. Religious Studies in Atlantic Canada (2001)

Paul Bowlby, the reviewer for Atlantic Canada, was put in the unenviable position
of synthesising into one work the role of religious studies departments in four provinces
who do not see themselves as a homogenous block. This was also the mandate of Tom
Faulkner, who worked on the project for ten years until it passed to Bowlby. Perhaps it
was the logistic nightmare of maintaining regional identities without having to write
individual reviews (as happened with Saskatchewan and Manitoba in SRC 4) that has
made the project so long in coming.“

A central characteristic of religious studies is that it must have as its potential
subject the whole spectrum of religious traditions, and this is compounded by the
*obligation” public universities have to reflect the ever diverse multicultural population in
its offerings - but no faculty in Canada, let alone Atlantic Canada, has the resources to
cover this entire spectrum. Thus, introductory and advanced courses must be offered that
reflect the competency of the faculty.

The application of a scientific model to the humanities, which implies that

are open to the lled i has allowed for the comparison of
empirical data, and within this data comparisons and comparative patterns can be found.
But, the more the discoveries of feminism and the discoveries of those who challenge
Eurocentric perceptions of human knowing influence the field, the less sound are the

foundations of both ‘empirical’ or ‘objective’ knowing and notions of universal truth.

“ William Closson James, in SRC 3, notes that in 1984, when the team for that review was being,
assembled, the Atlantic Canada review was already underway (327).
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“[The] arts have become in large measure something like a museum of
civilization, capable of displaying the elements of civilizations but puzzled
about how to name and interpret those antifacts. Every room in the
museum is interesting in itself, but what is its connection to the next room,
10 the viewer? Mnmplnsmgnndnnmmupmnnslsw
smuumkmwledgnﬂallnm

hors, as a library ification system is an ordered structure
representing (a Western understanding of) the whole of human knowledge, the university,
with its own ordered structure, is a similar representation. However, just as actual
libraries are limited in holdings, actual universities are limited in what they can offer, and
thus can be only a fragment of what they can potentially teach. What the university can
do, however, is provide the resources as best it can to allow for both teaching and study
of as broad a representation of human knowing as possible. Thus, although the university
is structured into subcategories much like a library, there are themes that cut across these
categorisations. It is in this manner that religious studies brings “a multidisciplinary
approach for the acquisition of knowledge about how human beings have been, and
continue 1o be, religious.™® In as much as it is of the humanities, it approaches religion
or textually, using literary-critical and
historical methods. In as much as it is social-scientific, it employs the methodologies of

or sociology. Religious studies

are for iptively and d teaching about the breadth of its field

and the diverse critical assumptions and methods that have been employed to interpret

“ SRC6, 23. 1 am working from a version of the book as was sent 10 the presses, kindly given to me by
Dr. Bowlby. As a consequence, pagination between my references and the eventual published version may

not coincide.
“Ibid, 29.
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human religiosity.

Like elsewhere in Canada, the universities in Atlantic Canada which were
founded by churches rypically had theology or religion departments which, as the
institutions became publicly funded, transmuted into religious studies departments.
Although they are cenainly inheritors of that tradition, this transmutation coincided with
the growth of interest in religious studies as a field of inquiry independent from theology.
Deliberate choices concemning curricula formation and faculty hiring have broadened the
field from the initial focus on Christianity to the more inclusive multicultural approach
that has become standard. Only three universities in the Atlantic provinces were not
church-founded: the University of New Brunswick, Dalhousie, and Memorial University
of Newfoundland. Of these three, only the University of New Brunswick does not have
courses or a department of religious studies, as its charter expressly forbids the teaching
of *religion.” Memorial University has the largest religious studies department in
Atlantic Canada, and the only graduate programme (a two-year MA). Despite its secular
origins, the demands of the denominational school system in Newfoundland (ended only
in 1998) and the subsequent need for teachers resulted in a high concentration of biblical
studies at a given institution: its founding heritage; the fate of the founding heritage as it
came under provincial control; the location of religious studies in the degree
requirements; and the evolution of its relation to the state of the international study of
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religions.*” Following a brief chapter by Tom Faulkner on the relatonship between the
churches and the universities,” Bowlby tries to address these factors in terms of a
detailed approach 1o the programmes of study and curricula.

Early departments of religious studies, either evolving from theology departments
or originating in a university founded by a religious community (with the aforementioned

exceptions of Dalhousie and Memorial Universi i an ing of the

potential study of religion which exceeded the “theological, quasi-seminary styles of
curricula.™ This was a risky venture considering the substantial enrolments within these
theological programmes and, with the dropping of the requirements of courses in biblical
studies, church history, or Christian theology, the loss of a guarantee that these
enrolments would remain high following the transition. As an example, the 1969 uniting
of the Catholic St. Dunstan’s University and the (ostensibly if not officially) Protestant
Prince of Wales College to form the publicly funded University of Prince Edward Island
prompted an i at the new of religious studies, which in
reality was the adding of a Protestant presence to the Roman Catholic clerical facuhy.

With a retirement, a biblical scholar trained at McMaster (where a minor concentration in

an Asian religious tradition is required) was added and the course offerings subsequently

 Ibid., 40
«

per se, [ would be remiss in not

mmmmﬂ.wwoﬁm::m mmnoryummymm(nd
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thers, and
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related to the topic at hand. A: le, saming the Comer Brook University of
after “a famous Christian missi Sixiﬁd(*.gﬂm:ﬂllqdldﬂ-.“y

Newfoundland (57)," without any mestion of the impact Grenfell's medical *missionising’ had on the
history of Labrador and Wester Newfoundland.
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expanded, as they did again in 1991 when, with another renrement, a person specialising
in East Asian religious traditions was hired. There is thus traceable a three-step process:
a department working from a given tradition, a shift to an ecumenist perspective in theory
if not in practice, and a shift from theory to practice.

With only three faculty members, the strength of the department at the University
of Prince Edward Island is seen in its breadth rather than its depth. It is able to cover
what a departmental self study in 1989 described as the four broad areas that most

religious studies programmes attempt to address: “Biblical Studies; Western Religious
Tradition (primarily Christian thought and history); Eastern and/or Comparative
Religion; and Religion in Modern Society (usually within a social-scientific
framework.™™ The field of religion is introduced by two courses, “Religion and The
Person: An Introduction to the Study of Religions,” and “Religions of the World.” The
further, more detailed introduction to religious studies and an introduction to biblical
texts are second-year courses, and in any given year the department might offer
introductory courses to Asian religions, Buddhism and the philosophies of Asia, and

courses on the traditions of China and Japan, in addition to two biblical studies courses

and two Christianity (one ical, one sociologi The course

can not be geared towards majors precisely because the depth is sacrificed for breadth,
and the department is oriented towards the university as a whole with electives open to

the larger university community (which, in turn, allows for higher enrolments).

* bid, 61.
™ Ibid., 63, quoting the unpaginated study.
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Majors are required to complete fourteen half-vear courses in religious studies,
which must include the two first-year introductory courses and at least one of the fourth-
year tutorial or seminar courses (“Special Studies.” “Practical Theology,” or “The
Comparative Study of Religion™). Otherwise, majors may design their programme as
they choose, although recently changes have been made 10 ensure distribution
requirements among three streams (in addition 1o a general introduction to religious
studies stream): “Biblical Studies and Western History,” “Eastemn Religions and
Comparative Religion,” and “C Religion and isciplinary Studies.”

Substantial change in a particular department’s potential breadth of study can only come
with changes in faculty, either by addition or replacement.

Having established the University of Prince Edward Island as following a general
pattern, Bowiby discusses by the various of religious studies in
Atlantic Canada.”"

When Saint Mary’s University came under the province’s control in 1970, the
theology programme developed by the Society of Jesus was transmuted into a department
of religious studies, with three areas of focus: Religion in Western Civilisation, Religion

in Contemporary Society, and History of Religions (Comparative Religions). But no

“thwlyllhlﬂlum- iversiti M"‘""‘-‘

(technically the. of C Religi losed in 1995. Credits from Atlantic
Baptist University are not transferable to any uhnmvmyudmdqnmuol‘yuum
‘committed Christians

by graduate schools. St. Stephen's University's primary focus is on the training of
hby-d-n-lm Université de Moncton n-qauu-q-d.lqm.m
range of courses. become primarily a ‘service’ department for students in
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beavily on cross-listings. Mhdmhnn-ﬁu-b‘byn*u
only i
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sooner had the curri been when an decision saw cuts to

faculty in general and to the religious studies department in particular: the department
saw the loss of four of its eight positions. (As a result of the general cuts, Saint Many's
became the first unionised university in Canada.) Reduced enrolments were cited to
justify the cuts to the department, but the reduced enrolments were directly a result of the
arts faculty deciding that “religious studies courses would not count at all toward the
general Bachelor of Arts requirements for students in their first year. The department’s
courses could only count as electives in a student’s degree program.™ Enrolment
plummeted, and the cuts began. It was only in 1975, following an exteral review that
affirmed the new curriculum as appropriate for a public university, that religious studies

courses were treated on par with other ities courses. But the has

remained at four, and certain advancements that had been made were moot. In 1970,
following the theology department’s concerted effort to effect a shift to religious studies,
three of the eight positions were held by non-Roman Catholics, including a comparative
religionist who had been trained by Mircea Eliade. With the cuts, however, newer,
untenured members of faculty were at risk, so that by 1975 there were three holdovers
from the theology department and one graduate of a Canadian religious studies graduate
the i igionist was gone. Although the department continued in
its mandate, with minor changes in direction reflecting new interdisciplinary programmes

‘within the faculty of arts, it was not until the mid-1990s that the crises of the 1970s were

put 10 rest.

™ Ibid., 68.
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At present, the courses offered at Saint Mary's are in three streams; Comparative
Religion, Thematic Studies in Religion, and the Christian Tradition. Each stream has its
own introductory course (in the case of Christian Tradition. two half-courses on Old and
New Testament). There is an even distribution of courses beyond the first year in each of
the streams, and there are no prerequisites for courses until the 400-level. 400-level
courses are taught conjointly with the 300-level courses but have additional meetings and
more advanced assignments. There is also at the 400-level an “Advanced Seminar in
Religious Studies,” which deals with hermeneutical issues, and plans for a theory and
methods course. 400-level courses are reserved for religious studies majors only. The
*double duty” of the conjoint 300- and 400-level courses helps to add depth for the majors
without the sacrifice of breadth for the larger community. A major consists of six and a
half credits, with two full credits at the 400-level, plus the advanced seminar and the
theory and methods course. There is also a distribution requirement whereby students
must take courses from each of the three areas. Honour students build on the majors
program, taking two additionai full-course electives at the 400-level, an honours seminar
in which they write an honours paper or thesis, and a classical or Asian language, for a
total of ten and a half full-year courses.

