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CHAPTER X
INTRODUCTIONR

Anyons interested in contemporary American Theoloxny
must come face to face with a man by the name of Paul Tilliech.
M1lich is & teecher with a growing school of disciples, Ty
the printed pase and the driving leecture schedule, thils man's
ehllosophical-theologienl jarzon 1s the langusge=pattsrn used
in many top divinity scheols in ths country. T. H. Grozne
has sajd:

Faunl Tillich 18, I am convinced, the most enlirhteouning

E

and tuerapoutic theologian of cur time, Ie analyzes
our conscious problens and our unconscious nseds more
profoundly, and he shnows us now these problems csn Lo
solved and Lhese naeds satisfled more constructivaely,
than any recent or contemporsry thinker,
One prominent American magazine nas termed him "the number
one philoscphor of Protestantism in the United States.™?2
The author of this papor also feels that 1t i1s important for
anyone studying Amepican theology to know the system of Paul
T1lliech,
Paul Tillich holds that a& theolomical system must

satisfly two basic neceds: "the statement of the Christian

1Tq He Gresns, "Paul Tillich and Our Zecular Culture,"
The Theolory of Peul Pillich, edited by C. ¥W. Kesley end
Re e Protall (low York: @acmlillan Coey 1052), P. 50

29ime (Octobor 20, 1952), 72,
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Bessnre snd tle interpreobation of this trulh Por every now
meneration.”3 “heolory 15 not static, but dialectieanl. It
wves bHatwesn the poles of the aternsl truth of 1ts foundation
and the tomporal situation whilch erica for msaninzful syabols
6o excress this tputh. The otsrmal truth and the syabol which
éxpres:ses the truih must be in correlation., The eternal |
“ruth is =~iven to man in the revelation snecounter. The recep=
tlom of the revelaivion in sysbols 1s rolizion, Ths problonm
with whlch Tillich's theory of syabol deals is the fact that
too arbon the eternal iruth becomzs assoclatad with the syme
bols instead of these symbols pointinz beyend themselves to
thet Lruih, Teuth becones & Cinite form; religzion becones
an ldolatry of litera. T7Tillloch's system is a protest sisalast
any such finite forn which glves men certalnty in forms,
rathoer bhan toroush the content.

Tillichia syatem is one of correlation. It is a cove
ralotion of phllosophy nand theolozye. Philosophy is given
the task of askin; the nuastion which man is gs an exis-
tantial baing, Philososhy, therefore, is constantly calling
Into suestion o1l formsr answors ﬁnd rostating the auestions

of wan in new symbols waleh then demand the answer of theologye.

Theolory, therafore, must direst its answors to ihe cucstions
which philosophy supplics.

Whan philosophy asks the auestions, it uses symbols,

3Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology (Chicago: Unlversity
of Chicago Press, 1951), I, 3.
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“hen theolo:y answsrs the ausstions, it uses synbola, For
this reason tho author of this poper feals that Tillich's
theory of aynhol =aust ba underetood to understand his system.
Paul Tillich's concept of the rolizious symbol is the key to
unloek the esmolexity.of his theolorlcal syateme "and you
cannot underastand theology without understanding symbols."h
"The center of ay thoolozical doctrine of snowlsdize is the
concapt of symbole o o o "5  with theso statezents Tillick

arreos Ltant the theory of syambol 1s tha door into the siruc-

Systeon 1s o thoroughly inteprated one, The author, thorse-
forae, ansks oatisnce if the reader seoms to be led inbto rooms
whileh seemingly have nothing to.do with the thoory of syabols.
«in this pagsr with an introduction Into the
Teltanschanans aué of which the problem of symbhol arises,
The inportonee of studying the trends in the fleld of sym-
bolism is not to ko underestimeted. In the development of
modern nhilosophical thouzht the problem of syabolism has
played 2 decisive role.

