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Pref=ce

I would like to express my indebtedness to
the feaculty of Illinois Wesleyan University for
presenting t me the opportunity to write an
honors paper.

The initiel interest in the field of religious
lenguage stems from lectures on "The Meaning of
Religieus Languege®" which were presented by Professor
Paul Hessert. These lectures were given in the
Pnilosophy of Religion course offerred in the spring
of 1¢&l.

I would also like %o thank Professor Johin
VanderWasl, cheirman of tie Puilosophy Department

at Wesleyen, for his personal guldance and encourzgement
during the prerarstion of this paper. Under his
direction tae Buck Memorial Librsry is repidly
attempting %o compensate for its great deficiency
in source materizl pertaining to tais subject.

Aporeciztion is also due to those certszin
nrofessore in verious fields, who by their easrnest
concern 1or knowledge and fine scholarship =g
exnlibited in their clzssroom, inspire meny students
to plunge into an un?ertaking which from *the inception
is beyond their grasp. The zralitude for these

incividuels eludes an
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From the moment of concepntion, the orgsnism design-
ated by the Greek term "&;ep“”n”" is involved in a
process of growing into a complex and highly developed
structure., The instant the egg and sperm unite, a

zygote is formed end en individusl 1s engaged in being

or existence. Every being of necessity must reszond to
his.exigtence, lian's response comprizes his life, =nd
his life is wihat he experiences, Every man 'eught! to
live in an awareness of nis state of affairs - the humen
condition of ean existing being. Indeed, from the incept-
ion of this paper , presuppositicns are presented, but this
should not appesr unreasonable., The explicit sssumption

is thet ments life or response to his existence concerns

men's attempt to be an existentielly authentic being. lian

o+
r
[4)

ag a being engeged in exiztence is preoccupled with

mesning of existence, his e€xistence.

ments ultimete response is to orientate himesell
to the cosmos, It 1s not adeqguate, according to Mirces
Eliece, for men to simply sey that he is in the world or
tjust nere®, That response ig mede only by an organism
which vegetstes, not an esuthentic beingz., Once =zgze
the explicit and imprlicit assumption of this peper is
thzt men, in full swereness of his state of being,

necessarily seeks to orientate nimeself to the comme

thigs existentisl concern 1s Ifor = directed exisztenc

1

an authentic being.



As this distinct being evolves, he continually
ettempts to orientete himself in his existence ih a
meaningful manner. When anything becomes meaningful,
men inevitably tries to communicate that which he
understands as being the answer to authentic existence,

Simultaneously with the development of man'sg
social reletions, linguistic communication plays en
increeasingly iwmportant role. Language, as a means of
comnunication, not only =sssists in the clerification
of our own thoughts but serves as a means of commun-
icating our idees to others, We can therefore see
that language is an integral part of social existence.
Languegze is a priceless possession that must be
employed with a conscious effort to use it properly.
If our efforts to use lenguage precicely deteriorate,
our ability to communicate with meaning and clzrity
will greatly diminish. An essential "dialogue" will
thhereby be lost to the ages, and a significent part
of our meaningful existence will also be sacrificed.

These thoughts irntroduce us immediately to the
concern of this psper. We need to ask ourselves if
our concepts cetch nold of and convey tne meanings
we intend to communicate, i.e. are our linguistic

rooted in the reality we seex to know,

3]
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and do they communicate that reality
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Ludwig Wittgenstein implies & similer, yet more
emphetic consideraticn when he states, "In propositions
theré must be exactly as much distinsuished (Gleich
soviel zu unterscheiden) es in the state of affairs
that it represents."(g) Lenguage cennot be discussed
without involving the fects to which they refer,
Semantics and ontology are the main areas to be invest-
igated. Another preliminary consideration is thet the
very nature of thet which is known ig irdicated by the
approach to znd solution of these problems, This
contemporary concern cennot and must not be glossed
over lightly bv enyone who would be and think as a2
philosopher or theologiesn in the reeslms of scholar-
salp.

Due to the influence snd cuestions peing raised
by the proponents of yhilosophicel movements assoccizsted
with linguistic enalysis, the vealidity of theological
statements is being questioned, Someone will attempt
to snswer these questions, and it wculd be preferable
if there would be a fezsible response from within the
discipline being attacked. In & previous neper, I
nave tried to explain why languege is the battleground
of Twentietih Century philoscpay. The purpose of this

paper is to inquire into the cognitive implications

I

n

oM

of theologicel languege, within this undertaking
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to recognize any chsnge in the traditionsl function of
philosophy.

It was a little over a half-century ago thet
Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-13800) spoke his prophetic
words through the character of Zarathustra. Zarathustra
came down from the mountain "satiated with wisdom" and
"descended into the lower world" in order thet he might
save mankind., Zearathustrat's proclamation that God is
dezd is milc compesred to the prophetic voices of the
"doing" philosophers of today. Briefly, their
Zarathustra would state thst theological language is
dead, traditionel pnilosophy is dead, and philosophy
is functionel only as a linguistic theraphy. If the
philosopher can clarify the different usages of
language, man will be better able to understand what
claims are being macde bv & certain language.

The claims made through religious langusge are
the items that confront every individual and require
a response from nhim, In general, all religzious claims
to fact incorporate and procleim an understanding in
& lsrger dimension then the standard spacio-temporal
reference, The religious claim is that there ig in
every mean.a sOﬁl thet is answereble to God., This
realm irresistably confronte every suthentically

existing eeing. In acddition to this most basic



considerstion, there are the imnlicit claims to know-
ledge. All religious lenguzge involves an existential
knowledge about life or an individual's being. Secondly,
religious langusge entzils a cognition of the cosmos es
an integrated whole. Lestly, religious languzge claims
a knowledge of the way life can be orientated to and
integreted with the cosmos. An example of the first
implication is St. Augustine's brief stetement, "Our
heart cannot find rest until it has. found Thee." (The
full ramifications of the existential knowledge confess-
ed in this statement can only be realized and under-
stood by e more thorough accuaintance with the main
tenets of Christianity.) A Taoists nrinciple
illustrates the second clesim to knowledge. Tao, the
cosmic energy, created the cosmos. Thereby, Tao
creates "the way to go' and the physicel universe is
formed 1in a proper and distinct way or channel. The
third cleim is clearly expressed by Buddhat's teach-

ing of the Law of Kerma, If an individual will

follow the "iiddle Path", he may advance to a higher
existence in hils next birth, Xsrma, the inevitable
judgement of sins wihich determines your next exist-
ence, is a principle of justice that cdeals with man's
relationsghip to the cosmos., In conclusion, religious

statements proclaim the knowledge of a rezlity ebove



this materisl reslm. This aigher reality has pervading
results in the existence of every humen being, The
fulfillment of 1ife or the meaning of one's 1life comes
vith the establishment of this relationship of life
with the cosmos.(s)

Tnese religious clasims point to and attempt to
express the being of a higher reality, a reslity thst
is absolute and ultimate., Tihig religious concern for
the ultimate involves one's totzl response. Karl
B=rth expresses the belief that this subjective search
is an encounter witn tne objective, ultimate reality.
For Barth, this is the historiczl Jesus 0of Nazareth
whe is the Christ. Therefore, theological language
is not simply subjective, whimsicsl postuletions, but
refers to =z concrete reslity to which en existential
being passionately responds.

At tihnis point our discussion is progressing

R

towsrd statements ceeling with reality or being., For
tne theologian this confrontation with the problem of
reality entails ontologiceal implications. Turning our
attention in an ontologicazl direction introduces us to
a perenniel problem of philosophy. Treditionally the
problem of resility nes been hendled by philosorhy
uncer the title of metapaysics. Ilietapaysics has been

broken into three categories: ontology, epistemology,

DJ 2



end axiology. The term "metsphysics" wes coined by
the Romans to describe the type of writings that
followed Aristotle's book called Physics. Thus the
preposition weTd ("after") was prefixed to Physics
to designate any similar writings.

When Paul Tillich discusses this aspect of
philosophy he believes that it is less misleading to
speak of ontology than of metaphysics, Tillich suggests
thet we "call philosophy that cognitive approach to
reality in which reality as such is the object. Reality
&s such, or reelity es & whole, is not the whole of
reality; it is the structure which makes reality a
wnole and thereiore, a potentisl object of knowledge.
Inquiring into the nature of reslity =2s such means
inquiring into those structures, categories, and
concepts which are presupposed in the cognitive encounter
with every realm of reality."(é)

It is epparent for Tillich that the character of the
general structures that make experience possible involves
the philosophical question. Reference is here made to

Tillich becezuse ne uiost adequestely explains that when

&

1

the religicus stztements express a cleim to knowledge,

4

the statements ere inextricably bound-up in the
ontological guestion., Since knowing is an act that

participates in being, i. e. an "ontic relation',



tne analysis of the act of knowing must refer to an
interpretation of being. Understanding this issue,

we can readily see the friction between Tillich's

ideas and those of contemporary liguistic analysists to
abandon ontology. Tillich's answer is very clear. Any
answer to the relestion of signs or logical operations to
reality involves a statement awout the "structure of
being." Therefore, 21l statements as to cognitive
claims snould express tneir fundamental ontological
zssumptions., In conclusion, we should not look on
ontology &ss a2 subjective stab in the dark at "the

world benind the world." Theologicsl stetements are
directly concerred with an snalysis of those structures
of being which we experience in our everyday, every
moment involvement with reality.(S)

In orcder to establish the idea of an absolute
structure more firmly in our minds, we need only
investizate the Milesian school's search for the ¢U¢’s'
that which is primary, funcesmentel, =2nd persistent,
what is natursl or ziven. The three Ionian
philosopaers, Tineles, 4Aneximsnder, znd AneXimenes,

respectively believed Wat%f,auVegpoy’(the boundless),

[uy)

nd a2ir to be the principvle of =211 things. These
philosophers initisted a tracdition sesrch Ifor the

ebsolute, not the relative or secondary substances.



hgein in The Republic, Socretes, in his maieutic

fashion, wesn't siwmply for subjective opinions con-
cerning the meaning of "justice". Polemearchos! con-
ventional definition or Tanracymarchos!' radical sophist
definition of "justice" were insufficient; they weren't
founded in an absolute structure.