Mount Saint Vincent University was founded as an academy by the Sisters of
Charity in 1873, and since becoming a provincial university in its present form in 1966 it
has continued its original mission as Canada’s only university primarily concerned with
the education of women. With the change of 1966 the department of theology evolved
into the department of religious studies, retaining all three faculty members. Although



the focus of the department remained on the Christian tradition and biblical studies, there
was a methodological shift, whereby “diverse methodologies and specialities [were
integrated] into a relatively coherent program devoted to the newly maturing study of
religion / Christianity.”™ The external reviewers commended the department for
maintaining that a religious studies department could have as its sole focus Christianity
and personal development in its social context, particularly as it fit with the school's
‘mission statement to continue the intellectual, moral, spiritual, and physical development
of its students. But all three facuity, all of whom were hired when it was still a theology
department, retired in the 1990s, and only one has been replaced. With a department of
one, in 1995 the religious studies departments of Mount Saint Vincent and Saint Mary's
entered into a co-operative agreement, although there has yet to be any implementation.
The new faculty member, Dr. Randi Wame, is trained in religious studies, not theology,
and her particular specialisation is gender and the study of religions in Canada. Thus the
programme has shifted in content while still contributing to the university's mandate.
The department offers as introductory, first-year courses half-credit courses on the
Old and New Testaments, but, because the Faculty of Arts requires that most student
electives be beyond the first-year level, the bulk of the departments courses are at the
second-year level. Neither these nor the tertiary level courses have prerequisites: only the
courses reserved for majors — selected topics courses, directed studies, and one course
entitled “Great Religious Thinkers” - require a prerequisite (or the permission of the

instructor). Of the fourteen courses at the second- and third-year level, nine are primarily

"Ibid., 73, quoti i sudy. nd.
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Christian interpretation of scripture, four are introductions to world religions and women
in world religions, and one is “Business Ethics,” which is cross-listed with the School of
Business and accounts for the highest enrolment in the curriculum. A major for the
fifteen-credit degree consists of the equivalent of six credits: of which there must be three
introductory half<credit courses on the Old and New Testaments, a half-credit
introduction to world religions, and the equivalent of two credits at the “advanced’ 4000-
level: the special topics, directed readings, and “Great Religious Thinkers™ courses.
These courses are taught overload by faculty, to provide some depth of study ina
department that has so few courses requiring prerequisites. For the twenty-credit degree,
the number of advanced level courses increases from two to three. There is no honours
degree at Mount Saint Vincent.

St. Michael’s College in Chatham, New Brunswick became St. Thomas College
in 1910 when it was taken over by the Basilian order, who did not want it confused with
St. Michael's College in Toronto. It became a university in 1934 and was moved to
Fredericton in 1964 to share a campus and resources with the University of New
Brunswick. The importance of the Roman Catholic tradition has been preserved in the
development of the religious studies department, which was still a theology department in
1972. In 1976 the department consisted of four clergy, but two years later there were two
lay in place, one of who was a specialist in the religious traditions of Asia. The courses
in Roman Catholicism were taught by academic clerical appointments, but from the mid-
1980s forward with the shortage of religious, St. Thomas could no longer count on the

ity of priests o fill the appoi The in the light of change,
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decided to maintain a core of courses that dealt with the Roman Catholic tradition, but
their first request to the Senate was the removal of the requirement for Roman Catholic

students to take one full credit in religious studies. Although this meant the loss of

it freed the to expand its mandate to comparative

religions, world religions, and themes in the study of religions. Thus, what could have
been described as a department in Roman Catholicism with some offerings in religious
studies became a department of religious studies with a strong component of Roman
Catholicism. The interplay of theology and religious studies is described in a self-study
performed by the department prior to an external review: “[scholars] in both theology and
the study of religion share a common concern — the need and capacity of human beings,
by both rational and trans-rational experiences, to make sense of their lives.”™

The first-year introductory course is a thematic, issues-oriented introduction to the
study of religions, with themes such as prejudice, sexuality, death and after-death, evil
and suffering, and so forth. The second-year courses are identified as ‘tools” courses, one
of which has as its focus text (with courses alternating from year to year between Hebrew
Bible and New Testament, with introduction to Qur ‘an available in alternate years), and
the other of which has as its focus ritual. Third-year courses are divided into five
streams: world religions, ethics, Roman Catholic traditions, Westemn Christian traditions,
and themes and issues. Finally, there is a fourth-year integrative senior seminar,
“Religious Studies: Scope and Methods.” The equivalent of six full credits (in St.

Thomas’ twenty-credit degree) is required for a religious studies major, including the

“fbid., 86, citing the “Relig Self Study,” St iversity, 1954, 7-8.



introductory course, both ‘tools’ courses, and the senior seminar. The remaining three
credits (or equivalent in half-credits) may be taken from any of the five streams, in
consultation with a faculty member, allowing students a concentration if they so desire.
The honours student is expected to concentrate. In addition to the introduction, tools, and
senior seminar courses, she is required to take the honours research and thesis proposal
course, the honours workshop, and complete an honours thesis. She must also complete
one full credit or equivalent in an area outside her concentration.

Mount Allison, founded in 1839 as the Wesley Academy by the Wesleyan
Methodist Conference, has had non-theological courses in religion since the nineteenth
century, unlike its Catholic counterparts. Courses such as “Evidences of Christianity”
were offered since its inception, and with degree-granting status in 1859 came courses in
biblical languages for the edification of lay formation and pre-theological studies. 1960
saw the creation of the Department of Religion, later called the Department of Religious
Studies, and with it came shifts similar to that noted at the University of Prince Edward
Island: first ecumenism, where Christianity remains the focus but in the broader
perspective as one of the world’s religions, followed by the development of expertise for

the study of world religions. Again, changes in focus and expertise came with new

faculty. Of the s four streams as ped by the three faculty members in
the 1960s, three of them reflect their strengths in the Christian (Methodist) tradition:
biblical studies, Christian theology, and the history of Christianity. The fourth, world
religions, was the effort to integrate the Christian perspective into the broader

comparative religion perspective.
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Today, the department introduces religious studies in a two-tiered fashion. Atthe
first-year level students can take introductory courses on Old Testament, New Testament,
and Religions of the Near East and Far East. These courses are opened to any student as
an elective. The second-year introductions have as their emphasis the connection of the
subject matter with contemporary issues. The third and fourth year courses thus evohe
into three streams: Eastern (Far Eastern) Religions, Western (Near Eastern) Religions,
and Religion and Culture, the latter developing out of the two former. With two faculty
retiring in the late 1990s, the two new appointments, one a specialist in Asian religions
and one specialising in both biblical studies and Islam, allowed the department to expand
its offerings without sacrificing the Christian component deemed so important. A major
consists of ten full credits of a twenty-credit degree, of which one is from the first tier of
introductory, one from the second, five from the third and fourth year courses, and three
“complementary” courses from other disciplines chosen in consultation with a faculty
advisor. Mount Allison thus has a commitment to a cross-disciplinary approach without
sullying what it sees as the boundaries of the discipline. An honours degree builds on the

major, with an additional course at the third or fourth year level and an honours thesis.
Although courses in Christianity were taught through the affiliated Kings College
and the classics department, being one of only two non-denominational universities in
Atlantic Canada Dalhousie University did not have a Department of Comparative
Religions until 1973. Following an acrimonious debate as to its relevance in the modem

it began with an auspicious start, with the appointment of Wilfred Cantwell

Smith and the (failed) attempt at appointing George Grant. When Cantwell Smith
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retumed to Harvard in 1978, the department dropped to two members, Ravi Ravindra
(who started in the department of physics and developed the department) and Tom
Faulkner. Since its inception all courses at Dalhousie have reflected the comparative
religionist approach, whether in courses on specific traditions or through thematic
courses. This is partly in measure of grounding the department wholly in the academic
study of religion in the spirit of the Chicago school, and partly from the lack of need to

an extant

faculty, and/or
community.

A consequence of this approach is that, unlike most of the other departments in

the region, the is ical with isites for courses beyond the first
year level. A two-tiered introduction begins with one of three half-credit courses: a
survey of world religions coupled with a close reading of the texts of two of the traditions
studied; an “Introduction to the Study of Religions™ which explores both its social-
scientific and humanistic methods and what it means to ‘understand’ religion; and a
variation of this latter course meant for a more general audience, aiming at a higher
enrolment. The second-year half-credit courses are on specific religious traditions and
there is one thematic course on “Religion and War.” The thematic courses of the third
year assume that the student has taken two of the first year courses and four of the second
year, and cover such issues as “Religion in Story,” “The Rise of Modern Science,” and
“Love and Death.” The capstone course is a half-credit thematic seminar for majors.
Majors require the equivalent of five (for the fifteen-credit degree) or six (for the twenty-
credit degree) credits: one full credit at the first year, two full credits at the second (one in
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Eastern religions and one in Westem religions), and two or three of the thematic courses,
which must include the thematic seminar. With only two members of department, there
is no honours programme.

Memorial University of Newfoundland, the Atlantic region's other non-
denominational university, was founded in a province which, until 1998, had an
education system run by the churches. There was thus a need for teachers who were able
1o teach religion in the schools, and a religion department was deemed necessary for the
new university. But the programme was to be run with a non-denominational curriculum
and faculty. The department responded to the needs of the general community by
establishing early an emphasis on biblical studies and church history, with a subsequent
expansion (through new faculty appointments) into Chinese language, religious
traditions, contemporary religious movements, and ethics.