Hvery azo hos i1ts Tavorite aolutlons to 1is problemsSe « « o

hreul T111ieh, "Existentialist Aspscts of Modern Art,"

Carpisvianity and the Sxlistontialists, edited by Carl Kichalson
(Wow Zork: Charlos Serioner's Sons, 1950), pe 145,

_ Spaul #111ich, "Heply to Interpretation and Criticism,”
The Theolosy of Paul Tillich, Pe 333,
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One of the favorito anewars of our &rc has %esn the
Symhol. HYan kas, as they say, & "syahcl-foraing cower,®
S this power which makes him a man. Consagquently

r that =an produces is a symbols. Symbhol 15 tihe
the maric key which opens nl] deors and answers
onuse In ambolism all our thinkling comes %to
ange ls symbollcal, art is symbollical, even
s

o’

and 1% 1is
Q?EWJtH L
slos {
all fuﬁsf

Se

TPt

relizion
A8 a backuround Tor Tillich's theory of symbol, Chapter

-~ &

TIT will deal with vsvicus theoriss of ayabol in the field
of psycholozy and soclology and philosophy which Tillich
fesls sve inadesuate. #e shall classify these theorics, as
T11llich docws, into two basle types: the negative theorles
ané the posltive theorias,

The Tourth chapter will constitvite the bady of this
papere It wlll deal with Tillich's theory of symbol. IG
will be neceossary o include In this chapter & fow summery
8tatements on Tillich!s "method of correlation,™ espacially,

ag 1t hes ¢n do with tha relationship batween falth and res=

S0n,

Gy ‘artin Foss, Sysbol and fietaphor in 1uman serience
(“P*Pcutﬁu. Princeton University Pross, 1O000), . p i




CHAPTHER IX
PHE R WELTANSCHAUUNG

Jefore we bogin our consideration of Tillicht's theory
of oymbol, we must look st the mutrix whilch zives birth to
YI1lich's concern for symbology. The Woltanschsuung of our
are mrelkas the gymbol one door Into its now horizons. Symbol,
mvih, and lansvnce are conmon topies for discussion.

One sppronch has hesn from the side of the logician.
firlstotelian loolc hes bean challenzed in the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries by mathematical, symholic,
or meoere sinnly, peneral logic. 4deny thinkers have contri-

buted, hut Frincinie Methemstica by Alfred Worth Whitehead

and Sopilrend Russell is this school's it . Sinel. This took
1s coneerncd with the tools of analysis in losical and wathe-
mablcnl structures as they are applisd in the physical
ascloncean,

Another school, the lozical positivists, or logical
empiricists, hiave souszht to develop a set of rules for the

us2 of languars, They attempt to do for philosophy what

Princ!ugg Yathomaties did fop loslce Thelr primary concern

is with lonrmuzze and eplstemolozye One of their basie

assunptions is ecalled the orlterion of verifiability.

We say that a sentence is fectually significant to any
siven person, if, and only if, he knows how to verily
tho propasiticn whish it pursorts to express--Lhat 1a,
iT he knows what obscrvations would lead him undser cor-




”
2

L3

tain cond:

itions Lo asccept the propgsition as belng
true, or relo

at 1t a3 being false.l

o

Carnes says thoet propositione are in reality prodictions
"which can bo exanined by observation."2 Tho lozicel ome
pirizist allowa for mathamatical and loglcal propositiona,
But these slatomonts ape roally tautolozicael in Torm, and,
thersfore, do not add to our knowlodze of tho sonaible world.

The two Lypes of ststements, emplrical and formel, or
in Xantian terms, synthetle and analytie, constitute the
sum total of meaningful language for logical emplricists.
Any other tyne of statenont 1s glven to the psycholozists,
for they sre econsizned to the limbo of nonsensa,

Me source of those nonsenae propositions 1s held to
be the

primitive superastition that to every name a single
reol enblity uust corresponds o ¢ o "thus" those who
ralse avestions about Deing which are based on the
asauwnption thet exlstoncs i1s an attribute are zuilty

of followlng praunnar beyond the boundarics of sense,
“hat such talk sxpresses ls not verifiable fact but sube

Jective Tfeeclings of a person. Its function is expressive

c‘-

racher than consunicative, emotive rather then represen=-

tallional, Carnap says:

“etaphysical propositions ara neither true or false,
acnuse they assert nothing, they contaln nelither know-

1p. 3, Aver, Lancuave, Truth, and Lozle (Yew vorlk:
Dover Publieetions, 1 s De 35, 4

2Hudolph Garnap, Philosoph and Lozlaal Syntax (Londons
Hopon Paul, 1935), p. 12.