Granted that tneology is necessarily confronted
with tne ontological gquestion, we need to consciocusly
ask whetner Tillich explains it clearly by saying thet
whicn confronts us ultimately must be being if we are
to be confronted by and concerned with this reality.
He also proposes tnat this veing wmust be our ground of
being or the unconditional power of being. WMore
emechatically he states that this "being itselfM
expresses iteself in and through the structures of
being.”(G) After having briefly stated Tillicih's
ontologicel viewpoint, we will gein additional under-

standing by & further explanation of ontological

Everett W. Hell, in his article entitled
"lletachysics", suggests thst the vpresent degradstion

of metephysice 1s a result of the preveiling emphesis
on action and decing something directly and immedistely,
In reply, Hall states that metaphysics indirectly plays

e vital shesre in directing progress by "shaping views
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g8 to what nsture is and how 1t csn =znd ought to be
controlled, by indicating the proper ends."<7) The
second criticism of metephysics is illuminated ey
explaining thet Dewey's attempt to make thought the
instrument of activity is still based upon metaphysical
assumptions, The enterprise of metaphysics 1s also
cttacked because of its nigh degree Any
assumption on the psrt of specielists to the effect
that generality leads to unrealiability and thus to a
futile inquiry as to its truth, is in itself based
upon metaphysical foundations.,

In our thinking, actions, and communication, all
weople respond according to assumptions besed upon
thelr experiences., Undergirding our intention to
comimunicate our existential situations to others,
there is the very basic assumption that there is an
objective, common nature to all cases of xnowledge
and also to all existents.(s) e thus affirm by our
exlistence tnat we believe in a "common nature to
existence" in thne entities which we suppose to exist
and that it is objective to our zction and response;
and most important, 1t is objective to even our
Such universsl constents the scholsstics

referred to as "transcendentals." This reference did



not imply that such existents transcended all experience,
but rather it was expressing the conviction that these
existents were a constant factor in each and every
experience., Iliircea Eliade would add that tiis
transcendental element is the sacred as contrasted with
the profene, If we can once establish thais point, we
can tnen proceed -to the problem of expressing the
experience of existents in meaningful langusge or
meaningful sentence structures. Hall believes that a
meaningful statement referring to universal constants
"excludes symbolic expressions in their referential
aspect (though not as facts)."(9) Unfortunately he does
not explain wny only ovjective language as described by
the logical positivists is acceptable. (Althoush we
are 3ti1ll involved with the inception of this paper,
this is the very point we shall be trying to clarify.
Religious stetements as symbolic statements are referring
to an cbjective existent.)

lMietapaysicians nave tracitionelly made claims
concerning the nature of knowledge and =uvout what
exists and what 1t 1s to exist. They are rnot primasrily
concerned with whet pert of things exist. A1 the sane
time the wetaphysician can not and must not believe
himself to e incdependent of scientific findings. In

general metapnysicians must be able to modify their



stend, not their aims, and according to science, must
utilize science, znd generalize from scientific
generalizations, It is the tesk of metaphysics to
establish by induction from scientific propositions,
propositions that do not occur explicitly in the
sciences as & result of assumptions with built-in
exclusiveness.

After neving referred to the relationship between
metepnysics znd science, it is essential to clearly
distinguish between the types of hypothesis with which
they respectively deal. Scientific hypothesis can be
varified because they state a relationship between
varisbles. If the variableslhave been identified we
may verify whether a predicted result actually takes
rlace ( Y=(£)X + K ). Metapnysical hypotheses refer
to constants; tiney refer to zn existent condition of
being. Therefore, p=zrticuler positive instences are
neither conclusive nor ¢o they posit definite
verificaetion. Yet tiie instances serve as illustrations
by clarifying tarough concrete examples and stimulating
imeginetive insight which mzkes us aware 0f contra-
dictory illustretions. Particulsr instences 2id in
sizing up a2n entire perceptual field,

Sincesthe methodology of metaphysics must be

applied to unverifisble statements, there is often the



tendency to allow "anything to go". Actually mete-
physiciens should try to constantly develop their
methodology so ag to state whet would constitute
approximate disverifications. In the final snalysis
they must exercise critical inquiry and honest in-
sight. Though these two attitudes are the best method
possible, thev remain highly unrelisble. The meta-
physician must sincerely attempt to survey experience
from many various standpoints,

At times tnere have been strong reactions to meta-
physics among theologians, The two main anti-metaphysical
theologisns should be viewed in the light of their Kantian
influence, It was Kant's epistemologicel duslism that
lead to a metaphysical agnosticism. It is also the
interweaving of Kantian duslism and agnosticism that has
infiltreted all Germen theology since Kamt. Friedrich
Schleiermacher (1768-1834) in his discussion of religion
substituted the "feeling of absolute dependence!' for
theology. The "father of modern theology" would not
allow tne intellectual or ethical aspect of consciousness
to be stressed as being wmore supreme than the religious
consciousness., Following along in the footsteps of his
precusor, Albrecht Ritschl (1823-1883) continues the
reaction against metaphysical +theology by seying that

we know God only on the basis of value-judgments

" »




Religious judszments were valuational rather than
existential., Cocd 1s not reached by speculstion, nor

by "evidences" in nsture, nor by any mystical experiences,
nor by a retional apriori or intimate feeling, They

i

rejected metaphysics as the manner in which to stress
objectivity.(lo)

But again we zre drawn back to the fact that there
still remains that perennizsl
religious ideas in which the faith is expressed. This
is the very reason that Peul Tillich insists that
tnheology and philosopay ultimeately are drawn te the
same ontological qguestion., We can not side-step the
issue - man is confronted with being., To this truth he
must respond.

Philosophy is not the concern for mere matters of
fact; rather it is the "best wisdom of the lover of
wiscom, with reference to ultimete value and ultimate
reality,"(ll) Such a philosophical-theologicel
anproach uncderlines the fact thet man with his total
being responds to what he considers unconditioneally
important anc nis ultimete concern. He responds to
reaiity as & whole.

Tillich continues in nhis "Introduction" to
distinguish between thneology and pnilosopny.

"Philosophy desls with the structure of being in



itself; taneclogy deals with the meaning of being for
us."(lg) While being ariven by a passion for object-
ive truth, the philosopher intends to pursue an
investigation of being and its structures by means of
a detached objectivity. In quite an opposite manner,
the theologian involves himself with and commits him-—
self to the existence which is his subject matter. Thus
the first point of divergence is the cognitive attitude,
Secondly, there is divergence concerning the difference
in their sources., "The philosopher looks at the whole
of reality to discover within it the structure of
reality as a whole." He believes his cognative abili‘ty
is such that he c¢an understand the structures of being,
He likewise assumes that tne logos of reality as a whole
end the 10gos working in him are identical. In other
words, the logos wpermeztes all or is common to all, No
particular or sweciesl place reveals the structure of
being, The cosmos 1g pure reason.(lg)

The theologian does not have as his source of

tnowledge universel logos, The specific logos that

J

manifests itself in & psrticuler historicszl event,
thet became flesh, is the theologian's source of\
knowledge. The logos is not menifest through common
rationeslity but through thne church, The difference in

content 1s shown when the philosopher desls with the
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categories of being in relation to the material which is
gtructured by them =nd when the theologian relates the
same categories and concepts to the quest for the "new
being". He speaks of the self-estrangement of the
subject, about the spiritual center of personal life,
and ebout community as a possible embodiment of the

"New Being".(lé)

Heving sufficiently examined the traditioneal
function of ontology and heving discussed the traditional
ontologicesl similarities and differences between the
philosopher and theologian, 1t is important to view the
previous considerations in the light of any beneficial
contemporery trends, It is my conviction that con-
temporary philosephy mignt help us in focusing-in on
the essence of this paper.

Qur primsry concern shall be the investigation of

]

2 general statement made by R. Gregor Smith in the
Generel Introduction to the wonderful series of books
published by The Lierary of Philosophy and Theology.
The steatement is as follows:

"ieny things have contributed so to change the

picture of thne work winich taeologians end philosophers

thet 1t seems to e not so much a modified

ey
o

neve to
picture as an entirely new one, The strong blasts of

positive and empirical dogmatic theology blowing down
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from Switzerlsnd unon Europe ancé America, the immense
changes which have overteken philosophy, especislly in
Britain, so that the very ways of thinking seem to have
ealtered, and the chenges which have taken plzce in the
world in which we 2ll live - hsave continﬁed to bring
about this revolution. We live in a post-liberal, post-
idealiet, atomic age in theology. Philosophy and theology
alike are being compelled to face their traditional
problems in such a radicsl way that the guestion even
arisesy are our traditional problems the real ones?“(15)

Willew: F. Zuurdecg has been as responsive to these
new influences and has tried to incorpdrate the advantages
of new movements and correspconding revolutions in his

of

oo

book, "An Aralytical Philosophy Religion, It is

Zuurdeeg'ts firm conviction that a break with the
traditional icdealistic approsch to the function of
philosophy is essential with the new insights brought
about by the Anslytic Age. According to him, the
function of philosophy is to analyze languages. This
function appears most realistic because "it follows &
method which complies with what we can observe about

"(lo In our culture we are most sware thet men

y

C

speak manv languages (e.g. tice, empirical

G

lengueges.) Taerefore we wust not look upon philosophy
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as a ratienzl atteupt to discover the true wmeaning of
life, tie real vzalue of things or the intrinsic nature
of the universe,

This movement has been called by various terms -
Logicel Positivism, Logical Empiricism, Logical
Anelysis, and Anelytical PhiloSOphy. While each term
stends for a peculiar emph=sis, this movement rebels
against the accusation tihat it is a school,  They
consider themselves "doing »nhilosophy." The entire
group of men can be most easily referred to under the
heading, analytical philosophy¢ William Hordern of
Gerrett Theological School in a recent lecture stressed
the idea that very few pursuits heave come to such quick
maturity. Teking & que from August Comte's proposel
that nositivism 1s a higher evolutionery platesu that
goes beyond mythology and philosophy, the philosophical
analysists have empnasized tine inability to make
judgments, the abesndonment of metapnvsics (which results
from langusge confusion), and necessity of not making
value—judgemehts. In essence, the task of the

philosopher is to meke himself unnecesssry. Thi

n
«
(@]
D
n

not involve a theory but activity., Philosophy is therapy
of languegze, This is the honest conclusion to the
question, "What is the purpose of philosophy?" The

throne of philosophy has splintered into many chairs



of science. These chairs of science nheve splintered
into many specizlized footstools. This nistoriceal
revolution has caused contemporary philosophy (meybe