Memorial follows a two-tiered introductory system similar to that of Dalhousie
and Mount Allison. At the first-year level three introductory courses, “Religion in the
Modem World,” “Christianity in Western Civilization,” and “Myth, Ritual and Religious

" are intended as large- courses for the attraction of religious

studies majors. At the second-year level there are twelve courses which serve as

10 the curri s four areas: biblical studies; Christian
thought and history; world religions and religion; and ethics and modern culture.
Roughly two-fifths of the courses past the introductory levels (twenty-one out of a fifty-
one) are in the area of biblical studies, church history, and theological topics. Of the

remaining thirty, six cover world religions, five cover ethics, four cover methods in the
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study of religion, and there are fifieen cross-listed courses. Thus the needs of the

are met without ising the integrity or balance of the programme
suitable for a non-affiliated school. A major consists of twelve half-credits (for a twenty-
credit degree: at Memorial, all courses are one semester), of which five must be at the
3000-level and one at the 4000-level. Because of the inability to guarantee that a
sufficient number of courses would be offered in any one year, thus not enabling majors
to progress in sequence, the prerequisite system was disestablished in 1997. Majors are
expected to consult with an advisor to ensure that they have the breadth of courses in
their selections. Where students must complete the six courses at the 3000- and 4000-
levels in three of the four departmental areas, it is possible to focus entirely on Westemn
traditions and exclude world religions altogether. The honours degree requires twenty-
half credits, including either a comprehensive examination in the student’s area of
concentration or an honours research paper. Memorial is also the only Atlantic university

to offer a Masters programme in religious studies.

There are ies from to which fall outside the aegis
of religious studies departments yet profoundly affect the way they are designed. The
fifteen-credit degree in Nova Scotia, for example, precludes the student seeking to
complete a major from acquiring too much depth, as general degree requirements
(Languages and Humanities, Social Sciences, Life Sciences and Physical Science, a
writing class, etc.) comprise a significant portion of a student’s available credits. When

electives can be taken at the first-year, courses beyond the introductory level can be

arranged hi i and require isites, but when electives must be beyond the
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first-y2ar, to keep enrolments up courses must remove prerequisites. The communities in
which the universities are located sometime place religious studies depantments in a
senvice situation, where they are compelled to offer courses (mainly in Christianity) that
create an imbalance in what would ideally constitute a modern academic study of
religion. The traditions from which the institutions arose and the presence of mission
statements and charters shape departments for good or ill.” Finally, departments can

only grow, and frequently shrink, as the importance of religious studies gains or loses

ground in an administration’s overall ing of what i a balanced arts
curriculum.
But there are similarities in the and their Each requires

a ceruain distribution in their courses, either explicitly with the programme descriptions or

implicitly through the ion of faculty ion. Each requires both

courses in more than one specific tradition and comparative, cross-cultural, or thematic
courses. Each requires some methodological study, either as an introduction or as a
capstone course. Each (apart from Dalhousie) has broadened its perspective in that three-
step shift evidenced at the University of Prince Edward Island.

Bowlby’s review is almost by default the most pessimistic of the series: four
departments — Acadia, Université de Moncton, Mount Saint Vincent, University College
of Cape Breton - either closed or were effectively closed in the seven years since he took

over from Tom Faulkner. However, had all the reviews been written today, Neufeldt

"orina iva, prevent forming at all, as is the case with the University of
New Brunswick. ineteenth century charter forbidding the teaching of ‘religion’ has denied the
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would have to account for the closing of the religious studies department at Alberta, and
Remus, Fraikin and James would have done likewise for Carleton and Windsor. The
recession of the early 1990s was not kind to publicly funded institutions in general, and
the economic recovery which followed, propelled as it was by advances in technology
and information based systems, did not reinvest in the humanities. Departments that have
been able to maintain high numbers have done so by adjusting their curricula, protecting
themselves from administrative rancour while making themselves vulnerable to attacks

on their academic credibility from the academy at large.

9. Reviewing the Reviewers

Before ing to ise the twelve it ible for the Study

of Religion in Canada seties, it is perhaps best to reflect on the state-of-the-art review and
determine where, exactly, it would fit in functional specialisation.

A state-of-the-art review certainly requires research, and there is throughout the
series a presentation of data in its rawest form. The reviews for Quebec, Ontario, and
Atlantic Canada deal with a substantial number of universities and programs, and thus
their data comes mainly in table form: they also include copies of all or part of the

questionnaire sent out to faculty, program directors, department heads, and so forth. The

other reviews d listings, iptions, and mission in

their entirety. But this is the special research necessary to ask and answer a question, not

formation of a religious studies department, which has resulted in UNB students enrolling in courses at St.
‘Thomas.
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the general research of the index-compiler. Therefore the state-of-the-art review does not
fall under the first functional speciality research.

A state-of-the-art review certainly requires interpretation, and by not allowing the
data to *speak for itself” and instead trying to understand the data, there is some form of
hermeneutical exercise going forward. ‘ In addition to the statistical data in tables and the
course descriptions, there are also memos, questionnaires, interviews, electronic

Teports,

reports, legislative acts, anecdotal
evidence, each of which must be interpreted by the reviewer. But this is not simply
determining what x said about y, or even what x said about y at points g, b, and c.
Therefore the state-of-the-art review does not fall under the second functional speciality
interpretation.

A state-of-the-art review certainly requires the making of decisions, and those
decisions do form the foundational stances on which he (for this series) takes a stand.
There are times when divergent judgments on what constitute religious studies are made
present to the reviewer, and he chooses one over the other. There are moments when the
preference is already present in the author but the act of being confronted with divergent
opinions only makes his position seem more valid and more articulate. But this is not an
exercise devoted to developing positions and reversing counter-positions. Therefore the
state-of-the-art review does not fall under the fourth functional speciality dialectic or the
fifith functional speciality foundations.

A state-of-the-art review certainly requires the development of policies and plans
of action. The decisions he has made inform the approach he will take, the points of
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emphasis and the points of minimal rels the d within

which he will work. But this is more than an exercise in expressing these decisions, these
judgments not only of value but also of fact. Therefore the state-of-the-art review does
not fall under the sixth functional speciality policies.

A state-of-the-art review certainly requires the organisation of findings into an
intelligible whole. Any academic work has to be expressed and written in 2 manner so
that others may grasp the intelligibility quickly and with little need for interpretation.
Each reviewer has divided up the work into a series of interrelated chapters, sections, and
sub-sections, and has employed one organising principle or another. But there is more
going forward here than effective systems of expression. Therefore the state-of-the-art
review does not fall under the seventh functional speciality systematics.

A state-of-the-art review certainly requires the communicating of findings. Each
author has written his review in an academic style of language, either in French or
English, depending on which one is spoken by the plurality of people in the region under
review. The language is not oo technical, however, to be beyond the reach of those yet
10 be members of the religious studies community: high school students and those who
are considering religious studies as a vocation, who have been identified as part of the
intended audience. The reviews are also demics in other disciplit

Those whom dialectic would make opposites can instead engage in dialogue. Lastly, the
books have been proofread, formatted, published, and distributed under the auspices of
the Canadian Society for the Study of Religion and the Canadian Corporation for Studies

in Religion. But this is the special communications necessary to make the answers to the



questions heard, not the general of and

Therefore the state-of-the-art review does not fall under the eighth functional specialiry
communications.

When one is doing a state-of-the-art review, one is operating in the third
functional speciality, history. The reviewers are trying to establish what was actually
going forward in their particular regions over a particular period of time by people who
were performing tasks that the reviewers identified as *studies in religion’ or ‘religious
studies.” As reviewers move from one specific department or programme to another and
subsequently to a broader perspective, patierns emerge. The patterns that emerge are not
identical: one can identify differences, and these differences may be genetic, may be

or may be dialectically opposed. It is not necessarily the place of the
reviewers to choose between patterns. At that point it would cease to be history and
from the reviews something of the reviewer’s preferences, and some have gone as faras
1o make specific recommendations.

It was noted earlier’® that the reviews written by one person betray more of a
stance than those written by two. Neufeldt, Miller, Fraser, and Bowiby tended to bring
more of themselves to their reviews, s, to a lesser extent, did the reviewers for Ontario
(Remus, Fraikin, and James), whose “differences in ... temperaments and writing styles

will be evident to readers, withstanding even Harold Remus’ editing of the entire

* See above, page 98.
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F often when were made they had much
more to do with the practical level of running a department or programme in a modem-
day Canadian university. Miller, for example, recommends the continuation and further
development of co-operation between the Universities of Regina and Saskatchewan, and
that

yperatively they work to icate “the nature and task of religious studies to
the general community and [seek] new ways of serving the wider public in the

province.™™ Remus, James and Fraikin (who iy wrote the ion o
SRC 3) call for the indigenisation of textb: to better the role of religion in
Canadian society, and for better ication between and

scholars.™ Bowlby lauds the trend towards gender equality and equal representation in

faculties, and notes that should always be ing not only their

relevance but the need for ion, for when small, a single

can justify its closure. But what is being said here can be said for any department within
a university whose i ility is not, inistrati i i self-evident.
The recommendations we are interested in are those that identify patterns and schemes of

recurrence that are constructive and those that are harmful to the study of religion
specifically.
Neufeldt, whose background is in eastern religions,” is a strong proponent of

T SRC 3, xv.
™ SRC 4, 155.
"sncl m:n
F. Max Miller and the Rg-Veda: a studyof i his work
(thlhu\lm):--ﬁm' cal SUNY Series in

ms*(khr Snumd&-vnhqlmimmwu:-
'Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1988).




first-order descriptive studies, and he feels that the push to introduce methodological
courses will always come too early and at the expense of leaming the tradition and its
history. He explicitly calls religious studies “a field of study rather than a single
discipline,™' and therefore he struggles to find a balance between, on one hand, the
growth of departments and course offerings not ad hoc but according to a clear defininon,

and on the other resisting the temptation to reduce religious studies to a single

F must resist the pressure to offer the courses that
will attract students at the expense of letting important traditions go unstudied.