3&. Je fLyer, 0p. cit., DD, L=l 3,




;
ledze nor erropr, they lis complotely outside the fleld
of knowledge, or theory, outsides the discussion of truth
or {'alashood. But, they are, like laushing, lyrics, and
music, Hﬂﬂ?uﬂﬂi?ﬂ-h
dhat are the implications of lomical posltivisa for

ethlcs and prellzion? According to them, some sthical state-

ments are doscriptive statomonts of the way human belings

behave and so fell under the microscone of psycholoszy sand

W

ociolony, Hthical statements like, "Thou shall not steal®

2
when anglyzed by logiocsl empiriclsm have no literal meaninz,
‘hev are evocation.
In fact, wo may define the meanineg of ths various
rhileal words In tarms of the dififsrent fecliaps they

et:le
are ordinurily taken to expreas, and also the dif- g
ferent rasponuas wileh they are calcoulatad to provoke,-

valus Judcnonts and eth:ical statements Lave only subjective
or cmollive meaning.

winen @ apply those criteria to religion and metaphysiocs,
we and up wlth wore nonsonse statements. The guastion of the
exlatence of God is meaninzless oxcept for a Freudien oxample
of projections "ihat is not so generally recogrized is that

there can bs no way of proving that the cxistonce of a god,

such as the God of Chelstianity, 1s even probable.“6 Tho
athelsts are ales puilty in their denlal of the existesnce of

God: for the whole discussion is neithor true or false in any

hﬁudolph Carnap, FPailosophy and Lozical Svntax, pr. 23=27,

5A. Js Aver, Qbe cibeg De 103,

“Toid., p. 115,
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connitive sonso, It is aimply non-sense. feligion, at most,

has a subjactlve weaning, like pleasure or pain.

l1e T11lich would asreo in part with the logical em=

whil
pirieolots, @.se, the ausstlon of God's existence, he doas

tions which ean Le verified in scnse exporisnce. Tillich's
ontolosy dananda that philososhy be abhla to describe the
world of psallity anc its ontologicel presuppositions. In
fact, oven loricnl zositivista heove antological prosup-

positions.

{hoe guestion is whothor the elimination of elmost &ll
Craditlonal philoscphlicel problams by lozlical posi-

Civiem is a successful escapo from ontolotye o« o« o If

tho restriction of philosophy to the lozic of the scilencss
is a matier of taste, 1t need not be taken seriously. If
it is boased on an analysis of the limits of human know-
lodge, 31t 1s basad, likke every epistemolory, on onto-
lorical assumptions.e There 1s slwayve at least cne problen
anout which logleal positivis=m, like all semsntic
ohillosophlies, must make a declsion. What 1s the relation

o slons, syabols, or logicel operations to roallty? 7
And this 1a exsetly what Tillich concoives phileoscphy to bo.

Ontolosy is not n speculative=rantastice atterpt to create a L///

lluslon bohind the rsgl worléd; it 1s sn analwsis

[

world of

of the strvebure of reality az we eneosunbtor 1t every day,.
And the lanszuagze we use is pert of this structuvre of raalilty,

Tfor it belongs to baing.

Lorsieal positivisa is idolstry of a cérta?n seft of

7Pau1 Tillich, Systematic Thaclozy (Ghicagpo: Unlverslity
ot Chicazo Press, 109 s 1y o
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™ilas whieh it promiseos to use in the world, 0Hut it ends up
sharpaning rules and sharpanine rules and never comea into

Tha sceial selencss have also hacomo intareated in
lenguare, intirropolosists, sociologists, and psychologists
heve concernad thomselves with the varlety of ilaniuace
patiorng, the Hugtalt of individual oultures sud the uni-
versal dastalbe Why do wa prefer a closed clrele to ono
that e cpen? Why is 1isht good and darkness evil almost
as a universal pule? ©Soclologists are concarned with soeial
coentexis which doteraine languago forms and relizlous zolliefls.
Unse need only read Lhe volumas of studics on syambolism by
the Tastliute for Aeliclous and Social Studiss,®

eclonv I8 alse very caught up in the problem of
lantease, Serth begins his Dezmatik with an analysis of
theolo~ieal sroposiLions snd their function within the church,.
Bulimann sivuak 1nto the heart of theolozy with his "da=-
mythislonizing” af the Seriptures. He deofends the use of
myih, hubt asks that we reslize and intorpret thasa wmyths
oxistentially Lo the modern man.

Tue real purpose of myth is not to present an obfoctive

slobure of the world as it 1ls, but to expreosa nan's

understonding of himself In the world In wihiilch he lives,
Ll shiould ve interpgretad not cosaologically, but

=
Tl
v

anchropolosicnlly, or bettar still, existentially. « « »

uytholosy is the use of imagory to oxpress tho other

3?. Frnest Jonnson, editor, Helisious Syabolism (ew
liarper and Brothors, 1955).