2 pessing fad) to propose the preceding function, (17)
Tocay the word "semeantics" 1s being referred to by
meny people in many different fields. In most academic
circles investigation of sementics nss become a pre-
occupatioh. The field of philosophy (specifically
the logical positivist movement) hss been its main
entertainers. This trend is clearly reflected in
such remarks =zs, "Cur entire z»hilosophy is a correction
of our use of language."(lg) In a similar tone
Bertrend Russell hes seid tast the function of
philosophy is not to edify meankind, but to clarify

~

meanings.,

"The importsnce to the philosopnher of the situdy of
semantics may be realized when 1t 1s pointed out thzt
there could be no pnilosophy without words, and that
philosophy consistsg of the meanings of words."(lg)
Willism Hoerber continues with a word of werning. We
must proceed with discriminstive ceution as we approach
various linguistic developments., Even taough these
people ere preoccupied with meaningfulness, they too

are sometimes vague in their terminology. We will

encounter different uses of the worde ‘'semantics!,
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'language', and 'meaning'. If we are to really understand
and think with these men, we must know what each 1s
referring to when he speaks of "verification" et cetera.
We must look for the assumptions and inevitable outconme
of their proposals. "The apprehending and study of
semantical distinctions, relations and principles 1is
preparation‘of the ground upon which a scientific
foundation of philosophy may be built more easily, and
more securely. It 1is a primary part. of a scientifiec
nethod in philosophy."(go)

' end "It is raining outside;" and

"He 1s a boy;'
"My disposition for doing what was right prevented me
from robbing the bank", are all basic statements
representing quite different types of grammatical
structures. The first one 1s meaningful and 1is
necessarily true by the established definltion of 1its
words. The second statementv may be meaningful.
Its meaningfulness depends upon verification, which we
find to be possible. The third statement leads us into
gome difficulty. How are we to verify this feelilng?
If we cannot verify it, should we continue discussing
1t? It 1s evident that we have come up agalnst a
a typical semantical problem. Can we retain this
meaningless statement and use our language Justly?

This 1is the context of our topic. Those philosophers who



deal exclusively with linguistic problems 'feel! tha

a more detailed analvseis of our linguistic systems will
lead to answers having factual validity and being able
to be verified. Thereby, it is the greatest hope that
the emotional pitfalls of the ordinary uncritical use
of linguistics may be overcome. We cannot stzand by and
allow language to lose its cognitive claims.

Rudolf Cernap wrote a fine introduction to
semantics. His purpose in writing the book is, in
addition to a-purely formal analysis of language,
that we are in dire need of "an ahalysis of the signify-
ing function of language, in other words, a theory of
meaning eand interpretation."(gl) Another very
important consideration which Carnep is willing to
express, and most others will not spell out in their
writings, is thet this develoopment of semantics will
ultimetely construct a theory of truth and a theory of
logical deduction. We must slweys keep in mind these
purposes and tneir fer-reaching implications,

Semiotic 1s the theory of signs and language.

This tiheory is divided into three areas, these aress
stress different types of relstionsnios. Pragrmatics
(or interpretics) is the term referring to the relation-
ship between words and user. Syntex is the rel=tionship

between words and other words. Semantice is the relation-
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~sihip pbetween the words and objects thev designate.
Semantics 1s our mein field of interest in this section,

R. garnap also subdivides the Semanticzl division
of Semiotics. Descriptive semantics is a title given to
"the description end analysis of the semantical features,
either"of some pzrticular historiczlly given language,..
or of all aistoricslly given langusges in general."(gz)
Tnen descriptive semantics 1s primsrily the description
of fects or is in general an empirical science. A
semanticel system ig the resﬁlt of building a =zet of
semantical rules. "The construction and analysis of
semantical systems is called pure sementics,n(33) Thus,
in contradisetinction to the former, pure semantics is
anelyticel and doee not pertesin to factual content,

In Chepter B, Cernap introduces us to a few more
essentizl terms. In the above discussion we recognigzed
that a sementicszl svstem involves 2 designated cet of
rules. It is evident tnst by designating a certain set
of rales by which our lengusge must abide, we in-

ugurate & semantical system that establishes a
truth-condition for every sentence emploving cdescrintive
serantics, Carnep says tnat the rules are & sufficient
and necessary condition for the truth of an object.

In other words, &a system of language is made understand—

able by tne rules, because to understand the assertion
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by the sentence is to know under whet conditions it
would be true, This is the necessary ground work in
understanding some of the main statements reférred to

by other books on the subject. Thus Carnap hes adequate-
ly expressed that rules determine the meaning or sense

of & sentence.

Another significant point made by Carnap is that
truth and falsity are cesignated by this term. The
truth~-condition previously discussed 1s & preliminary
step toward the truth-value of & zentence,

Carnap sums up his brief introduction by stating,
"a semantical system may be constructed in this way:
first a classification of the signs 1s given, then the
rules of formstion are laid down, then rules of

4.
(24)  7pe

designation, and finally rules of truth."
logical outcome 1s a prescription for truth and such a
prescription culininetes in a "Correspondence" theory
of truth. Thus we snoula realize that a great deal

is at stake.

A few words in the way of summation are probably
necessary at this point. Bertrend Russell, when
Giscussing Ludwig Wittgenstein seys that he views
the development of semanticsl systems much ss we

would a chess game, If we are to nlay the gane,

tnere are certain rules wiica we must observe and
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only certain moves tnst we ere able to make,
"Wittengenstein ( Trectatus., 4.024, 4.48) has
emphasized the point of view thzt the truth-conditions
of a sentence constitute its meaning, and that under-
standing consists in knowing these conditions. "(35)

It would be &lmost impossible and a great short—
coming of this pzper, not to sight some of the sources,
schools, and men who heve made outstanding contributions
to linguistic movement. Logical positivism has been the
leading proponent of meny linguistic doctrines. 1In
general, this movement ig opposed to the religious
philosophy of Protestant New=Orthodoxy. "Its aim is
to get ewey from metapnysical value judgments and to
nurify unowledge from &ll axiologicel and religious
elements."(86> The sources of logicel positivism are
rooted deeply in philosophy and science, A study of
British empiricism of the Eighteenth Century is &
fine introduction to their beliefs. Following the
positivistic influence of Comte they state that the
sum total of knowledge is provided by science. They

he empiricist idea (Locke, Berkelev, =nd Hume)

ct

inherited
that only assertions ebout empiricsl facts acwmit of
verification, Jumw»ing shead in our alscussion
relevant tc this point, is Humet's belief thszt the

impossibility of metaphysics is due to the inability
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of verifying 1its problems.

The Vienna Circle founded by Moritz Schlick 1is
probably the cutstanding group in the historieal
of philosophy's preoccupation with linguistics.
Mach preceded 8chlick and made one outstanding con-
tribution to the school. His procedure used in defining
terms employed in mechanics was that meaning is in the
method. When the domineeiing and ruthless Nazl regime
came into being, the Viemma group broke up. 3chlick,
its founder , was stabbed by one of his students. Carnap
went to the University of Chicago and continued teaching
and writing. Walssmann went to teach at Oxford. Neurath,
who sied in England in 1945, was to become the first
editor of the Monographs which were publlshed Jjust before the
outbrsak of the war and which later became the basis of the
International Encyclopedia of Unified Sclences. Later we
gee the entrance of the mathematiclans, Whitehead and
Russell, and the pragmatists, Peirce, James, and Dewey.
Thiis transplantation of logical empiricism was greatly

alded by Alfred Jules Ayer's book, Language, Truth

and Logic , published in 1936. (Reference to this book
will be made later.) -
It 1s interesting to note that R. Carnap 1in his

Introduction to Semantlcs states that the systematic

development of semantlics stems from the Warsaw school



of logicians., Thie group's contributions nave been in
the figlds of contemporary logic and logical founcations

of matnematics., Kraft's book, The Vienna Circle, is the

only other book that draws specific attention to this
group. S. Lesniewski's lectures dealt with semantical
concepts, e.g, concept of truth and the semantical
antinomes, T. Kotarbinski made & deteiled analysis of
certain semantical anc relsted pragmatical concepts.
Alfred Terski who wes the main influence behind Cernap's
book laid the foundation of a systematic construction
on the basis of the preceding enalysis. Because the
works of the Polish school were not translated until
after 1836, they have not been given the credit they
degerve,

Anotner grest influence upon the philosophy of
analysis in England has been the Ceambridge School.
Ludwig Wittgenstein (188%-12351) is undoubtedly the
paremount figure in thig school znd possibly the
entire historical develooment of semantics. Due to
tne existence of the Nezl regime, Ludwig went to
Cambridge wnere ne wes eppointed professor in 1939

zg & result of G, X. kioore's retirement. The

0

Trezctatus Logico~Philoscphicus (1521) wzs the only
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Loek published during his life time,

'Preliminary Studies for the "Pailosophiceal



Investigations" ', The Blue and Brown Books was

published, Ludwig dicteted the "Blue Book" to his class
2t Cambridge during the 193334 term and had a few
copies stenciled. The "Brown Book!" was presented in
the same manner during 1934-35 at which time he had
onl& two students. That year he had only three conies
made., These two one-year lecture notes were circulasted
bound in 2 blue wrapper and brown wrapper respectively,
end thereby they acquired their names, |

In the early portions of the "Blue RBook"
Wittgenstein believes that the puzzles we try to solve
arise from ezn attitude towarad lenguesge. "The man who
is philosophicelly puzzled sees & law in the way a
word is used, snd, trying to apply this law consist-
ently comes up against ., . . . peradoxical results."(27)

Before this discussion he doe

m

not see matapayveics
connected with language, but rather an attempt to esk
and answer guestions in & scientific menner,

In his first publicetion {Tractatus) he developed
tne view ths=t all truths of logic are tautologies,
Tautdlogies are simply esnelvticsl statements. Their
contr=dictory is =& self-contradiction. They are
necessgarily true. In the following years, his interest
chanzed from logic to logical analysis.

Earlier we referred to Ludwig when sgspegking of
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nis concept of "langusge games" with their rules and
restrictions. Leater he rejected what had been said
in his first book concerning statements being divided
into ultimate constituents - logiceal atomism. One of
his major statements was that the meaning of a word
is acquired through and in its use. According to him,
we must learn the 'grammar' or ‘'logic! of a word, "The
ralsing of metapnysical problems would then be the
result of 2 defective grasp of the gremmar of words.
For once the rules are properly understood, there
survives no temptation to ask such guestions.
Linguistic therapy nhes cured us from the desire."(28)

With an understanding of the problems, the basic
terms, main scurces of influence, and prominent pro-
conents, we zre required to center our attention on the
preoccupation with meaning, It is quite evident thea
211l linguistic developments should be investigated
with the recognition thet it did not come about in a
vecuum, and a conscious effort should be made to
recognize tne influences of the logicel, meathematical,
and scientific developments of the nineteenth and
twentieth conturies.