Rousseau, in addition to work on the history of religion in Quebec, has
consistently written on the state of religious studies in Quebec and on the development of
*religiology’ at UQAM.” Despland, in addition to his collaborations with Rousseau, has

written i on devel in eij th and ni century European
philosophies of religion and the origins of critical thinking on religion They lament the

"M-ulmumamummum wmnw(umu Fde
1976); with Frank W. Remiggi,
ad(ﬂmh—blﬂmd%lmdummwuﬂm
Entreiens avec Louis Roussesu: refigion e modemité su Québec (Montréal: Liber, 1994).
© Inchuding “Résponses & Charies Davi.”in SR /1 (1975), 63-65; with P. Panikion, La theologie
ine, 1940-1973: genése de

ion Etudes sur le Québec 8 Institut supérieur des sciences humaines,
1977); “La religiologie & 'UQAM: sociale et direction " in P. Stryckman and J P
‘eds., Sciences sociales et Eglises. Questions sur I'évolution religieuse dv Québec.
Mlmymmmmmdm et discussion d'une
aeuvre d'histoire rel i pour I'étude d

Anq-i 's University Press, If La religion en
Occident: évolution des idées et du vécu (Montréal: Fides, 1979); TMMJD’I Plato and the
oronto: University of Toronto Press, I ‘dosser corps (Paris:

Philosophy of Religion (Toronto: s
Editions du Cerf, 1987), as editor with Gérard Vallée, Religion in hisiory: the word, the idea, the realiy
La religion dans Mhisioire: le mot, I'idée, la réalité, Editions SR 13 (Waterloo, ON.: Published for the
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lack of courses in world religions, but not simply within descriptive studies:

Les sciences religieuses sont un des domaines dont la fonction
interculturelle est la plus évidente. Elles favorisent directement

I"établi d'un réseau de plus
développé que dans la plupart des autres sciences de I'homme. Elles
d:vnmbmpmnmrwucwmmﬂ.mseulemﬂnmm
des traditions auservice de la
mmhmmbﬂmmmqundeﬂmuﬂm
consituer le creuset de nos nouvelles sociétés de I’hémisphere nord.
mmmnndammbkqummmmﬁdemmmk
reflétent davantage cette vocation a I'avenir®

It would seem, therefore, that religious studies serves, or can serve, a mediating
function between the culture and its constituents. This is, I believe, a shift from
Neufeldt’s position, and a development. All of Neufeldt’s points remain valid, and the
second-stage analytic studies can not come at the expense of the descriptive studies, but
Rousseau and Despland move from saying that it should to explaining why it should.
Furthermore, with a function for religious studies, Neufeldt's *field of study’ and its
consequent variety of approaches and methods can become a *single discipline’ replete
with a variety of approaches and methods.

Remus, James, and Fraikin come from different points in the Christian studies
spectrum. Remus is from the department of Religion and Culture at Wilfrid Laurier and,
in addition to continued work on the nature of religious studies, is an carly church

Canadian Corporation for Studies in Religi i di i i Wilﬁid

Laurier University Press, 1992), Reading d Romantic Reli A i

France, University of Toronto Romance Series (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, I994r.

hm.um-m;pwm héologies au JIXe sicle (Suim-Luure, Québec: Fides, 1990):

la religion:

H-m-mlm)
S SRC2,135.

* Inchuding “Religious studies in Ontario, 1992 10 1999: State-of-the-an update ™ SR 28/2 (1999): 197-

(Paris:



historian."’ James teaches in the Religious Studies Department at Queen’s, and has

written extensively on religious perspectives in Canadian literature and nature.™ Fraikin

is a New Testament professor at Queen's Th ical College and is

with the Department of Religious Studies at Queen's, specialising in Paul.™ Each witha
foot planted firmly in both religious studies and theology, they examine the relationships
between the two, or, more exactly, the possible role of the theologian within a religious

studies or at a secular institution. They contrast the ‘doing’ of

theology, the via doctrinae, with the “exposition of, say, Augustine’s or Calvin's
theology,” and permit that the former could pass muster in a religiously pluralistic
university setting, provided that the intention to do so and the premises from which the
“doing’ would proceed were expl

ly in the course description, at the

beginning of the course, and throughout the run of the course, and that, of course, assent

208~ Magic' Mehod. Madasss." Meshod & Theryin e Sy f Rebgiom 11731999 25298

intl hammw'mzz(mm
Rodopi, 1996): 33-46; Locations of the sacred: essays on religion, literature, and Canadian culture

(Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1998);, “Nature and the sacred in Canada™ SR 21/4
(lm) 403417, d"lhﬁm-’.ulwlﬂsklm(lﬂl) 151-166.

“The rhetorical function of the Jews in Romans,” in Peter Richardson, and David Granskou, eds.
m in early Christianity, vol 1: Pawl and the Gospels. Studies in Christianity and Judaism, 2.
(Waterloo, Out: Wilfred Laurier Pr, 1986): 91-105, and “Charismes et ministéres ... la lumiére de 1 Cor
12-14. Eglise et Théologie 9 (1978): 455-463.
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10 the premises was not a requirement.

Successful completion of the course would require the student’s being able
to think in a particular theological vein, or to solve theological problems
drawing on the premises of a particular theological tradition, whether one
with long historical roots or only nascent, for example, a *meta-theology”
or a “secular theology.” ... It does not seem to us that, in a religious
studies setting, dmngdeolo;ymlmcuhrhnmlmdmmmd
h-velnbebymmsdunlhxmm 1o insist on it would still be
another variation on the ‘200" theory. Moreover, in such a setting
*explaining’ that leaves open the possibility of * txplumnglwny is also
legitimate. ... Whether such a theology should edhetmummcs

Mmmmbewmndn phllmphyofmhpon
rmeof ‘a number of interlocking questions that it is safe to say will mnnn
sub iudice for some time to come.™

As they compare this theologising to courses in Zen meditation, they present an
entry into the theology/religious studies dyad. Any tradition of mediating betweena
cultural matrix and the significance and role of a religion in that matrix (Lonergan’s

definition of a theology) can be approached from either the historical, descriptive way of

Y iting on Calvin or i by iencing one doing itina
manner which addresses the concerns of the day. Much in the way Lonergan suggested
leaming research by apprenticing oneself 10 a researcher and learning by example,”" one
can leamn by example how the fides quaerens intellectum progresses. There are practical
problems, particularly as those trained in theologising in Western monotheistic traditions
are abundant in Canada and, one presumes, those trained in the similar task for other
Mﬁm(usnemnrlmrmnding)mmc;iﬂlyl.mn-exiﬁn;(or lmweleune,n; -

come from non-academic traditions and thus do not possess the on-paper qualifications to

* SRC 3, 296.
* Lonergan, Method in Theology, 149.



teach at a secular university), thus resulting in the same over-representation of one
tradition that is perceived as straining the credibility of the discipline. But the premise is

there for religious studies to have a place for d: doctrines, and sy of

not one but many traditions in addition to the cross-disciplinary explanatory models of

P of religion, soci of religion, of religion, and so forth.

Both Badertscher and Harland come from a United Church background, and both
are historians by avocation: Badertscher focuses on religion in Canada” and Harland on
North American Protestantism.” Both are regular contributors to Touchstone, a United
Church periodical for which Harland wrote the introductory essay.” Together they
present the history of religious studies in Manitoba but, as said above in the section
dealing with their review, they do little in the way of recommendations.

Miller is an Islamicist®® who, as professor of Islam and World Religions at Luther

College at the University of Regina, was il in ing the ofa

%2 See his “As others saw us," in Dennis L. Butcher, Catherine Macdonald, and Margaret E. McPherson,
mmmmuwgkmmgcmuwvm (Winnipeg

u.mmﬂmn ms)u« “George P. Grant and Jacques Ellul on freedom in technological
‘society,” in Lasry Schmi in process: (Toronto: House of
Anansi, mymhm l.muy d liberatioa: 8 study in Canadian history,” in Larry L.

Rasmussen, ed.
The annual of the Society of Christian Ethics (1982). (Dallas, Texas: Society of Christian Ethics, 1982) 45-

" See his “American religi ion” SR 2 (Spring 1973): 277-288;
Christian faith and society: Calgary: Umvemty ofCllp.ryPnu. 1989 The thought of Reinhold Niebulr.
New York, Oxford University Press, 1960; and “Theological resources for the political task.” in Theodore
Runyon, ed. Theology, politics and peace. (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books. 1989): 86-92.

*“Editorial: What is Touchstone™™ Touchune 1 an 1503:3-4 s i the e, “Thecogs

Hindu-Christian £
Books, 1989): 47-63; 'mmmnrmmminxsumwmcmmuM'
in Yvonne Yazbeck Haddad and Wadi Z. Haddad, eds. Christian-Muslim encounsers. (Gainesville:
University Press of Florida, 1991): 263-284; lldednuufldt-‘lwnllludﬂ’wdd World 16
(1996): 115-274.
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small department that has been able to use the resources of affiliated theological colleges
without compromising the integrity of its approach as a religious studies programme. ™
He contrasts this with the University of Saskatchewan whose ‘school” of religious studies

derailed the process of ping a proper and i i of religious
studies for ten years. The history of the programmes at the two universities is a history of
self-definition, establishing contrasts of method and purpose between theology and
religious studies. With both programmes barely twenty years old at the time of the

review, with only the two universities, with a smaller ion, and even by being a

younger province, Miller’s comments are different only complementarily and genetically
from those of Remus, Fraikin, and James who, at first glance, might appear to be arguing
differently.

Fraser is a church historian at the Vancouver School of Theology specialising in
Presbyterianism in Canada,” and is the only reviewer (with the exception of the cross-
appointed Fraikin) from theology and not religious studies™® One of the problems with
the British Columbia set-up has been the lack of co-operation amongst the various

utheran i “A
mmw-mmdmam CmnMdnﬁnu
(Fall 1992) 2941, and “Religion and religions: central ideas of Judaism, Islam,
Confucianism, North American priml religions.” in Frank W. Flos, C. Lynmmums
Martensen, eds., Luthe lienge of

anadian i in Robert E. ed., Church and
Cmalmammmum of America, 1991): 87-104; “For the uplift of the world:
ﬁlnmwnﬂmmAMuDudd. 1890¢-1915,” In John S. Moir and C. Thomas Mclntire, eds.
Canadian Protes 18205-1960s: his of John Webster
GMTMMIMWJ(NWYGKMI“ 1988): |9|~219Mw
Presbyterians in Canada: 1900-1945," in Fraser and Thomas D. Parker, eds. M-wﬂllw:}lda
(Toronto: United Church Publishing House, 1989), 125-143.