.

0

y
"
e
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worldiy fn terms of this world and tho divine in tarms
of humen 1ife, the other side Iin terms of thias side,

Bultmenn also shows that he 48 n 200d sociolozist. He goints
oui thal she world view of an individusl ie socially and
historically dotermined. A world view is not true or false
excent in bterus of that ages "no man can adopt a view of

the woprld by his own volitione~it is already detsrminsd for

in history."10 we should not zo back teo

o
yob
=
=1
(&
b
!
)
=
ot
-
e ]
[+
&
="

Eho world visw of the liow Testamenty we should not dismiss
whal Lho Jow Testazent says becavae 1ts symbols betrey an
ohanlata esusrolozieal frome of refercnce; but we should
"daniiunloriae” the How Testsment by Intarpretinz 1% in
Symbols that =odern man can understsnd,

is done not mean thet relizion shoulé ve intarpreoted
swientifle verhapoe, Hollzion transcends words, The
reality Cto wihich 1% points makes myth and symbol neceasary.
Dur task 1s to use weanineful symbels snd to dig into these
synvols to find (he raelity to which they point, We must

romuin wrus to the kervime {or tho problems of our ago are

angwored sdocuatsly only by the kergsua.

ne challonze of a new porlod with 1ts pecuiiar problems
should Torce us back to tho pit froam whence wg_wore
dipsed and the rock Prom whence we weras lowWn.

Yrudolrs Bultnann, "Hew Testament and Hybhologykﬁ Korypaa
and uvth, edited by dYang Werner Hartsch (Tlondon: £ P € K,

T"'E?-)' P. 11).
01h3a., 2. 36

11g, m. Dodd, Accordinc to the Seripturecs (¥ew York:
Charles Serisner!s Sons, 1953)s Pe 130
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e tosk of imverpreting tuls messape is our infinito
taske Gustoav Aulon ssys In bhe now edltion of kis dogmatles
that s dosunties 18 nover fivished. The Ohristien faith 1s
unchanseable, but the task of preosenting the contents of
this faith in underctendable fashion to our contenporarics
continues to conf'ront usele

lhera is a rosseon for this conecern about lengusze in
the vasiocus di1ssiplines. It 1s not only a pailosophic probe-
len, but 4t 13 2 rosult of a wnole new Weltanschauung.

Lot wa look first st Lhe cosmoloxierl setting of our
besic images, or aynhols; asecondly, how thls sives use to
what Susaune K. Langse has callséd "philosophy in & new key™;
how ecleserly the semantic implicationa energze
from thia new Weltanachsuunge

1o cosanologzieal settlng of our Western world is the
Suicome of modern selence and pilosopny of sclence. We are
aware of sur woveuent from a variety of primitive world pic-
tures through iLhe welledofined FPtolemale and Copernicsn

Jatons end iuto our radicelly altered "expanding univarse”

LA

pieturs of the prescnt time. Buib this plecture of rolativity
and gueantuz hypotheses cannot be painted as were the older
world views. Today wo use the symboliec, abstract symbols

of mathematics ziven at 4t. Sinail in the code, Principils

Hathensticn. The seientist site in his study and plotures

the world in swabolie hypotheses and then walts verification

of thwe statistieal and vrobable kind. The hypothesis 1tsell

12 notod in Luthoran World (Mo. 3, 1957), Pe 423,
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is 2 ayobolic ropresentation of the world as ssen from a
unlcue vantags point--s symbolic structure bullt up on wnat
Fddinrton deserined as "pointor readings.” "Our kuowlsdge
of objects trested in ohvsics consists solely of resdings
of pointars and othepr Indieators,"l3
Our nowladme of the physieel universe as expressed by

the seilontist leads "not to 2 conerote rsality but to a

hedow world of syuhols.”lll DThis honast recopnition of the
subjactiive and syanclic features of the "world Buildiag" of
contomporary science illustretes the radicsl nature of the
ehensing world view through which we sre pessinrz. The
friastolelisn and hewtonlan cosmolozles have slowly movad

out to yive placs to the third cosmology of relativity and
amente. This is not without & cultural erisis. A new world
view of science causes metophysieal anxisty. Philosophors
who tand to petpify the state of physlies that prevalls et a
siven fiua,ls and theolontians who also tend to build thelr
world views on the slructurs of the science of the day--g.r.,
0 T throoeslaver wopld--find that the Trame of theilr systenm
has been revlaced,