In eny sementicel znalysis 1t 1s necessary to pre-
suppose the stipulated relation between the sign and

the signified. 3pecific meaning is given to a sign



wnen we precisely designzte wnat tiae above relation
is to be, If eny stipulation is to be made, both

the sign end the signified must be identifiable. I
we use the word "tree" we must be able to indicate
what the word is and indicate what the signified
object (tree) is. This process is usually carried on
by definition, but definitions don't proceed on ad
infinitum. We, sooner or lster, errive at primitive
concepts (undefinzble words) where we simply point

to the immedistely present,

We thus see the necessity of verification if only

by pointing. This brings us to the belief thet the
meening of the sign is in its verification., For the
statement "It is raining outside." to have any mean-~
ing we will in the process of analysis discover the
means of verificetion., Alfred Jules Ayer, in his book

Lengusge, Truth, and Logic does not think a relevant

experience is sufficient for verificstion end neither

eare oObservetionel stetements, He carries the necessity
of verification to the extreme of requiring an ex-
verimental stetement, He is willing to say thet state-
ments according to some semanticsl systems are meaning-
ful which 2re neither znalytic nor emrniriczlly verifieble,

For him the only real meaning and mesningful stztement

in the sense of true or felse is the literal mesning =zs
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distinguished from tae factual meaning or empirical
hypothesis. Unless a statement meets this meaning
of the 'verification of meaning!, it would not be
canable of being understood in & scientific hypothesis
or common-sense statements,

Kraft, as he views the sementical developments
of the Vienna school, doesn't believe their idea of
verification necessitates gctual verification, They

are speasking more of a 'verification in principle?.

This possibility of verification can be either by
logicel
lleaningless statements are empty in regards to beling
scientifically verifiable, but are in no way non-
sensical. Even though such statements are not non-
sensical, he discusses them very little., Our only
conclusion is thzt they are of little gignificance.

He points out th=t we must be careful if we say
that only ascsertions about empirical facts admit of
verification.. In essence, only statements we vrove
through experience are wmeaningful becsuse they alone,
can be verified, Tnerefore, mathematical and logicel
statements zre meaningless, even if they are state-
ments concerning the lozic of scilence.

in swrmarizing the verificstionsl anelvsis,

¢ " N -
Fredrick Férre says that we should set rules for
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language if we are to use 1t as a2n instrument for a
communication of fact. But ne says, and we should
remember, tnst we will get out of & lasngusge what we
put into it, Within the dichotomy of analytic state-
ments of truth-conditions (no experience necessary)
and fact—asserting\synthetic statements (which =zre
not meaningful because they are extra lingulstic and
must be tested against some form of relevant truth
e.g. sense experience), all logically important
meaningfulness is included,

For a fuller understancing of the topic let us
further inveetigate the meaning of = relevant truth.
Cur sense-experience verification is'not conclusive,
The corollery to this statement is thzt verificztion
is greater or lesser probeble but not necessary. It

£

stands to on thot 1f

Ce
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we cen through verification
prove the positive ceniel of the negative we =2lso have
& meaningful statement. Thus verification can also be
srrived at by falsifiability.(gg)

IZ we attempt to verify enything beyond anslvtic
or synthetic statements, we are ornce sgain in danger
£t this level truth-conditions e2re not met and any
statements are devoid of literel significance, If

they sre statec, taey

fo¥)

re pzresitical beceuse they

fail to abide by the rules. These statements operate
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on an "emotive capital" beczuse they do not allow Ifor
transletion into statements about possible experience.

Ferre presents an excellent summary in three
bssic statements. &) Philosopay is not empiriceally
uninformative. Wittgenstein says, "Philosophy 1is not
@ netural science." The sphere for philosonhy is
"logical meaningfulness." He became convinced that
philosophy sihould rid itself of a priori notions re-
gerding an ideal langusge ené of the relation of
language to fact and concern itself only with languszge
es such, within its actual use. Db.) Linguistic
significence is the primary subject matter of
philosophy. 4Anslysls is essentizl because grammatic-
ally perfect sentences may conceal logicsl unmesning
c.) The function of ohilosophy is to engege in analysis
of meaningful language,

According to Ayver, all philosophers thst hsve Teen
considered to be grezt havs siﬁply been misunderstood
analysists. For example, Socrates was most interested
in establisning the meening (e.i. identifying specific~
elly what we mean) of terms., In the Republic,

E

Socrates wents man to asgk nimself what he really means

51]

by the word "justice." Do we really know the mezaning

+h

of terms? If we don't stipulate 2 meaning of what

velue are they? There are no per se philosophicel
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wroblems, Pioilosopny 1s & metnod of meking statements
clear, it is involved with solving ruzzles, not reveal-

ing truth.(zo)

Ry

{

It is important thet we recognize the ramifications
of such proposals and the blow that is given to meta-
physics. The movement of logical positivism seems to be
one more of the many movements wnich ceveloped within
the realm of philosophy; and when this off-shoot became
indepencdent, it took eway a portion of its mother. nhe
guestion remeins, "Will the mother which has given
birth to many offspring be resolved through the in-
dependent division of her branches?"

Wittgenstein has sailid that metaphysics so long as
they exist have a defective grazsp of the 'grammar® of
words, Ayer says thet metephvsics cannot reveal to us
knowledge of a transcendent reality. We can only verify
that which the senses can experience and not the super-
experience,

li. Schlick wrcte an essay entitled "Turning Point
in Philosophy". (Die Wendi Der Philosonhie" opened the
first number of Volume I of Erkenntniess (1930-31).) In
his anti-metephysical essay, principle zssumptions zare
set forth, "The clue to their nature is to be found
in the fact thst every cognition is 2an expression or

representetion, Thet is, it expresses a fact which is
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cognigzed in it," "3o all knowledze is sucih only by
virtue of its form. It is through its form thet it
represents the fact known." The signs not becoming
the determiner of reality and any ideas concerning

epistemology are tharown to the wind., "The form it-
self cznnot be represented."(gl) "Evervthing is

knowable which can be expressed . . . There are

consequently no questions which are in principle

insoluble." Iieaningless sequence of words are such
because "they! Mtrensgress the profound inner rules" of

logical syntax discovered by new analysis."(gg) (The
inner quotes are my own. It seems this 1s purely
emotional language.)

Schlick continues by saying there czn te n
physics "not because we aren't capable of the task but
because there 1s no tesk, Then it will no longer be
necessary to speak of "philosophical problems" for one
will speak philosophically concerning =11 oroblems.,"(33)

Ferrd hes a very interesting chapter dealing with
the elimination of theological metaphysics. The almost
impossible problem to be solved is for the theologiceal

language to meintain a factual content and et the same

oo

time heve a supernzturzl reference, The radicel divieion
in lenguesge between the observeble and unobservable is
4

not permissable,
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o say thet God is necesseary 1s to say something
logically impossible; a synthetical term such as God
united with en analytical term is logically incompat-
able, It is similar to speaking of a rouné¢ square or
a beginning not preceded: by something. This theclogic-
al misuse of language is emotive, ©Since these state-
ments are unfalsibisble, they are nonsense, (Recall
that a previous man sald that a meaningless statement is
not non-sensical, And according to what Schlick said
above, this idea is nonsense aznd thus doesn't exist,)

A revelant perable told originally by Professor
John Wisdom expleins how two men came to a group of
flowers in the jungle, One man said there was a
gsrdener, znd the other disagreed. After no gardener
showed up in a few days, and théy ned built an electric
fence around the area and no screams were heard, and no
blood houncs tracked anyone cdown, the original believer
said the gerdener wzs invigible, The other friend
replied asking now the €lusive gardener differs from
an imagilnary gardener or even Irom no gardener at all.(54)

In pessing it is worth noting that we should not
cive
witich 1is essential. An example of his reststement is

that instead of saving "God exists", we should sa
e b
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"some people have had and &1l meyv hsve experiences
called ‘meeting God!'!, (35)

There are four main ideas that we may obtain from
R. Cgrnap's essay "The Eliminstion of lMetaphysics,..."
Any psychological association of some image or feeling
with a word is not a sufficient or valid way of acguir-
ing meaning. There is no critera for an application
and nothing is asserted. 3imply putting these emotional
words in new context does not help in becoming meaning-—
ful, Secondly, Carnap believes the mythological use of
'God? is meaningful but the metaphysical use is meaning-
less because it transcends experience, The theologicel
use of the word cscilliates between the former two and
its disadvsntage is thet it is judged by the empirical
science, Taridly, under tne tornic the "lleeninglessness
of All lietaphysics', he dezls with the faults centering

sround the werb "to be.® The first fault is the

Y
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uity between its use as a copula prefixed to a
predicate ancd its use as designating existence., The
second feult lies in the meaning of its use as
"existence".(ag) Since Kant we have known that
"existence! is not a property (God is)., It can only
be zpplied to & predicate (e.g. Descartes! "cogito

ergo sum".) First, we cannot say that "I exist", An

existential stsvement does nct hzve the form " a



exists" but rather "there exists a," The second feult
is the transition from "I think" to "I exist", Not

"I am B" to "I am" but rather "I am B" to "B exists",
(G.. E. l{oore is supposed to have written an influential
essay Gealing wita the faults of the verb "to be".,)

Up to this time there have only been slight
indications of personal disagreement or rather obvious
inadeqguécies . of certzin ideas. At present we must
appraise and evaluate some essential doctrines,

Almost all men thet have been mentioned as provonets
of "the method of verification provides the meaning"

(the most general way of expressing the over-a2ll trend)
say that the function of philosophy is not the represent-
ation of fects. As Carnep says, metaphysicel speculation
merely expresses a volitional attitude toward life.. He
believes the context of metaphysical speculetion is not
theoreticel ancé therefore cdoes not describe the s teate

of affairs,

Personslly, tnis seems to be one of the major
snortcomings., An attitude, which I believe metephysics
to be, mey well be non-theoreticel in the sense that
this language does not refer to plain, unadulterated
objective fects. BUT we cennot go & step further
(vhich their essumption seems to ¢o) and deny thst

these life~-feelings don't indicate and point to a
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reality as factual (possible a better term would be
"ouasi~factual®) as eny other and aren't meaningful

to our existence. A 'reality' as prescribed by their
assumptions definitely short changes reality. They
jonly deal with & segment of reality which they "feell
confident to handle. According to Ferré, anv victory
that narrows down what is fact is toco cheap to be con-
vincing. ©Susanne K. Lenger would also agree that they
heve arbitrarily crezted their own "little grammar
bound islend."