* Fraser inherited the project with the sudden passing Keith Clifford, who in tum had taken it on when
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theological colleges and schools and between them and the religious studies department
at the University of British Columbia. Thus a history of ‘religious studies’ would be a
history of only UBC. Therefore, while other reviews tumed to theology departments to
discern what could be called religious studies within a theological curriculum, Fraser
looks at theology departments as active participants in the study of religion. He is in the
unenviable position of writing a review from what looks like the perspective of someone
who either sees no distinction between religious studies and theology (when it is clear
that he does) or sees the previous reviews as too narrow in focus and not in proper
adherence with the mandate of ‘the study of religion’ by their concentration on religious
studies (which he may in fact believe™). But he does allude to the “striking irony” that,
in Canada’s most secular province, and one of its most multicultural, the study of religion

is in the most traditi ways and i by ical studies.”'®

Thereis ani ional isolationism that precludes any of the collaboration
which Fraser sees as necessary for either the further development of the study of religion
in British Columbsia or the positioning of the study of religion (both religious studies and
theology) in the public sphere as a relevant participant in the

Charles Anderson’s health was failing.
"-hmauwunu-ac&-iucmhusuydmw(ccm-umu
sudy ofrelgion in Canada, th focus has been on eligious studies i the secular university, withminimal

Indeed, the titles of the volumes have
clearly i ir subject is the field of religi Panly because of the nature of the study
Mmmm&mmcmmwymofmmwhu theological studies, I have
chosen to focus on the broader subject indicated by the original designation of the series as a whole, i.c., the
-udyoﬁ:bpl Ammﬁh&mmdhnﬂyﬂmmmcﬂm

mﬁu Mumhn‘ummu'muuhmum
ummdmmdmmm“u*ﬂuym
studies in Canada.™ (/bid, ii,

).



139

academic project of reflection on culture. Fraser's review, therefore, is not able to be

pushing in the same direction as the ones previous when the study of religion in British
Columbia (at the time of its writing) is still in a period of self-definition and territonal
imperatives.

Paul Bowlby's main area of interest is Hinduism and he is a comparative
religionist of the McMaster model.'”" As the last in the series, his is the first review 1o
really witness the trajectory of an entire generation of religious studies departments,
programmes, and scholars. If one dates from 1970, an arbitrary date between Charles
Anderson’s two general surveys of religious studies in Canada,'”® the latter of which each
of the reviewers uses as a benchmark, it has been thirty-plus years since the departments
which were going 1o make the switch from theology to religious studies have made the
switch and since the universities which were going to initiate departments or programmes
of religious studies have initiated them, and in that thirty years the faculty who were there
in the beginning have retired. Bowiby is optimistic about the state of programmes in
Atlantic Canada, albeit in despair over the number of closures. Those in denominational
universities have for the most part become true religious studies departments not by
rejecting their founding traditions but by placing their traditions in a broader religious
context. The ones have thus maintained relevance to the ities and the

traditions in which they function while arriving at an integrity of programme. The

' Ibid., 105.

9% See “Kings without authority: the obligation of the rukr to gamble in the Mahabharata™ SR 20/1
(1991): 3-17; “Tradition in the Bhagavadgita,” SR 17/2 (1988): 159-168; and, with Allen Eugene Combs,
“Tolerance and ll*ll. SR 44 (1974/75): 315-334.

" See above, n. 18.



ones have, how, not met the ions of the administration and not
been able to exploit and promote their in the academic ity. When
remain small, of even one pe: shut down a de

Departments that do not grow do so because of the scepticism within the university

‘community which still remains concerning the relevance (and, increasingly, the economic

viability) of the study of religion: this is d when a d i to
have an over-representation of Christian and Western Religions courses while
maintaining a claim to a world religions orientation. If retirements are not replaced
despite when those who are retiring are the cause of the imbalance, programmes do not
have the opportunity to fix themselves, and their relevance becomes even harder to prove.

This ‘relevance’ is perhaps the theme that resonates most strongly throughout the
series. What is obvious, despite differences in emphasis and approach, is that the work
being done in religious studies programmes (and, for that matter, theology programmes)
is a significant contribution to the broader task of systematic reflection on the culture that
is the role of the academy. Placing it in this framework, what can functional

and Lonergan’s ised empirical method contribute to the way
religious studies are practised in Canada?
10. Addressing the The Possible Ce of L s
Methodology

All of the reviewers hold that there are two general approaches to religious
studies. There are historical studies or first-order descriptive studies, which, following a

stage of data ion and a stage of i ion (an i ion that need not
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focus on texts but which has a tendency to do so), establishes the history of a tradition. its
development, its system of beliefs, its narrative structure, its origins, its offshoots, its
consequences, and its interactions with other historical phenomena. There are themauc
or second-order analytic studies, which, following from the establishment of categories,
proceeds to determine how the phenomenon of ‘religion” interacts either with other

analytical gy i science, literature,
philosophy, etc.) or with thematic phenomena (birth, death, sexuality, war, economics,
gender, justice, aesthetics, ethics, etc.).

Both orders are understood as necessary elements in the study of religion.
Furthermore, there are as many possible descriptive studies as there are traditions (living
or extinct, micro or macro), and there are as many possible analytic studies as there are
elements in the human condition to which ‘religion’ is relevant (thematic or
phenomenological, narrow or broad). There is broad consent that a programme in
religious studies should have a sufficient and representative selection of courses (or
experts under whom a student can do research) in as many traditions as possible, even is
a programme’s depth is sacrificed for its breadth. There is general consent that a
programme in religious studies should not limit itself to only one analytical approach, and
should offer a selection of thematic courses.

Consensus also seems to indicate that, because descriptive studies come formally
prior to analytic and thematic studies, if a programme must be limited, cuts tend to come
from the analytical or thematic side to maintain as much of the descriptive side as
possible. A can therefore legiti limit itself to
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approach (as is the case at the University of British Columbia). However, as analytic and

thematic courses are towards i with other discipli

programmes often include a number of second-order studies because foreknowledge of
specific traditions are not seen as necessary prerequisites and therefore they can be open
10 a broader audience (that is to say, they get higher enrolments).

In functional specialisation, Lonergan was able to make the eightfold division by
introducing the two movements of learning, the via inventionis and the via doctringe.”
The former begins with data; the latter begins with terms and relations. But, from
Insight, most of what we know we know by belief, for “Our senses are limited to an
extremely narrow strip of space-time, and unless we are ready to rely on the senses of
others, we must leave blank all other places and times or, as is more likely, fill them with
wwnjmmddmexphinwmjemmwnhmy\hs.”'"‘ In other words, we are
taught, and we leam not only by the formally first experiencing of data but from the
clarity of expression of an authority.

To put is another way, when a student is new 10 a science it is communicated to
her in a manner which presupposes both that there is an authority doing the
communicating and that that which is being communicated is accepted as true, almost as
an a priori. The authority may be the textbook or the teacher on the micro-level, or, on
the macro-level, the accumulated weight of the history of the science itself. The

presupposition of the ‘a priori” truth of what is being communicated acts in conjunction

199 See pp. 35-37, above.
1% Bernard Lonergan, Jnsight, 726.
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with the presupposition of authority purely for the pedagogical necessity of allowing for a
period of immersion prior to the long task of sifting between truth and falsehood. Only
subsequently does the student investigate the science and try to make clear for herself
what is actually true and what is only apparently true. Finally, there comes a point where
the student makes decisions based on what is to her true and moves from examining what
x said about y to what she herself says.'®

‘Thus introductory courses in programmes of religious studies usually do not start
with the history of one tradition, but rather with a survey of religions organised around a
theme. Religious studies introduces a collection of categories with which the student,
when eventually turning to descriptive studies, can anticipate patterns in her discoveries.
A retum to analytic, thematic, methodological courses seems to be the comnerstone of the
fourth year of programmes (although some delay this until graduate studies), wherein
these categories can be affirmed, modified, or denied in the wake of the student’s own
encounter with a tradition.

The central question, however, is coincident with the development of curricula.
How does one address Neufeldt’s conundrum, i.c. how does one rectify the notion that
religious studies is a field of studies and not a single discipline with the necessity of a
clear vision of what religious studies is to be? What links the descriptive with the
analytic?

The question, boiled down to its essence, is what is religion? To be more precise,

'* For a similar account of this process from within Lonergan scholarship, see Frederick E. Crowe, Old
Things and New: A Strategy for Education, Supplementary Issue of Lonergan Workshop S (Atlanta:



what question is it that all the traditions studied in first-order descriptive studies are
trying to answer that is relevant to all the themes and analytical approaches studied in
second-order analytic studies? For Lonergan, drawing from Heiler, the question is that
which is answered by love, more particularly that transformative love that effects in the
human person the need to shift from concerns for the self to concerns for the other. The
religious question is one of meaning and purpose, with particular reference to the

problem of evil. It is a question about ultimate value.

First-order iptive studies are ised of research, i ion, and
history. Second-order analytic studies are comprised of policies, systematics, and
communications. First-order studies intend what second-order studies assume:
categories. Categories are grounded in a process of authentic decision making, of
choosing one over another.

Without the ion of ies, without i ing dialectics
and foundations, unity in religious studies tends to disappear. In the practical world of
universities, departments can collapse. First-order studies can be subsumed into different
historical departments (Classics, Near Eastern Studies, Asian Studies, European History),
and second-order studies can be subsumed into different analytical departments

P ). The not hold. Without
an identification of what ‘religion’ is, religion becomes an aspect of human history and
hhuman behaviour that can be studied as a phenomenon only in how it bleeds through into

other phenomena. But by developing both general and special categories, by identifying

Scholars Press, 1985).
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what the study of religion shares with the other studies and. more importantly, what is
unique to the study of religion, religious studies can be grounded not in the data it
investigates and not in the manner in which it chooses to communicate its findings but in
its question: what is the role and significance of ‘religion,” of the asking of questions of

ultimate value, within a cultural matrix? With this, we move to the next chapter.



Chapter Five: Towards a Conclusion, in Five Questions

The previous chapter was lengthy, and the absorption of historical data may have made
the absorption of the argument difficult. This chapter will endeavour to present the

in a progr ic way. This will be done in a series of five
questions drawn from the discussion of functional specialisation in chapter two, the
answers to which are drawn from Lonergan’s conclusions on the function of religious
studies in chapter three and the historical data on the actual practice of the study of
religion in Canada drawn from chapter four. However, more attention should be paid to
the sort of answers these questions are pushing towards than my own attempts at

answering them.