Bacause of the new cosmelogy, philosophy has had to

13g1y Artiur S, #Hddington, The laturs of the Physlesl
42orld (Cambridse, EZngland: University Press, 1928), p. 250

lh'— . g » 2 > T
Gir Arthur 8§, Bddinston, Sclilonce and the Unsson
Vorld (lew York: ¥acmillan Co., 1929),; P 73

lsPhilipp G. Fronk, uodern Sclance and Its Philosophy
(Casbridze: Harvard Unlversity Fress, 1919)s De 23s
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adapt, irs. Lanzer save, "the springs of philosophical
thourht hinve run dpy once more. . « and a now gonorative idea
has dewned,"16 "hils now keoy in philosophy is “ound "in the
Pundasental notlon of ayabollsation" which has bacoma the
keynste of all our prescnt nroblems, L’
"hia means thst we do not all inhablt the same world,

ueh of our thaology 1s sti1ll spoaking within the rams of

Aristotla or Newton.
The tuntion” to which theology must respond is
tha 1
[yt ’]

ity o man's ereative selfeintarpratation
Lol paplod. Fundamontallam and orthodoxy
is tasic, nm!5 in doing aoc, they miss the
' thooloiy.

fuwdw:u“uaﬁ;ui Pails to mnke contaet with the prasent
&) -?un, not becauwc it spesks from bsyond svery
ui;u: ong bub because 1t speaks from a situstion of
the 9h..1$
¥hat 1o this "situstion"? "'Situation! « ., « refers to the
gelentific and artistic, the economic, politieal, and ethi=-
cal Fformg In which they exprosa tholr interpretation of
ezistonce,. el

Yo all wan®t our neet 1ittle world with no looca ends,

This i3 a casyveholorical nacessitye But why must we raise

. 1”'ws-:ne Ko Langor, Philosophy in ¢ fHow i‘ev (New York:
New American Library, Sixth Frintinc, uvéT-Thp s 2D 9=15,

175 susanne K. Langer, opP. eites; Pe 19

Feul Tillich, Systematic Theolosys, I, 3.
X
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the doad to save the livine? Our systoms should ba based
on our interprotation of the oexisting world and not on tha
past!s piczture or an appoal to the asuthority of a past in-
teroretation,
driving force in human winds 1s feer, which hagetse
imparious demand for a world-picivre that £3i1ls all

srionce and nlves euch individual a definite orian-
sald the terrifyinz forces of nature and society.al

T Wl A

dien our master imezes, or basle symbols, sre thrsatened
with new parspectives which reaulre of us couraze to papre
tleipato in the unchartod soa of frosh concepts and more
aqedqueias srmhola, our uvnconscious segurlity-demand drives
us Into reactlonary offorts. The "neo”"-movements of our
fay, dsow=Svparpaturalisn, Veo-Opthodoxy, New-Thomism, Hoo-
“onservatism, are all exauples of the world!s metaphiysical
anxiotve IU is easy to seal the eomfort of suriiar for-
mulng of vhe precise monent when so mush 1s demanded of use.
‘he 1ife~demond 1s calling Lo eonséruct creatively tho ayme
bolic struetuve of the naw epoch. Theolopy must perticipate,
and Tilliaoh's syaten 1a just such an attemnpt.

The moetaphysical snxloty of o sape iIs the resunlt of
twoe thinzs: men's estrongement from the ground of holng
and meaning synoglized in the myth of the Fall snd the
eollapse of the traditional symbols which pointed beyond
nan's estrancgnent Lo his ultimnto ground ol his being,.

“he anxiaty of man, which is o basic characteristic of

“Lansanne Ko Tianger, op. cit., p. 128,
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wan as man, opans Lo creativity or to neurotic doukt. The

freodon of man implies enxlety. But men must toke this
Mxlety ucon himsslf with osurage and ask tho guestion of
existenco. Too many people sasrifice the fresdom they have
and flee to authoritevian castles whero they no longer have
to ask the guostions and so thereby ovsercome their dounbi,
2ut In so doing they no longer partisipate in their worlde
sléuntion and give up the opooritunity for creastivity. This
i3 nourotic snxiety,

Neur itiec anxlaty builds 2 nerrow castle of certitude
whien: can be dofended and 1: defonded with utmost
tonmeilve Man's power of mskine is prevantod from
cagomning acitual in this sphare, and 1f there 1s a

4** ar of i1to becomine setumslized by nuastions acked
‘rou the outside he reacte with a fanaticel rajecilon.