Then anyone sets up arbitrary rules by which we
arrive at meaning, they are setting up a priori con-
ditions for truth end exclude anything else. They seem
to be saying if you cannot nley our rules then you can-—
not play. This is an escape Irom some real issues and
a denial of wheat could poseibly e reality. The move-
ment sterts out in en attempt to clerify langusze and

-

Giscard unverifiable lenzuage games =2nd winds up creat-

)

ing their own isolsted game in a vacuum. ian determinesg

_the meaning of sign-combinations. Iieaningz becomes

relative to a certein langusge comnosed of semanticel

@
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svstem, Wittgensteln nimself recognized some of these
things when he seid "ilv steteuents are meaningleseh
and nothing is easier than to expose and guestion as a

meaningless pseudo-problem.(é7)



The verification principle is wmisunderstood if
it is used as a criterion for judging thae meaningfulness
of all language. The principle itself should be assert-
ing a fsct, but when the principle is used to test it-
gself we find it devoid of meaning because there is no
sense experience for the task. For on their very
premises tne statements must be judged meaningless,

Ferré 21so shows its narrowness in cealing with

8]
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theological langusge ané paradoxes which may both be
"philosophically useful or cognitively illuminating.,"
In essence it becomes a criterion of empiricality, not
of meaningfulness.(za)

In swumation, the using of tae verification
principle has possibly saved metaphysics and theslogicel
discourse from becoming non-cognitive through lack of
a technical use of languege. 'It is primerily valuable
as an antidote, but poisonous es en exclusive diet.!

As a prineciple 1t surely feils to znpreciate the wide
veriety of linguistic uses., Cgrried to its logical
extreme it distorts our use of language rather than
clerifies., After thinking through this section we
should reelize thst there ig a necessity for meta-
physics and en urgent need to be concerned with
semantics. Languege is the only means of communiczting

factual experiences. We cannot abandon lenguesgze o
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get away with wisusing it. It 1s necessary for living
a full life. We must make a2 conscious effort to do
langﬁage justice. An investization of meaningfulness
must alweys be at tne fore-front of philosophicel
investigations,

Thus fer we heve tried to explain tiie ontological

question ag presented by traditionel philosophy and

t
a3

nave sought an understendin

g of the contemporery fad in
philosophy to analyze the lenguege which attempts to
communicate this realityﬂ In the finel section we will
be o arily concerned witih & functionsl znalysis of
religious lengusge. Thie =pproach seems to be only
naturel efter resligzing the built-in shortcominze in
the premices of the earlier analytical‘philosophers_and
the insight into our problem given through Wittgenstein's
nropossl that the only remesining enproach is to concerh
ourcelves with the z2ctual use of languszge, not an ideai'

lenguzee end its relation to fact,

h
A%

Probably the best transitionzl idea is thzt esnouged
by Willem Zuurdeeg zs he draws attention to the cifferen-
ing fectors between wmere nropositional statements and
(39) P

stetements mede By a person.

ropositions is only relevant to methemstics end science

to religious
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the lanzusge situestion involves 2 humsn gltustion., Ae

Zuurdeeg continues in his book, this emphasis exposes

-

8
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us to the men-who-speaks. Man speaks with convictiocns.,
In fact, men is hig conviections. Emphasizing his idea
with more vehemence, Zuurdeeg czlls the langusge of
mathematics &and science Uarﬁificial" language. I take
thnis to meen, it is artificial because it does not take
men into consideration. We cennot perform a logical
analysis of & person. Simuitaneously ené interwoven
with the lenguesge situation is & humesn situation. 4
definite shortcoming of zny enalysis 1s the omission

of this significant fact.

Cften in the nistorical development of philosophy
and theology we encounter sttempts to explein the
epistemologicel besis of faith. But it seems evident
taat such idees concerning the dynamics of feith are
onlv convincing for those who alresdy heve made
theistic commitments. An example of this would be the
¥Yolunteristte belief thzt faith creates the fact.

hAccording to voluntarist, man cannot wait for a proof

i
e
ok

concerning ais feith. is similer to en understanding

tinet & girl's love depends unon the bov's love thet is

offered simultsneously. Another wmenner in which his

dea mey be expressed 1z thet we cennot weit to plant a

b

geed until we heve proof that a nlant will grow from



the seed. It appears as though the relationship between
the seed and the flower is conscientiously known, even
if this knowledge is the result of asccidental findings,
before a person ultimetely commits himself to the act of
planting., It is as i1if thelsm were already true. Like-
wise any attempt to base faith on the moral order of fhe
universe (e.g. Butler's Conscience, Kant's Moral Law, oxr
Ross!' Duty) seems to be convincing only for those who
already oprofess tneistic inclinations, Ageain there
-seems to be no logical inference from the illstive

sense (i,e. "to divine the significsance of a large field
of evidence®, or "appreciaﬁing the drift of miscellaneous

. . (40 . . . . :
niess of ev1@ence")‘*c) to the knowledge thet God exists,

¥
l

These ettitudes seem to be the result and not the cause.

-

-

-John Hick's development of the nzture of faith
provides certain insights for our present point of con-
cern, His basic thesis deals with the menner of
cognition by which the religious men gains an awareness
of God. Another of his msin endeavors is to see how
religious cognition is relsted to other cognifions. In

4
U

the incention he

N
o

*tes thet there ie en epistemolosical
vattern exployed for sll knowing,
that the thelstic velief will be peculi=zr, but this is

onlvy natural when we consider thzt through it

cognization of & unicue otject is xnown. The word



"significence" instead of "form" or "meaning' is the
key word. The latter words have Teen used in so many
verious philosophies thet too much time would be re-
guired to clerify their meaning and draw oug the
distinctions necesszsry for the continuation of the
presentation,

The Dbesic chesrecteristic of human experience is
the taking on of "siznificence", It is this fundamental
and all persuasive cheracteristic that permits the
conscious experiencing of duter rezlity; the possession
of significsnce is that which en=sbles us to inhabit and
come to terms with our environment,

Significence mal
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sn esgsential reference to action.

"Consciousness of &
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significance involves a judgment, implicit or explicit,

V]

.8 to the enpropristeness of a psrticuler kind, or renge

c s . . . . o 1
of kinds, of sction in relation to thet envzrenment."(é*)

To refer to znything as having objective signific=ance 1is
to reveal its relstionsl saspect since the physicel
structure functions in reletion to numsn interests, In

2 Kentiasn fsshion, John Hick  =szye thet the correlative

y

mental activity by vhich the vearious significsnces sre

3

-

zpprehended involvesg our interpretstion., In addition
this intervpretative action tekes place in relation %o

types of existence or orders of significsnce, those



being naturel, numen , =nd divine, After asving mention-
ed objective-significsnce Hick: szys thet it is character-
istic for man to live also in e dimension of personality
end responsibility. Tais humen significence necesserily
follows the realization of the objective significance.

To establish the significance of ore, it is necessary to
recognize and cdezl with the other; the moral only follows
efter recognizing the natural significance.

"Hes this epistemological peradigm -~ of:one order of
significence super-imposed upon =2nd medisted through an-
other - =znv further imnlic=tions? . . . As ethical
significance interpenetrates netural significance, so
religious significence interpenetrates both ethical and
nztural. The divine 1s the highest and ultimete order

i
L

of

0n

nificence, medi=ting neither of the others =2nd vet

(i

being medizted throucgh both of them, n(42)

This "interpretative leap" comes only =a2fter one
focuses upon experience as a whole, It involves a-
recognition of situational—significence. It is not =&
reasoned conclusion or an unreasoned hunch, "It ig,

putatively, an appr

0]

hension of the divine presence

o}

within taoe believer'!s human experience., It is not 2
inference to a genersl truth, but a "divine-humen

. \ . C i s . 43
encounter", a medisted meeting with the living God."( 2)

While this i1g¢ essentielly 2n epistemological psredigm,



it carries over or is incorporasted in and through a
way of 1living. This is the escence of a total being
involved with totalvexistence. Anc. after hesving cowme
to live in terms of tanis interpretation, we neither
require nor c=n we possibly conceive of a velidagion
process for thie cognitive claim. (A discussion of the
inability to0 test these claims, the sossibility of

their mere psychological existence as opy

*o
Q,

to
existential existence will be covered lé r.)
Another unique point is brought to our attention
by Hick::
"There is in cognition of every kind an unresolved

m

ne knower-known relationship ie in

mystery. T
the laet anslveis sul generig: the mystery of

cognition persists 2t the end of every inquiry -

though 1tihe persistence does not prevent us

from cogni ng,(44)

For & wmoment let us continue discussing the element of

aysetery and view its role in contemporsry sclence end

v

y]

nuilosophy, Certain suppesitions of the contemporary
whilosophy ere that we must

cemand clarity in our thinking and thet gll thinkin
is problem solving. Accorcingly myvstery originates
from a leck of inowledge whicn science will attempt to

overcome and csecondly from unclesr thinking

)

vhlch
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philosopiny will eliminate, <CLontemporsry disciplines
nz ir common gozl the eliminstion of

ve as th
mystery.(
Professor Hessert points out that = riddle
constitutes a pseudo-problem or involves & confusion
of terms. A puzzle conteins the elements for & solution
and merely requires being put in the correct order. A
problem is & situsticn to which the answer-is not given;
but with proper plens being esteblished, we'ﬁay arrive
at en answer. He emphasizes that a mystery is still
Cistinct from the three preceding situations. A4 mystery
is unique in thet the more you go into it, the more
mystery is encountered. Also the more mystery we
experience the greater respect we hzve for 1ts pro-
funcity. In adcdition, the mystery sheds light on

\ . . . . . 4
othner situations, rather then 1teelf.(‘6)