1. Is Religious Studies a Field Specialisation?

Religious studies can draw from a vast array of data. Traditionally, religious
studies departments or programmes have felt it necessary to cover as large a spectrum of
the world’s traditions as possible. These traditions have often been studied via their
sacred texts and the texts that constitute that tradition’s history of self-reflection. An
Islamicist could study the Quw 'an, o the poetry of Rumi, whereas a Christianity scholar
‘might study the Pauline corpus or the works of Martin Luther, or the encyclicals of
twentieth century pontiffs. As new elements within a tradition are apprehended, there is

more ity to specialise. The task of studying ‘religion’ can thus be
broken down into the tasks of studying specific religions, which in tum can be broken
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into studying specific eras or themes within a specific tradition, and so forth.
Furthermore, although religious studies have traditi been

by a narrow definition of ‘text,” it can be expanded to encompass not only writings but
also artefacts, coins, pictures, statues, and other objects of material culture, rituals,
performances, oral narratives, anything upon which the hermeneutical exercise of
exegesis can be performed. Finally, just as religious studies departments often have had a
narrow definition of text, they have also had 2 narrow definition of ‘tradition,’ limiting
themselves to traditions which have texts narrowly defined. There has in the past twenty
years been an expansion of the understanding of “text’ to include any relevant set of data.
So, the ritual actions of groups, the history of movements and so forth have been
consciously included as data for investigation.

Moreover, the number of field specialisations is not fixed: as the ongoing process

ontinues, new fields are and investigated. New discoveries are made (the
Rosetta Stone deciphered, the Dead Sea Scrolls found) and new data are made available.
Methodological discoveries and new voices in complementary disciplines bring to the
fore data previ (Said’s Orientalism, feminism and the role of women)
and biases are overtumed. Religious studies engages the data in a manner that is
particular to religious studies, which is different from saying that religious studies
engages particular data. Therefore, although there are certainly field specialisations

within religious studies, religious studies is not a field specialisation in and of itself.



2. Does Religious Studies Serve a Mediating Function?

Each of the reviewers has spoken of a relationship that religious studies has with
the community at large outside of the academy, in addition to the interdisciplinary
communication of differing subject specialisations within the academy. Sometimes this
has come in the form of the necessity to communicate the discipline to the general public

for the practical effect of ing the ongoing rell f religious studies in
particular and the humanities in general. Sometimes this has come in the reciprocal
direction by religious groups and community groups turning to academics to address the
qQuestions that they find themselves unable to answer. When the critique comes that there
is a risk of turning the discipline into a faddish response, the *walk-in therapy center’ of
the academy, there is the reminder that universities in general are responses to and

of the needs of the ity in which they are situated. These responses

and anticipations are concerned with the long term and not with the fancies of the
moment. Balance can be struck between a tendency to hide in the ivory tower (which
leads to stagnation and classicist notions that one is engaged in a permanent achievement)
and a tendency to move with the marketplace. Conceiving a discipline as an ongoing

Each of the reviewers asserts that the study of religion is and has been identified
s being of fundamental importance to any study which purports to reflect on the sphere
of human activity. Paul Bowlby expresses it well, beginning with a comment by Martha
Nussbaum, who identifies the overarching task of higher education as one of educating
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women and men for citizenship in a multicultural setting.'

The real task is to situate religious studies in the debate about what
it means 10 be a citizen in a multicultural society like Canada. The topic
unites religious studies with all other university disciplines in the concern
for literacy among students and in their concem for teaching that requires
students to leam to read critically and to think rationally. Most especially
it unites religious studies with research projects involving scholars in
many different disciplines and subject areas. In such projects religious
studies scholars can contribute an analysis of the role of religious
traditions in society.

Religious studies can make a compelling case, with its research
and teaching focused on the diversity of religious traditions and the nature
of religious loyalties, [that] it has an important and unique contribution to
make to the understanding of the meaning of citizenship in a multicultural
setting. Such a contribution requires an empirical component that
identifies and interprets the way in which the religious communities of
(Canada participate in the social and political landscape. It requires an
extensive knowledge of the history of religious traditions both in their
places of origin and in the Canadian context. It requires a skilled
interpretation of the ways by which religious traditions shape human
beings socially and ethically and define for them the various facets of their
loyalty. It requires a subtle analysis of how and why loyalties differ and
can ultimate conflict and how the same loyalties can define humanity in
mMmuMmmman&smmw

the religions are in their society and how, imaginatively, it is possible to

enter into the lived experience of religious people with whom they must

live and function in all aspects of life in Canada’

Bowlby is presenting arguments for the continued relevance of religious studies in
the modern university at a time when so many programmes in the Atlantic region are
folding. One can assume he would argue that religious studies is also relevant in non-
multicultural settings, that an interpretation of the way traditions shape human beings and
an analysis of loyalties which differ and conflict or co-operate are not only between

' Martha Nussbaum, Cultivating Humanity: A Cl
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1997). mhu"lnw
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religious traditions but also between a religious tradition and another tradition
(capitalism, liberalism, scientism) within a culture.
But it would be false to assume that the arguments of a practical rationale for

religious studies are not with the ofa ical rationale. To

reiterate what was said in chapter three, a modern method is ultimately existential, in that
it asks the question, “What are you to do about it?" As such, a modern method has a
praxis element in addition to the empirical element. This praxis orientation is particularly
manifest in religion, where the world is mediated by ultimate meaning and motivated by
ultimate value, but these ultimate meanings and values are commonly apprehended
symbolically. A theology endeavours to discern the meaning and value behind its own
religion, while religious studies envisages the totality of religions through time and
throughout the world. A lived religion is already a living praxis, but theology seeks to
scrutinise, make explicit and thematic, that praxis. Religious studies, on the other hand,
although it presupposes the phenomenon of religious praxis at its most general, begins as
an empirical science.

‘Therefore, whereas a theology mediates between a cultural matrix and the
significance and role of a religion in that matrix, religious studies mediates between a
cultural matrix and the significance and role of religion within that matrix. With humans
being symbolic animals, religious studies is the department within human studies that
studies the human symbols that commonly purport to refer to what is beyond humanity.

It is the purporting that distinguishes religious studies from theology, for religious studies

SRC6,321-22.



confines its attention to what is within the world, to the things experienced by human
Iivingmdhhmnexpmmduitsdl‘.’ But the purporting, if it is not to be without
content, forces one to look to what it means to be involved with these symbols.

3. Does Religious Studies Have Special Categories?

‘The transcendental notions (be attentive, be intelligent, be reasonable, be
responsible) make questions and answers possible: categories make them determinate.
Categories are either general or special: general categories regard objects that come
within the purview of other disciplines as well as one’s own; special categories regard the
objects proper to one’s own discipline. Categories are to be understood as models, which
stand to the human sciences much as mathematics stands to the natural sciences.*

For models purport 1o be, not descriptions of reality, not hypotheses about
reality, but simply interlocking sets of terms and relations. Such sets, in
fact, tum out 10 be useful in guiding investigations, in framing hypotheses,
and in writing descriptions. Thus, a model will direct the attention of an
investigator in a determinate direction with either of two results: it may
provide him with a basic sketch of what he finds 10 be the case; or it may
prove largely irrelevant, yet the discovery of this irrelevance may be the
occasion of uncovering clues that otherwise might be overlooked. Again,
'when one possesses models, the task of framing an hypothesis is reduced
to the simpler matter of tailoring a model 10 suit a given object or area.
Finally, the utility of the model may arise when it comes to describing a
known reality. For known realities can be exceedingly complicated, and
an adequate language to describe them hard to come by. So the
formulation of models and their general acceptance of models can

* There is an ambiguity to the word *experience: that which is the common sease meaning of the word,
with ‘knowledge,” and —qduwﬂ.t&mnh
The e, eicaluty &
Experience,” 4 MMIIMM-&-I,T&M;{W'HS—I!
* Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, 284.
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facilit both description and jcation*

In the natural sciences, ies are with i the
basic set of terms and relations are the models by which one can describe quantifiable
phenomena. The periodic table of elements is one such example: elements are arranged
in rows according to their atomic number and also in columns of recurrent properties. By
arranging them thus, gaps in the table had anticipated results, anticipations which were
bome out when missing elements were discovered.

The axioms and equations of physics are another example. The basic terms
(mass, distance, time, etc.) and relations (velocity, acceleration, force, etc.) have

in the tradition to anticipate how i in motion behave.
As new experiments were performed, the terms and relations held out. As new questions
were asked and new discoveries were made, the st expanded to include new terms and
relations, but much of what was discovered conformed 10 the models and could have
been anticipated had the technology existed earlier to perform the experiments.

As time progressed and technology advanced, the problem arose concerning the
properties of light. The speed of light had been measured, but no experiment, no matter
how fast the source of the light was moving, could yield a different result. Einstein
discovered that the speed of light was a constant: therefore, with the relation of speed to
distance and time, space and time had to shrink or expand to accommodate a universal
constant. Special relativity concerns the movement of light, for which there is no

acceleration: general relativity concerns the movement of all objects in a universe where

* Ibid., 28435



153

there is the special circumstance of light’s constant velocity, where accelerations are
indistinguishable from and thereby equivalent to gravitational fields.

Human sciences, however, do not principally deal with i h

they deal with what is constituted by the world mediated by meaning. As such the
categories are concerned with meaning, which “is embodied or carried in human
intersubjectivity, in art, in symbols, in language, and in the lives and deeds of persons.™
In Lonergan’s dissertation, Gratia Operans, the first chapter was a methods
chapter. An exercise in discovering what Aquinas had to say about operative grace and
the development of that thought through his writings is an historical inquiry. Previous

on Aquinas had that he ‘must’ have meant such and such, but ~
barring a careless use of the word ‘must,” which denotes necessity - “they are claiming to
demonstrate in a science that does not proceed by demonstration.” To demonstrate an
interpretation positively, all possible interpretations must be enumerated, that
enumeration must be shown to be exhaustive (which is the tricky part), and all

interpretations must be shown to be incorrect save for one. While one can proceed with

certitude in negati ions, for positive ions onc must be content with
But the degree of ility attained will appear from the structure of the
induction to be made.

As itis an historical inquiry it is inductive, and although it can not presuppose an

a priori structure like current systematic theology, it also can not deny “the exigence of

¢ bid, 5.
7 Bemard Lovergan, Grace and Freedom: Operative Grace in the Thought of St Thomas Aquinas, 151-



the human mind for some scheme or matrix within which data are assembled and given
their initial correlation.” A middle course is thus proposed.