‘J»cvzw the eccatls of undoubted certitude is not Lullt
on the rock of resllty. « ¢ the suestlon is in him, as

*L ig ?n evary man as man undar ths conditiona of exis-

ntial utﬂﬂﬂT smants HBut he cannot sduit it bacause
n: i3 without Lhe couruze bto taks the anxiety of ampti-
neess ¢ doubt ﬂPd meaninglossness upon himnsolf.22

aon wuet pertlelpgate in his situation using ths syubols
which are availeble to hims But he must not allow these
symbols o beoecome reality-itself, for wo llve in a world of
shadows, thosc shadowe boinz only sy=bols pointing to what
really is.

“e should note this transpoaition of lozie in our Cimae.
The traditional "lozie of torms," says S. K. Langer, is

"paally s metephysic of meaning; the new philosophy of usening

22pau1 rillich, The Courace To Be (New !iaven. Yale
ﬂhiv??a;ty Press, Sixth Printing, rebruary, 1950
[‘Jp. ;- 7.
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iz first of ell a loszle of tasrmse-=of glens and symbolese-an
analysls of the relational patterns 1n which 'meaning! may
be souzht.” "rhe Aristotelian motaphysic of substance and
atiribute Ls a counterpert of the Arlstotelian lozic of
subjoct and proedicete.” The new view in philoaophy recoxnizes
thet "a oroposition is a pilcture of a structurs=-the picturs
of n state af offalirs,” and that such a picturs "is csson-
tially a svabol, not a duplizate, of what it repressents,"?3

e besring of this upon the senantle problam is obhe
vioua, Syubols are culturally deteralned; they aspsar in
socinl and individunl Costnlts., In a racent volume dealing
wWith Lhe problen of eoununicetion, 1t is held thet "truth”
is ralative Lo the context in whish i1t is hald; and that
"eontext 1s determlnad by tho guaostiona which we ask of
evenis,"2l

Tillichi's aysteam makeos a serious attempt to live in
today's world of symbols and thelr relationships. e do=-
veleops his whols sysien around symbols which he feels are
adenuate to our given situation and are related to others
aecording to rational rules. Theologzy, while 1t is given
the anowor, must also formulate the guestion to which the

angwar of God spoealks.

?3s8usanne Ke Lannmer, ope £ite, ODs 5&-55-

ahsregory Bateson and Jurpgen Puesch, Communication,
the Soeinl “ateix of FPavchistry (New York: w. W. lorton

and Toep 1951), De 2308

3
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The answoras implied in the avent of revelation areo
1nqn*ﬂ- ul only in 80 far as thoy are in correlation
wilth ousstions concerning the whole of our exlstence,
with axlﬂ,antin1 tuastions, 25

N Theolory, when deeling with our ultimate concern,

‘ proauphoses in ovary sontence the sirncture of belng,
its catepgories, qus. and concepts. Theolozy, there-
:unr, cannot cucapy the cuastion of heing any more
easily than can p|11oqopny. s ¢« ¢ The theoloslan must
take serlioualy the meaning of the terms he uses, Thay
wet he known to him in tho wiole depth and breadth of
their maanlins. Thereofore, the syatenatic thoologian
Aust be a philosopher in sgitical undorstanding even
if not in creatlve powor.

Dur aodern Woltanschauuny has hrought us face to face
wlth the enlgma of lenguage. In philosophy, theology,
socelolo sy, paychology, suddenly, words have bscome the cone
corn of the human mental-scalpols In fact, in the dis-
cipline of philosophye--for tho sake of ogr point-=ws can

give the whole History of Philosophy in tarms of three aroa-

rosponass, things, idens, and words.2! Every philosopher
must Pace these thrso "monsters,” ilow he deals with them

pPlaces him in the corresponding slot of tho History of

The anelont patriorchs of thoucht mave "thinzs" the
top spot. T.ingzs were roal, Aristotlo studied the cause
and offoct rolation of things. Ideas were rofloctions of
the real. ‘ords were the vehicles of the real,

Descartes brought about the "coparnican.raﬁolution“ in

25paul T1llich, Systomatic Theolozy, I, 61,

26Ibid. » Pe 21,

2T%otes from lecture by Professor A. fTovl of Washington
University,
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phllomophy with his ecorito erz0 sun., 7Thls amounis to an

exchange of ideas and things f;r top apote Idoas and the
“ind Secom: the real in the subjective ideallsm of Descaries.
“ven tho empirlcist Hume is conserned with tho eause and
effect of fdens in the mind. With the rise of ideas came
the concern with the relation of ideas in the mind, epis-
temoloyy.