The sin guo non of nystery is the sttitude of
woncer. For the Greeks who looked =t nature zs an
eternal principle underlving the sensible world and
at science ag an intellectusl contemplation of the

divine objeect, mystery wsg never cisp
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1led but =lways

wore fully revealed. In modery
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ok wonder is treng-
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ferred to men, snd he compels neture t
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wer his

cuestions. Also matoemsticel lengusge

contein no cegreeg of depth or profundity for modern
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gcience, If we accegt Bucledi=n geometry as our
geometricael yardstick and all explanati@n within the
scheme, zll more co@plex SI wider applic=ztion follow
necessarily. Dizmetrically opposed to modern gcience 1is
the concept of revealed truth which offers multiple
levels of depth. The former involves systems of know-
lecge.that are eternsl truths, as opposed to the clzims
of revealed truth thet are eternally true, The basic
attitudes nave changed from contemplaticn of the self-
revezling of neture to humen mestery through experiment-
ation,

The mystery referred to by the Holy Bible was not
the different elerents of wmen ut the difference in men
es a whole &nd God, not whst is rstional end empirical
tut what ig within man's power and what cszn e revealed
only by God. liystery is therefore =n integral part of
religion =nd relizious langu=zsge., It is very possibtle
thet contemporery empheses have made us blind to an
integrel pert of what we zre attempting to investizete.
We need to seriously consider the fact thet mszybe we
heve 1ost a perspective of existence. that is most basic
to our cognition of the resl denth dimension of reality-
the rezlity thst presents us ag 2 total being who needs

to be orientzted to the objective cosmos. Undoubtedly

such & perspective glives us & keener ingight into the
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transcendental reslity referred to by religious

o 1, . .
Frederick Ferre in Lancuage, Logic and God presents

a orief aneslyseis of the various functionsl uses of.
religious language, His supposition is that a functional .
analysis is directed toward understanding the genuine use
of religious l=znguage instead of being directed specif--
ically at the msnner in which it is misused. In the
chapter entitled "Femiliar Functions of Theologicel
Discourcse", & discussion is presented thet desls with
four different functions of theologic=1l langusges.
According to Ferré the existertial lengusge functions as
a means of recognizing that ell izen have certaein features
in common. To merely drop the "existentizl situation
referred to with this simrle st=tement and then state
thet the "central fector" of thie situstion iz the fzact

thaet every individusl is "one-who-must~cdie" is certainly

summpary. Certsinly existentisl languaze

seems to refer to uncderstendings thet 2re quite comuon;

but 1its significant function, =

e cuest:

)

, notian
seemes to be the perscnel experience thst 1s encountered

in the midst of the quest,. It is tne possibility of

cuthenticity originsting from the existentisl tension.

-3

i

ig reslity is the significent reference; =ndé 1t is

through tie experience of this existential situstion
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tiat men encounters & serious snd nonest quest for the
meaning of his existence. It is not the mere objective
fect thet I must die, but rather the new dimension of
personal life that unfolds for the first time through
such an experience. Ferré's additional reference to
claims concerning "efter life" seems to revezl still
further his lack of understanding concerning this
function of theologiczl lzngusge. In his swmmsry he ie

correct in saying thst this language does not need to be

o
v

B

theistic., But it seems that this l=anguage evolves from
= more preliminary situation that can lead to a more
thorough understanding of the function of religious

lengusge, This i1s its mein attribute, and this 1s what

0

1. - s
Ferre is unzble to recognicze,

r function of theological discourse
concerns ethical commitment. Professor Braithwarte
believes the essentisl function is the ststement of morsl
assertions. BPiblical stories =zre the best example of
ethical assertions. These stories are rooted in an

egapelistic concern for the incdividusl's reletionshiv

o

to
the world and other indivicdusls. Comuitment to the

nelstic interpretation requires putting the essential

N

3
m

aning conveved throusgh these stories into sction and

secondly responding with one's emotions, feeling, et ceter=,
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a, €. Ewing emnhzsizes thest for emotions to resnond

%

over = long period of time recuires an objective re=lity.
As pointed out before in discuseing the essenti=l role
of wystery, Ewing cdoegs not view commitment to ethical

stendards as an intellectusl conversion. Instead,
ethics involves commitment of the whole being to an
objective reslity. Here sttempts to show tnst the
unicue function of theological lsngueges is founded in
something more basic., The ethicsl function to which
Ewing refers rices out of something more basic. The
"belief-content". Agein, these exvlznations &s to the
funetion of theolozicel statements are signizgicant, but
their superficiality does not bring us cleser to en
concrete reality., They aren't one of the unigus or
moust revealing functions,

R. I, Here gsays thet religious statements rezlly

function =28 & means of expressing quesi-factual beliefe,

The word "quesi! (kwd st ) used in this context means "as

if, in & sense or degree , or ‘geeningdy' factuall., As

en exawple of tust to which he ig referring, Hare sights

m

the conversgion of Peul while on the roed to Damascus,
Peul ola not decide to stop persecuting the Jews simply
becesuge ne thought he ocught not sct in this menn

Peul's behavior changed: &3 result of understandin



matter of fzet during kis encounter witn Jesus the.
Christ. His behsvior wzs a naturel by-oroduct thet
sprouted froxm an experientiel encounter with qguasi-
fact., Hare's discussion of function seems to be more
informative beceuse he‘stresses the fact that this type
of langueze refers to a unicgue and distinetive reality-
whet we believe is primerv to our outlook upon life.
R, M. Hare mskes & coroll=zry statement

relevence of attitude. He believes thet attitudes
shape our interpretation of facts, 4Attitudes may be in
iisegreement, but facte may not. It seems evident thzat
life is organized zround attitudes and thet "ordinsry"

sctes are the result of sctive discrimination on our

knowledge. It helps us to obtain knowledge, not4as a
method, but z2g an szttitude in which learning is msde
possible, - This quotetion from Professor Hessert's
boolk states explicitly the vitel necessgity and role
pleyed by attitude, But the necegsery point to grzsp
is thst z2ttitude and wmethod are not synonvmous ir this
case. Attitude is not the way to trutn but ie rather
en undcerstending thet is the context in which we learn,
But the question arises whether attitude 1is

necegsgarily logieally prior to any facts. If thies were

, 28 Here statee, man's outlock would never change,



It seems thet the cttitude would be innete or acquired
possibly through teaching or at least before any fects.
zffected tne attitude. The facts must gresp vou, not you
grasp them, Hare views the attitude as meking the facts
and transcending the facts. Hessert is pointing out thet
he attitude is not the method. Hare puts faith in
Kentien terms when he says that it is an ultimate
category of tnought znd whet we recognize s fact 1is
relative to the ultimate category. Ultimete cetegories

o

impely method of knmowing fact, fact relative to cetegory.

&
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'his weay no

5

sct can be disproven, But ss Hessert noints
out, fact is connected with ¥xnowledge and knowledge can
expogse false faith. Therefore, Hare nszs recoznized the
necegsity of attitude but has incorrectly =cssociated it
with the method of acouiring fact., Agsin the functionel
anelysis has brought to our attention. some shortcomings
of different views, but also 1t hes expoced new insights

erred to in section %two of

Hy

Join Wisdom, wio was re

g

1~
P

tuis peper, sees the function of theologicel lancusage

s something wore then attitudinel. As wes pointed out
before, the existence of the gurdener in nis 1llustret-

ion, could not be verified. Although we cannot verify
our beliefs, as &lso the two men ir the illustrztion
could not, we cs=n continue our discussion by Fdirecting

our attention" to the patterns in the "fscteh., Pointin

cQ
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up festures in the fects is the method by which the men

continued their talk. Therefore, Wisdom bkelieves

theologiczl leanguage functions only s an attention-
recting device,While this undoubtedly may e a

funection of theologiéal lengusge, this cannot be the

most unigue function. It seems very inadeguzte in the

light of the enormous cognitive cleim that is =zt stake,

It coes not do justice to the claim Dbeing mede. While

this functioﬁ may heve real purpose, and will be referred

N

ger discussion dezling with

H

to later as & pesrt of & ia
Ian Ramsey, we must still attempt to anslyze some
significant functions that sre more fundementsl,

Willem Zuurdeeg is gulte interested in bringing the

roach into & coxrrect persnective by show-

ing thet lenguszge wuet necessarily t=ke the human

gltustion into account. Ags st

n
v

ted esrlier, the auman

situation 1s intrinsgicslly inclucded in the langusge

U

situation, With this

P

inderstanding in mind, we should
not visw religious langu=ge azs indicative lenguage. It
is much more correct to refer to it ss convietional

1:
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ng

e thet is deeptly rooted in the personality.
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nvictional lenguage is eglso that which involves ell
of reslity end not wmerely scientific feacts. In addi-—
tion Zuurdeeg points out another imnortant considerstion

s tinzulshin

ng between the lsnguege of systematic

w

by di

"



theology anc convictional langua

Q)
0o

e, The lenguzge of

£

systematic theology es opposed to convictionsl language

)

is something we menipulate, not something thet grasps us

0Q

In 211 honesty Zuurdeeg concludes by seying that
convictional lenguege expresses that which is real for
a certain individusl. He rebels sgainst metephysics as
2ll anelysists do;, and therefore, ne rejects any trans-
subjective or transcenderntal objectivity which this
lancuege sttemnts to express., He feils to go beyond the

situation which is real for them. In true existentisl

feshion (Zuurdeeg includes existentislism because it

rost adequately emphzsizes the anelysis of the human
situ=tion vhich in turn is an integral part of the
langusge situstion) he sees reslity as relative %o humans.
For this reasson lengusge must also be relstive., Thilsg
rules out metevhyaics or any reference to fundamental
realities. To merely state that something is real for
thiem revesels a2 Tfunction rtut this function doesn't include
2 ¢leim to & reality thet 1s ultimete and to which all

men must respond with thelr whole being., This type of
lernguage seems to function in an exclusive meznner. It
c¢rewse sttention to man, not to ithe community

objective cosmos which are the c¢laims of religiocus

Alsscdair Ksc Intyre drews attention to the function



of wyth. By wmyth men expresses ais view of rezl being.
The essential reslity which ve csnnot justify but to
which thie myths refer requires our commitwment to an
euthority. Theism does not rest upon firm epistemo-
~logical foundations. The mo:=t eirnificant point for
thé theist "is commitment to belief in these mvths as
more than useful or inspiring stories."(48) Whet mekes
one relizion aiffer irom enother ie the authoritative
criteria accepted by end for this self-commitment. This
ultimete criteria 1is the only means of justifying one'ls
commltment., Mac Intyre emphssizes that becsuse it is an
ultimete criterion it 1s not possible according to the
very definition to be justified; it 1s its own criterion.
In brief, religion leckes sny meens of justification.
Although there ig & history of apologetiecs which
is integrel to the history of theilstic thought, this
does not seem to refute ilac Intyre's provossl that it
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Just becruse there is = definite tradition
of nistorical apologetics that has attempted to justify

itself before objective criteria of resson end evidence
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:ean Mac Intyre is wrong. Apologetics moy

come up with sowe mnificent remificetions full of

'\H

many insi

function of ie not the most

beesic method




(9}
3

commitment. 4apologetics wmost often assumes commitment.
(In =ddition we mizht question Ferré's idea thet we
must convert our lencusge,not instead of argument,

but for the sake of meaningful srzument, Yesningful
argument seems 1o imply a possible justification
tarough reason end evidence. Thiec is precisely whet
itec Intyre is trving to show is impossible.)