That middle course consists in constructing an a priori scheme that is
capable of synthesizing any possible set of historical data irrespective of
their place and time, just as the science of mathematics constructs a
generic scheme capable of synthesizing any possible set of quantitative
phenomena. ...

The quantitative sciences are objective simply because they are given by
mathematics an a priori scheme of such generality that that there can be no
tendency to do violence to the data for the sake of maintaining the scheme.
But the same benefit is obtained for the history of speculative theology by
an analysis of the data in its development, for the analysis does yield a
general scheme but it does so, not from a consideration of particular
historical facts, but solely from a consideration of the nature of human
speculation on a given subject.”

There must be the process of assimilation in order for the human mind to grasp

the truth and make it at once an effective spring and a higher form of action:

and ising; drawing out if g mutual
coherence; constructing instances into groups, groups into species, species under genera,
until an ultimate unity is attained. With unity comes the communicability of the content
of speculation not though the slow apprehension of the specialist but logically through
ideas that are defined, arguments that can be tested, and conclusions that need only be
verified. Thus one can identify theorems, which are the scientific elaboration of a
common notion, and terms, which are the denotation of aspects of reality that have
precise meanings.

But of what relation are the general categories to the special?

450,
* bid, 157.
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Lonergan mentions the ‘methodological position’ of the sciences, wherein
scientists maintain incompatible theories simultancously. The example given is again the
properties of light: “because of general phenomena, light has 10 be an undulation; because
of special problems, it is an emission of particles. The basis of this position is that at
present the scientist is ignorant of the truth but in the future, as far removed as you
please, he will possess the complete explanation of all phenomena.™"'

Lest the reader think there is a strict correlation between the general and the
special in the sciences and the general and the special in theology, the theologian, unlike
the scientist, can not proceed with resolution pending. The principle of perfect
intelligibility precludes the theologian from holding two opposites simultaneously: they
can not contradict, therefore they do not. Furthermore, there is a distinction to be made
between the unknown and the unknowable: scientists are faced with the as-yet-unknown
higher synthesis that will eradicate the contradiction. The theologian, while certainly
faced with the as-yet-unknown, is also faced with the unknowable, for theology deals
with transcendent mystery. The first four functional specialities (shifting to later
Lonergan terms) move the theologian “from an initial position in which the mystery is
the different mysteries is not defined, fowards a final position in which the pure element

* Ibid. 151.
1° Ibid., 156-57.
" Ibid., 166.

tous,
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of mystery stands in isolation from all else.”'> But theology does not explain mysteries:
it must be content to only describe them in a manner commensurate with the narrative
reality of a faith community.

Two more points need be emphasised. First, the models, the categories, the basic
terms and relations that the human sciences develop, are models of emergent probability
because they are products of induction.' Much of what can be eliminated as
demonstrably incorrect has been eliminated, and as techniques advance and new data

arise, more can be eliminated. But certitude is reserved for those who can enumerate

all possible i ions, and, since human living continues even while
‘human scientists reflect on its history, such exhaustive enumeration is illusory.

Second, the scientist, the theologian, the scholar, lives and works within a
tradition. Einstein’s discovery would have been nothing had Emest Mach not insisted on
the non-existence of absolute space. Categories of antecedent scholarship, provided that
they both be taken only as models and take into consideration historical consciousness,
can be returned to if they have been tested and not found wanting. Just as the horizon
shift of religious conversion does not necessitate the subject to start a faith afresh but
locate herself within a specific iy, 50 too the derivation of ies in

foundations need not be from scratch."*

ikelibood of previously i
problems proving u-wmmmmmmlq.nmmlw
144-51, 234-37, 487; Kenneth R. Melchin, History, Ethics and.
History in the Work of Bernard Lonergan (Laoham, MD: Umvumyhmnfm 1911).m|:p
Randomness, Statistics and Emergence (Dublin: Gill & Macmillan, 1970).
'3 A footnote of Lonergan’s on this matter illustrates this point in a manner sow amusing with the
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Religious conversion, as Lonergan described it, is a general principle, which
generates categories common to all sciences that understand that there is an orientation
towards a sense of the transcendent." It sublates moral conversion (which is the shift
from satisfactions to values) and intellectual conversion (which is the end of
understanding knowing as ‘taking a good look”). It generates general theological
categories when it is considered operative, and the fact that it is operative in the world’s

religions provides a basis for the ility of ication and dialogue
across denominations and faiths. It only generates special theological categories when it
comes to be understood as commensurate with the narrative reality of a faith community.
The question hinges on a paragraph from Method in Theology:
mmwmmmumm
possible, categories make them are
either general or special. anﬂmmdob)emﬂnm

within the purview of other disciplines as well as theology. Special
categories regard the objects proper to theology. Theﬂolwlhqul
categories

Mumwwmdmmmmwm
categories, what isto be
mmmmmummuwmnu

‘What is unclear at this point is the generality of generalized empirical method:

passing of time and the shift in his own thought to a more ecumenical tolerance. “It is not infrequently
mphdnnnhnlopnlwd-mu-p-mﬁﬂy vice peculiar to Catholics. What must be meant
is not that Catholics speculate non-Catholics refrain, but that Catholic speculation is systematic work.
ummamwmmmwh;nnnmmm pope,
thinks it

well
the field of theological speculation: mwdhﬂhm—dhﬂmbﬁdm

irepressible in
hﬁ-phyofnpuu-a— I-Ih-(‘nndfnd—. 1670.6.
% On the use of “sense’ bere, see Bernard Lonergan, Insight, 555-58.
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whether when writing this h Lonergan was a d th ist or 2

ist writing for a ical audience. Do all disciplines have ‘objects
proper?”” Do we interpret “Theological categories are either general or special” to mean
“Theology, like other disciplines, has general and special categories,” or “Theology,
unlike other disciplines, has general and special categories™

If the former is the case, that all disciplines have both general and special
categories, then we are presented with an option wherein the areas of concentration for a
discipline become the objects proper, and the general categories become a lingua franca
for communications between various disciplines. Special categories become to general
categories what species are to genera.

Itis a tempting ition. But d ies are not special because
they are simply particular to theology: they are special because (i) they are concerned
with mystery which is not merely an unknown for the time being but ultimately
unknowable; (ii) despite being they are ulti intell (iif) they
condition general categories because ultimate imelligibility does not allow for
contradiction. That would be Lonergan’s position from Gratia Operans expressed in
Iater language: he certainly would not have changed his mind about the unknowableness

of mystery in the intervening thirty years.
However, we can tum to /nsight, where the designations ‘general and *special’
are again used, in chapters nineteen and twenty respectively, this time in relation to
General concems the existence of God

" Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology, 282.



159

or, more exactly, the existence of transcendent being: it is “concerned with the
knowledge of God that, according to St Thomas Aquinas, consists in knowing that he is
but not what he is.™"* Special transcendent knowledge concems the concrete fact of evil,
and “what God is or has been doing about the fact of evil.””

If we bring these distinctions to Method's talk of categories, general categories
regard the ‘that he is’ knowledge: through history people have had religious experiences.
Special categories regard the ‘what he is” knowledge: the narrative content of those
religious experiences. Again, a distinction is made where we should read “the objects
proper to theology™ as “the objects proper to a theology.” The objects proper toa
theology are the narrative reality of a religion as it asks questions concerning special
transcendent knowledge.

We can now identify three meanings of *special:’ (a) special theological
categories are special because they regard mystery; (b) special theological categories are
special because they regard a particular tradition; (c) special theological categories are
special because they regard objects proper. The first statement is theological.: it hinges on
the ultimate unknowableness of God. It derives from an instance of religious conversion
in a tradition with a wholly transcendent other. It is a statement from within that faith
tradition, and informs how theology is performed within that tradition. The second
statement is performative: it is the methodological exercise applied to theology.
Theology mediates between a cultural matrix and the significance and role of a religion

'* Bernard Lonergan, insight, 657.
* Ibid, 709.



‘within that matrix. The third is a statement of maximum generality- it has as its basis
generalised empirical method. X mediates between a cultural matrix and the significance
and role of y within that matrix. The second and the third are thus related as the
particular to the general. The first is related to the second as content to the structure.

With a structure in place, whereby we can say that it is a methodological

statement that mediating disciplines have special ies, we can say that religious
studies has special categories if indeed it serves a mediating function. In the previous
section we determined that it does. However, we turn now to one last point, concerning
‘objects proper.”

The objects proper to an investigation are determined not by the science but by
the scientist. That a tradition of scientists has grown and developed is a consequent of
similar people i igating similar ina

expansion of knowledge concerning their objects proper. Those who study the role of the
psyche have the science of psychology, with its accumulation of insights and (incipient)
set of terms and relations. Similarly, those who study exchange have at their disposal the
accumulated tradition of economics. In like fashion, the accumulated insights of
religious studies are available to the person who chooses to study religion. As sciences
grow, categories, both general and special, become more defined Working within a
tradition, the scientist adopts the categories as models to describe the realities under
investigation, and the science advances as the tests either reaffirm the models or rejects

them partially or asit ient to act as descriptive agents of
known reality. These models are not only useful in the last three functional specialities:
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they are anticipated within the first four. The first four occasion a movement from an

initial position to a final position of greater clarification conceming the known reality.

4. Is Religious Studies a Subject Specialisation?

Students of religion publish and work in a wide spectrum of venues. In addition
1o a general religious studies journal like Studies in Religion Sciences Religieuses, in
which all of the reviewers have at one time published, there have been publications in
works on literature, scripture, theology, sociology, history, F
each of the reviewers have indicated that most departments of religious studies have a

listed and universities which offer centres for the study
of religion without having an actual department by definition draw across disciplines.

The genus ‘religion and ..." can be as the manif ion of the

between the special categories of religious studies (which are the subject of the next
section) with the general categories which all of the human sciences share, while the
genus ... of religion’ can be understood as the mediated relationship between the special
categories of religious studies and the special categories of another human science
(anthropology, sociology, and so forth).™

'Awmmu-hm Fnd'll-nhmd‘m-&-nﬂ-
the process of being worked of religion’
mym:a!lb!n Hmm- -Mmmumilmc-_ﬁnummhfm
mﬁ;:hd-mmnumﬁﬂ;;amuy)_—imu

rﬁ--nlﬂdlmm-ﬁim-ﬂm

m
\-’ using both general
m-‘mwﬂmd‘-ﬂ-ﬁqﬁ* Again, thtbough the distinction may
prove itself false, it Bigher order
hmh-uﬂfu*f‘ it second
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Of the latter, a clarification needs to be made. This genus has usually been

d as ing the and premises of another discipline to analyse
religion. If one can speak of *... of religion’, then can one speak of ‘religion of .. or
‘religious studies of...”? If one can, it would seem that one is placed in the position of
saying that there was one methodology 10 religious studies which can be employed in the
same way that the methodology of psychology can be employed to examine religion in
“psychology of religion’ courses. However, even those who have not gone so far as to

suggest that religious studies is ively interdisciplinary have maintained that there is

an interdisciplinary element to the study of religion, and that there is no one method
employed by religious studies.
There is a distinction to be made between ions and methods. F

inform how one looks at the world. They are judgments of fact, which are known to be
true, and judgments of value, which are known to be effective. They are grounded in the
converted subject and categories. They are concemned with attitudes and ends. They are
what inform methods. They are a particular tradition’s policy on the special and general
categories. Methods in the second phase are the practical ways that foundations become
communicated effectively. Methods in the first phase are the practical ways that
foundations come to be affirmable (or deniable). A second-phase method is a particular
way 10 achieve a particular articulation for a particular audience of a particular tradition’s
understanding of its foundations. A first-phase method is a particular way of

data and lopil d proving to test the validity

year levels, and the latter at third or fourth year levels.
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of the affirmation (or denial) of a foundation ™'

If one considers a discipline as one which serves a mediating function between
the cultural matrix and the role and significance of its special categories within that
matrix, one articulates the special categories in terms of a basic set of terms and relations
which express the priora quoad se. However, the premises of a tradition, its policies, are
the beginning of a return to the priora quoad nos. The genetic and complementary
differences which were identified in dialectics return to the fore (now that the
dialectically opposed differences have been weeded out) when one speaks of policies.
Traditions with complementary or genetic differences will have different methods. If the
special categories for psychology regard the psyche, various traditions within psychology
(Freudian, Jungian, Skinnerian) will employ different methods.™ Furthermore, traditions
within a discipline will vary in method according to not oaly the premises but also both
the audience (the segment, broad or small, of the cultural matrix) and the field of data
undergoing the analysis.

To speak of any human science having ‘a” method, then, would seem a fallacy.
There are ofien, of course, general patterns and schemes of recurrence among methods
‘within a discipline, which could be to a discipline i focussing

on one particular field of data or of few traditions within the discipline, whose similarities

270 avoid confiusion,  heuristi ‘lﬂulmuvnl- al
genenalised empirical method is always
mumhhhthmu“m.

7 Of course, if traditions within a discipline have fundamental differences, differences which are
dialectically opposed, then traditions wil also employ different methods: rather then have a synthesis in
ons, they will i cations. A ‘meta-psychology.” one that seeks 1o

ies, would i ‘psyche’ 10 its most




could be understood as the discipline’s one method (albeit only when understood in
general terms). However, as disciplines develop, and the field of data expands, and more
traditions arise, new methods develop. It could be that, since religious studies has its

origins in a variety of disciplines (both analytical and denominational), the natural period
in which a general pattemn is predominant never occurred, and that the crisis of the
“multiversity” with which the academy is currently faced is one that religious studies has
faced all along.

To return to the question: s there (or could there be) such a thing as the genus
‘Religious studies of...?" The implication that this would entail ‘one’ religious studies
method has been shown to be false, just as *psychology of religion’ does not entail a
specific psychological method. There is a history of psychological analyses of religion,
and courses follow the methods of those traditions within psychology that have done
these analyses, but the noting of a general patiern or a trend is not the same as limiting 1o
one. Thus, if there were a course in *religious studies of the psyche,’ it would be a study
of how the special categories of religious studies relate to the special categories regarding
the psyche in a manner that begins with ‘religion.’ ‘Psychology of religion” begins with
psyche. The two are complementary but have different emphases of priority.

If what itutes a subject is th ication of results, with different
emphases, the same scholar working on the same data can communicate results ina
variety of subjects. Michel Despland, for example, co-author of SRC 2, publishes in
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religion,” history,* philosophy, theology,” and literature. ™" The diversity of subjects is
a of both the mediation of the role and signi of religion to the cultural
matrix and the diversity of emphases of priority within that cultural matrix.

Although there are certainly subject specialities within religious studies, it has
never been suggested that religious studies is a subject specialisation, unlike the common
suggestion that it is a field specialisation. But the full implications of being neither need

10 be worked out to a greater systematic fashion then has been done thus far.

5. What Are the Special Categories in Religious Studies?

This question need not be answered here. The role of working out general and
special categories is not for methodologists; it is for those operating in the fifth functional
speciality, ions. However, the preliminary tasks of indicating a few features of
what qualities are desirable in special categories for religious studies is the
methodologist’s.

If religious studies is conceived as a meta-theology, as some have described it,™
then the special categories of religious studies would be an attempt at a set of terms and
relations which include all that is shared by the religious traditions of the world and

ly in ligi ity,” Religion 21 (1991): 31-50.
Two Types of The C Anquetil-Dy Champollion,” Historical
mmzo(lm) 413433,
e The education of desire: Plato and the philosophy of religion. Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1985,
He, be ? of Kant and Hegel™ Harvard Theological
kma(ms) 357:370.

Christianity and the modern world.™ Religion and

Literature 21 (1989 19-4.
# SRC3,29.



exclude all that is unique.

But religious studies is not a meta-theology. Theology presumes a position
consequent of religious conversion (in the last four specialities). Religious studies does
not. Religious studies does not require one to take a position on special transcendent
knowledge of a tradition or even general transcendent knowledge. The fact of religious
experience constitutes the objects proper of religious studies, not the reality to which that
experience purports to refer.

Moreover, although theology has to account for plurality of expression and
plurality of religious language, theology aims at internal consistency. As theology treats
one tradition, there is the assumption that the faith stance, however it be expressed, is
uniform. This faith stance adds no new data but adds context, affirming that there is an
unknown which is intelligible albeit unknowable.” Religious studies, although as a
science it aims at internal consistency, does not make the assumption that the same

foundational stance belies the varieties of religious experience. Variations are not only

1o stages of differentiations of i distances in
space and time, presence or absence of intellectual or moral or religious conversion.
There are among the world’s religious traditions counter-positions, where the
fundamental stance is different by being dialectically opposed. For religious studies,
counter-positions are not (necessarily) attributable to not being attentive, not being
intelligent, not being reasonable, not being responsible: they just are.

With Lonergan and Heiler one can hold that the feature common 1o all religious
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traditions is being in love in an unrestricted manner, which is common ground for co-
operation among the world's religions. A meta-theology might have a set of terms and
relations regarding solely this being in love. But the categories, the models for religious
studies are going to have to take into account radical, dialectical differences and
communicate those differences in a manner that is both commensurate with the traditions
involved while allowing for the communication across traditions that comes in dialogue.
Earlier, Neufeldt's use of the word category was questioned in the light of
Lonergan’s method. But the categories currently in use (covering major religious
traditions and traditions of scholarship: Christianity; Judaism; Islam; Hinduism;
Buddhism; Confucianism; Taoism; Shinto; Folk Religions; Comparative Religion/
Phenomenology; Methodology; and terms such as ritual, myth, etc.) can serve as
anticipated models as one progresses from an initial position to a final position of greater

fu

gories would dispense with both makeshift categories
that assist in itional stages of e and ies of ience that only
advert to the priora quoad nos (Folk Religions).

’.ﬁ-—v.m Lelal
* See sbove, 69, n.
' Paul Bowlby i k of the Mount Saint Vincent Religious Studies

i of Women's Studies: “In this instance,
Mnmmmmnmnsuvamvm-mmmmof
(l]n\ns

the now
beani isciplines (SRC 6, 301).” To whit, women's studies
wwdunu-n—mn“ ab: f ideration of the p.w-

h-amha-— “religion and. ‘d'miput (nnbml.m-ymnh—dy
transitional.



Conclusion

Religious studies is a discipline still in the process of working out its self-definition.
Although it has been around for over a century in some form or another, it has only been
fifty years since the post-war shift to publicly run institutions and the concurrent
suggestion that religion could be legitimately studied non-dogmatically. It does not exist
much outside of the North American continent. There remains a perception that religion
is an activity exclusively in the private realm and that any attempt to study it is an
exercise in inculcation and not education. Religious studies expends much energy
defending itself on two fronts: against those who dismiss it as “theology lite” or theology
in all but name; against those who tumn to it when their own traditions fail to provide
them with answers to ‘big questions.”

Bernard Lonergan was not a student of religious studies: it was not until his
sixtieth year that he lived in an academic climate where the study of religions was seen as
adiscipline in its own right. Although he was exposed to the German historical school
through his students in Rome, the ‘impossible conditions’ of the teaching of theology and
the writing of manuals prevented him from working with it in any more than a cursory
fashion. But his encounters with the scholarship of the study of religion can be traced
from the galley stages of /nsight to his retumn to North America and on to his post-Method
papers.

Chapters one and three are efforts at tracing that history. They bracket a chapter
describing functional ialisation which, following unter with Friedrich




Heiler’s ~“The History of Religions as a Preparation for the Co-operation of Religions,” is
also understood by Lonergan as applicable both to any religious tradition’s systematic
self-reflection and ultimately to any self-reflective human science.

Chapter four is a lengthy investigation concerning how religion is actually studied
in Canada, whether functional specialisation is already present in a nascent manner, how
reviewers identify lacunae in programs, how future trends are understood, and so forth. |
argue that Lonergan’s functional specialisation can frame work being done in religious
studies in Canada: nothing would necessarily change concerning the work currently being
done, save for a new understanding of how that work fits into a broader perspective of the
nature of religious studies.

Chapter five posits five questions but, although I provide my own answers, they
are meant to be open-ended. The first four are questions for reflection, the last a question
of understanding. Combined they try to point towards the sort of questions that students

of religion need ask Ives if some of self-definition is ever to be

attained.
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