Ian T, Remsev in Religious Lensusge draws our

attention to the importance of tne logical oddness of
theologiceal lansueage. The mein thesis of his book is
that the gervices performed by zn snalysis directed from
the persmective of logicel empiricism shall be very

beneficial to philosophy end tiaeology. The empiricel

rlecing of theologzicsl »nhrezses will not conly be the

s

grounds of & new cooperation, out a new venture zlto etn—

x

er. His two mein gquestions are, "What is = religiou

w

1'0

n

situstion®" ancd "Whet kinc of empiriczl anchoreze heve
theolozic=l words?"

Ramsey telieves tine foundetinn of the relizious
gitucstion is discernment. Discernment involves a bresk-
through, He illustrztes this ctate of effairs by dis~
tinguilshing between types of knowing. ¥When we xnow
faecte zbout e person (wissen) we have whst Bertrand
termed "knowledge of cescription." In addition

O
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to this tvp
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kroving, thexre is the Znowing tr
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involves personel ascociztion and trust {kennen).

t
his person through

Through tnris associztion,and knowing

ct

your being known by him in the same sense, there is a
sudden disclosure. The individual thst you previous—
ly inew only through the channel of facts becomes a

Yoer

7]

onft, Ramsey refers to this disclosure as a "break-
ing of the ice", This disclosure does not add any facts
to the meny facts elresdy xnown, The fundemental
difference comes through the "encounter which brings no
new facts but rather a *persont into focus." This
personal encounter is not psychological in so far as
they would reduce religion to what would be called a
subjective experience,

"Let us emphasize, without anv possibility of mis-
understanding, thet &ll these situations, all these
characteristically different situations, when they
occur, nsve an opjective reference and are, as azll
situations, subject-object in‘structure. When sit-
uations "come alive", or the "ice breaks", there is

objective depth in these situstions along with and

3 4 = . - (o]
elongeicde =ny subjective caanges."( 2)
In eddition to an odd discernment, there is a

response of total commitment which ie the second pnort of
e religious situation. When we try illustrating the

Gifferent types of commitment such as methem=atical



commi
thet all of our exsmnles refer not to what religious
commitment actuslly is but only wiaat it is like It

is only wnat logically corresponds to religious

language. For example, we know a men who is "wrapped

up" in seiling. His commitment to sailing causes

hig everycday lanzusge to te colored by it. This

commitment carries over into &ll ae ssys and does,

Then committing ourselves to a lover, we organize

the whole of our life around another being. It causes
a personal revolution., This is where personal
commitment

goes beyond the mathematical options which

invelve no heart cesrching.
"So we gee religious commitment as & totel
commitment to the whole universe; something in relation

to which ergument hses only a very od
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ournose being to tell such a tale as evokes the insight,
the 'discernzent! from which the commitment follows es
In addition, our religious commitment is bound un

in xey worde vhose logic resenbles the logic of words

used in describing person:z1l and methemstical commi tment.
It has "key-words sulted to the whole job of living-

= . . . . -
tzvext words. ! w(E1) While it may resemble other logicel
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uges of linguistics, 1t 1is objective leang nes
been gziven very specisl quelifications., It is cbjiective
lznzuesge that reveals "logical iwprooriety", Ve quelify

religious languege to stress that its reference is in
part beyond the l=ngusge in which it is clothed. "The
same is true about "God"; end the centreal problem of
tneology is how we use, how to cualify, observstional
language so as to be suitasble currency for whet in vert

A

exceeds 1t - the situstions in which theology 1is iounﬂ
ed,”(53) Then the function of theologicel language.is
to evoke discernment znd commitment through the use of
objective words thszt exnibit logicel peculiesrities but

refer to e religious situstion with objective reslity.

It is a currency for ciscernment,

wropriety is

the topographicsl oddness, This involves inverting

tauthentict or 'being-in-e-situstion?

. Another

{

odéness is gasined by using words "technicelly!" in &

sense thrst it is never cedined 2t cne point but is used

with freguency so the®t 1t ies defined in its use or it

geinsg Ymezning in use!, An

-

the word "existential”.(O”

hi

Izn Crombie in Faith snd Logic stresseg the idea
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tnat theological lancusge functions zs en establishment
of a "reference range", Thus it functions "by elimingt-
ing ell improper objects of reference (like finite things
or empiricel events) from theistic discussions and by
suggesting the reslms Of non-theological discourse

(ethical, historicel, cosmologicel, and on) to which

80
(54) We then

theologicel speech is somehow relevant.!
see thet the logicel "oddness" of theologicel speech
functions in & sementical feshion. This lanzuage does
ake on significance because of its reference. Pearables
become more significaent and through them we find the
reel mesning of words in a resl theological context. In
the context of the parable they heve their appropriate

"reference renge" =nd most adequately function as

theological lenguage. Crombie believes thet all

language about Gocd must be some way used in a perabolic
setting. But the perable is not that with which we stop.
For tae Christian the psrable points to reality teyond
itself, Tae truth to which the perables witness coes not
correspond literally to thst which 1s referred to in the
parawle, It is the trust cf the Christisn thst as a
relieble parable we cre not misled as to ite rezl
significance end actuel reality. Cromble goes & step

beyond lasc Intyre's logic of sheer witness. He cdoes noi

simply say tnet this 1s a relisble parsble or imsge
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beceuse the believer is impelled to believe it.

Instead Crombie concludes oy developning the idea
thet througzn our constant attempt to use images, light
is cast by the images and provides us with a better
understanding of the reality to which the image refers,

The idea that "logical images are capable of illuminsting

one's understanding of the world," gives a new and vital
significance to theologicel lenzuage, The idea that
"illimination" is as significent as "impulsion® provides
a new justification and makes a further investigation of
images or analogies relevant.,

The mzin purpose of this section has been directed
toward a functionel anelveis of theologicsl lsnguage.
Unfortun=stely the enelysis has brought to our attention
meny different functions tiae l=zngusge may serve but heas
still not disclosed any conclusive discernment of a
reality to which this lengusge is referring. Though
he langusge may serve various functions we still do

not ¥now if the lanzusge

[,]1 1
Q

experientiel reslity that clsims a response of our
entire personslity.

Susenne Langer, in her vook, Philosophy in z New

ernts to make en honest anslvesis of the types,

Q
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aquelities, or different levels of linguistic comwunicat-
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1

ions, Her mein emphesis 1s the demercation made between



(o)
ot

discursive and presentztioneal language.

According to Professor Lznger, language is related
to reelity by means of the "law of projection". To
some people only discursive langusge, theat which is
language put in peculiar order, can be spoken. There is
expression in & different sense which refers to feelings
emotion, and desires., This language does not represent,
but expresses. This "genuine type of semantics" goes
beyond and fille in the gaps of discursive langusge
which is not the only articulate form of symbolism, (85)
Her mein assumption is "wherever symbol operates, there
ig meaning."(56) It is important to notice that
"vresentational sementics" (Does "semantics" here mean
the same thing it does for the logical positivists?)
is not conceived through lenguage; but after hsving been
experienced, 1t is preserved:'in an attitude and g=zins
expression througzh interplay with other aspects of
experience., The most highly developed form of

connotational semantics is music,

But there still remsins a certain vagueness con-

cerning the ability of lanzusge to communicate the
religious rezlity. 7When emploving lensusge to
communicete a reallty, we most always serse 2 direct

&

awareness or participstion in the reality. But with

religious lengusce, es we anelyze it, we feel once
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removed from the reslity; end therefore, = vague

)

or i

QO

zy communication is sensed by almost every one,
Then we begin to question whether the language is &c-
tually communiceting any reality at &ll, If there is
a reality, ite meaning and significance seem to have
transcended the enalysis, The primeary guestion seems
to be, "How can we communicate throuzh langusge a
transcendental subjeqt?"

John A, Hutchinson in his article, "The Religious
Use of Langusge" expresses the thought that religion

condensed to i1ts very essence involves symbols for the

¢3]

ultimate meaning of aumsn existence. This reality

:bolic Mannesr L& 1l

winich is then communicated in & o

depencent of the mind, but the mind csan only find ex-

o

states that religious statements are‘anological anc
metaphorical, Anelogy is the only meens of communi-
cating the reszlity of the transcendental object., As
Professor Paul Hessert pointed out i. o PR,

anology is an identity of reletion and not of essence,

f‘j

The bravery of a boy is not taat of a man, but there

ney oe & reletlon between their brevery, Religious

Such religious
images esre differentiszted from concents by their

immediecy. after ezxplaining this point in more
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cetail, he defines & religious experience as being
nit by such imsges end respending to them., His third
and fourth point are that this langusge must express
ultimate mesning, that which is independent of and
gives meaning to &ll other concerns, znd thst 1t is
referring to a unigue object that can be indiczted

but not defined. It is & holy leangu=ge. In summsryv,

an emotive

Q3

he believes that religious langusge hes
meaning thet is teken existentielly.
Now thet we hsve been exposed to the area of
symbolism, let us pursue the interest further. "In
man's csearch for what 1t means to be =nd to stay
human, ne returns perennieglly to symbols for the
expreseion of ultimate meaning,"(57)
ig made in the Editcr's Prefzce to the September 1255

. A we T
lcar. ANC 1T

is more thes

4y}
i

Tillich's thougzhts is his

crticle, WRelizious Symbols and Our Knowlecge of Goal,

Tillich Dbegins by recognizing that the logicel

positivists heve nelped mzlke us avare thet we have no

o)y o o e o e T 0 e B - < ag
lenzuage and epproach, Tillich sppreache
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anc intery

(D)

z8 being essentially
symbolic,

A sign indic=tes the existence of something be-
yond itself. It is une zspect of 2 lsrger whole (e.g.
smoke is one aspect of the fire), and our reesl concern
is with the "pointed to" reality., A symbol is also
emplcyed to represent some reality although it is not
& proxy Tfor thet reslity. Both the sign and the symbol
colnt to something beyond themselves but signs do not
participate in the meaning and nower of that to which
it is referring as symbols do.

"Every symbol opens up a level of reality for
which non-symbolic spesking 1is inadequate."(58) The
gymbol is then a representztion thet opens up a level
of reslity otherwise hidden and unable to be grasped
in &ny other msnner. For Tillich, the ownening-unp
process involves the opening up of reality in deeper
levels end the opening-up of the inner man in gpecial
levels., It opens up reslity end the soul., Thus the

symbol brings us to =& new dimension of life. A ci

aQ

n
such as the stop light is invented snd cen be repleced

by e different liznt, but & symbol has a specizl

function. Each symbol serves for one specific function -

k) x

it cennot be replsced, BSymbols ere the result of a

situation; they are born out of a group thet



ecknewledges in a word, a fleg or eny epecific symbol

e pert of their being. When the inner situation or
conviction dies, the symbol cies., 4 svmbol is born

and dies but 1s rot invented. The guestion he seems to
beg is,"By whet criterion will we judge between symbols
if they represent an ultimate reslity"? If the symbol
Gles it 1s beceause the situetion dies. Are there =ny
abiding or ultimate symbols and c¢=n the religious
gsituation cie?

Religious symbols epen up "the depth dimension of
rezlity itself, the dimension of reality which 1s the
grounc ef every other aimension and every other depth,
end wiaich therefore, i1z not one level besicde the others

s

but ig the fundementsl level, the level below =11 ether

levels, the level 0O

f being itself, or the ultimate
n(59)

cowexr of being. These svmbols open the experience

P

of the cdimension of this depth in the humsn soul., Symbols

1 2

born =nd Cie zccording to the changed rel=tionship

W
]
M

with the ultimate ground of being -~ God, The Ground of
Being trznscends eny symbol, If 2 symbol should be
teken as unconcitionsl it ig Jemonic,

There are two Ifundamental levels in all religious

and the immsnent

level). The most besic sviuiol on the transcendental

level would be the Cround of Being -~ God., But can we
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gsay tanet his 1s only the unconditional ground of being?
The awareness of tie reality is not symbolic, but in our
relationship we must symbolize -~ and the relationship is
experienced only s we encounter him with the wholeness

L "

of our being which is =& pe

m

reon, a being. Ta=zt element
which is infinite and unconditional, yet tranccendentzl
end thnat which is adeguate to knowing him through &
person relationship zre the two essential elements

thet always must be foremost in our transcendentel

gymbols., Tane attributes and the ts of God are also

incluced under trenscendental sumbols, Tine second level,

the immanent level, involves the level oI the divine
iﬁ time =nd epace. Under this section Tillich discusses
the incernzfion, sacraments, and sign-symbols,

Tillica conclu hiserticle with hig idess con-
cerning the truth of religious symbols, 3Symbols zre
independent of any empiricel criticism. A svmbol ie
alive ze long 2¢ the situstion out of which it was born

£till hee significance, "Their truth is their =dequacy

wn
e
ct
—
™
25}
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to the religious which they are crested,

their inzdequacy to anotiner situstion is thelr un-
50)

P
ci

trata

ne intended

P
(n
=

i

situation, Xven 1T this is wost ne irntended, 1t would

seem 10 be reasoning circulus in nrobande. The ebhsolute

Agein hie conclusion lesCe to relativism unle

o
s

eference to "situation!" to implv ultimate

S



stetement concerni
ultimste. No symbol czan
without becoming demonic.
might be,

tendency within itself.

take tie

is thzt no symbol is

olzce of the ultimete

No matter what the symbol

The criterion for

it 1e¢ conditional and must deny the icolatrous

eny Christisn

sympbol 1s 1its clerity in representing or being a concepnt,
but not the thing in itsellf,

I zm sure thst we would sgree with Thomas Aquinas
and Peul Tillich thet God can never be an object of the
mind, In my estimation most of our langusge is construct-
ed s8 a result of objects we experience besing able to

become objects of the

minGd end thereby becoming

concept-

ualized., It ig concelvable thzat anclogical language
which coes not refer to the essence of two objects but
rather a relation thest exists between the objects uight

be the onlv way of overcom

ion through religiocus

communication inv

this bsrrier of

nlve% concevtusl language

communice t-

It seems th=et most
2nd not a

perceptual lanzusge. We are atle to form a concept of

a tree; anu because other numans have experienced s

tree =2nd it is possible to neve =z tree e an object

of the mind, we are able to lirngulsticslly communicete

in & dislogue the rezlity of the tree. Such things zs
love and attitude seem to be excluded from the categories
of those things waich are or cen Dbe the object of our
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mind, Therefore, unless it 1s possible through ansl

Q,

they seem to slso be excluded from the possibility of
being communicated by lenguege as we know 1t today.
Even 1f we sre able to use anolo>1cal lensuege to
communicete e reality between those who have already
experienced the reality, the cquestion still remasins,
"How are we to communicate this reality by znological
lenguage or communiceate it in &ny menner to those who
have not experienced such an encounter?"

Geddes kac Gregor in his .article "The Nature of
Religious Utterance!" brings to the surface the idea
thet the feilure of thgological communications is not
necessarily failure in the use of languege (assuming

Al

leng e 1 abl

@)

VR

i

of expressing all realities}., It

ca

i 3
o,

a0
f\\z

ig more often & symptom of confused standpoints. By
the word "standpoint" he means the presuppositions gnd
types of guestions to which they give rise and the

(61)

outlook on things which result. Professor H. A,

gy,

Hodges in hise book Lengusge, 3tandpoints, and Attitudes

believes that each standpoint hes a language; and
when the langusges ere confused, it is merely 2

symptom of confused standpoints, He forsees that

pnilosophy will become a standpoint znslvsis, not 2

linguistic analysis. Such a philosophy will require o:

vnderatanding of the sizandpoint it considers, a certain

=



senge oi & drematic study, & dialecticel approach, a
normative structure so as to allow & judgment between
standpoints and will provide an exlistential judgment.
But again I feel that we wust point out that an exist~
ential choice must be made, The question still remains,

"How does one msa

1-
=

ce the choicet" It seems we make a
choice by being grasped or confronted by a reality. And
the Christian prcblem involves the ability to communicete
the reality to others, The central problem with which
we started still remains ~ "Can we use language to
communicate ultimate reeality?" Some people would reply
that s11 the Christian can du is trust that their words
will be a witness to the reality and thereby give the
reality an opportunity to reveal itself, Or some will
agree with lisc Gregor thet theologiczl statements only
have meaning as they are put in 1itﬁrgioal form or

some imperative form.

In this paper & study has been mzce of traditional
ontology, contemporary pnilosophy, types of verifications,
and types of aneslysés, It has involved a preoccupation
with semantics and religious realityv. No matter whet
idess might have seemed to e the snswer at one time,
we cennot escape the conclusion thzt the intended

semantic reference of theological discourse is to an

o

ontologicel reslity. This hes been and seems to be the
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meain conviction of Christisens.

In way of coneclusion, let us think for a moment
gbout the Sermon on the Mount (kett. 5:1-7:239) or the
Lord's Prayer (iiatt. 8:9~15). In either one of these

statements Jesus was using language to communicate

ultimate reslity. And Christians today repest and pray
them in order thst the reality might be communicated to
the men of this generstion., Let us take.both of these
statements &@nd view them in the light of this entire
peper, We might conclude thst these statements have an
ontologicel reference. Undoubtedly those® who have never
experienced suci a reality would attempt a verification
of the referents. Others would analyze the vearious
functions or attempt to find logicel coherence in the
statements, Some would say thet these statements

serve ae an emotive or ethicel function. Others would

say they serve a vegponeive, or imperative function or
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ticel gemes out of these serious

Encezvors 1o communicate rezlity, 8t11l others would be

ariven back to a standpoint-enelysie which agpears to

offer & better sclution than cny other isolated method

L e

In &ll fairness I Think we would admit that these

-

statements of Jesus end other religzious statements do

provide a basie of communication for Christians today.

ke

But kxeeping in mind that the good news of gospel 1is



for those wio nave not experienced such a reslity

2]

(the lost sheep). we need to guestion whether lenzuage
vas Jesus' wmost elfective wey of communicating this
real
Most basiceally we need to zsk whether 1t was the
language that opened up new levels of reality for those
who neard Jesus cspeak or whether it was possibly
communicated more effectively in some other manner.
According to the gospels, Jesust? most effective communi-
caetion wes nis suthority, and his authority was whot
ne sterted and increased. In ather words, Jesus' regl
communication was by what he did, not his language.

In conclusion, two main ideegs nave evolved
through this paper. Different types of reality are
cpened up throuzk cdifferent types of language ~ the

g€ g we have

verious functions of taeological lengue
found them. The other icdea is that lancusge is in-
adequate anc certeinly not the most effective manner

of communicating ultimate reality. What a wan is =nd
does is more able to communicate the ultimste reality
of the pumen situation.

Todey, we are in search of a more intellectual
uncerstanding and communicetion of the ultimate

reality., The res

i
1]

O

v

v for introducing the gospel in

Ao

the concluding thoughts wess Deczuse the Christian wh



stateuments, whether he be theologisn,

everydey man, must justify his

communication according to his one model - Jegus the
Christ. This is the one criterion of hie ontology and
its manner of communiceation.

The problem is still with us and I am certain
always will be in future generstion. "Can we
communicate ultimate reality?" 1Is it possible thet a
new understanding of what languege is, how 1t functions,
=and what 1t is capable of communicating will allow men-~
kind to communicate ultimate reality? Or 1s language
inadequaete and we must seek a more effective manner of
cominuniceting ultimete reality? Or might real comm-
unication of ultimate rezlityv only become a reality
after both alternstives are simultanecusly developed
to thelr utmost? It seems plsusaitle thet the real
solution to our problem rests with o better understanding
end proper use of langusge and & more thoroush investig-
etion of non-linguistic means of communication! Only
the energetic and vitelly concerned will provide

contemnorary theology and philosophy with guiding
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