Hodern phllosophy plcks words as its tid-bit for con-
sunpilon. How do words exprass things and ideas? The new

neern Drousht a new lowie, symbolic logle. %e even have

o s s

(]
24
E

8 whole scihool of philosophors who wosr the lzbel, "Ordinary
Lanpusze Philoszophers,” While every philesopher must deal
with all threo arcas, thoy usually pick a favorite., "iords"
ride "favorite” in Lhe modera racos

T11xich is very aware of thls trend in philosophy. His
system ia an attempt to develop a philoscphy which gives words
an important and leglitimete place in men's exprossion of his
ultimste concerne Tho semantie problem thet arises out of
our copmolosziesl and nhllosophic foundation is answored by
a theolosy of symbols, pointers. "Han's ultimate concern

must bo axpressed symbolically, because synbolic language

alone is able to express the ultimste,"28

28pan1 Iillich, Dymamies of Faith (lew York: Harper
— 9 - ' 4 P L -
and Boothers, 1957), De El:.f‘.[..""' T
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CHAPTER III
THEORIES OF RELIGIOUS SYMBOLISM

Vie bogin our discussion of Tillich's theory of symbol,
as he does, with an analysis of the past theories, their
fortes and limitations. Tillich divides them into two basiec
grounga: thoe nepative theories and the positive theories.

fezatlve theoriss maintaln that the symbol's actual
referent is not what it conseiously intended. The symbol
polnts to a subjective statey it has no objective referent,
The symbol is then the expression of a feeling=--a projec-
tion from the matrix of emotion. They can be broken down
into two types, psychologzical and soclolozical.

Gestalt psychology finds ita place here. Wo owo Cestalt
psycholopnists & groat debt for their understanding of the
significonce of the symbollie pattern. Wertheimer, Koffka,
Koehler, and their assoclates, contrary to the Freudian
droam analysis of past represslions arising out of the
pPayche, opened the question of our powers of consclious ob=
sorvation of the raeal world about us. Their eoxperiments
demonstrate that perception comss fo us not in bits and
Piecos to bs Titted togethor llke a jigsew puzzle by some
after-act of the mind, but immedlately coherent, patterned,
and structured. The babj looking up into his mother'!s face
sge= no discrete hair, eyes, nose, mouth, and chin, but the

beloved face expoerienced as a whole, The image thrown on
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the screen of our conscious mind does not properly repre-
sent the outside world. It appears in its entirety with
all parts in approximate proportion. It is representative
and symboliec. Sights and sounds are not assembled by the
mind; they como put topether in workable and meaningful
units of expericnce. As such they are relative and socially

datarmlned.l

relisious symbols by sstting them off as aymbols which,
because thoy have no empirical reality to which they point,
must find verification other than empirical proof. They
deny that the symbol had an objective referent; all it
points to is a subjective states Not the actual facts re-
Tferred toc in the symbol, but a subjective state is what the
symbol oxpreossess the social Gestalt, the psychological
Gestalt in which the syambol arises.

Hoth of thess typos, the psycholozical and the soclolo-
mical, contain valuable insights. The emphasis on the
Psychologzical and social situation as declsive for the se-
lection of symbola in all areas of life is trus. They also
corractly polnt out that religious symbols do not refer to
& world of empirilcal objects. But hero is mslso the danger
of these negative theories for religious symbols. While

religious symbols do not have an empirical reality to which

lpdna Heldbreder, Seven Psychologies (New York: Century
Company, 1933).
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they point, the negpetive theory fails to see that these
symbols do point to a reallity=--a reality which transcends
and is independent of the subjective charactar of the re=
ligious individual or his social Gestalt. Their negative
classification is necessary from Tillich's point of view
when thoy state that symbols have no function other than to
dorve as expressions of psychological and social circum-
stances., They fall to point out the fact that religious
symbols, while being psychologlcal and social expressions,
point boyond themselves to the ultimate reality.z

Wletasche and Marx are examples of the negative theory
of symbolss Religious symbols are considered by them to be
projections of the will to power. The Church used these
symbols to keep shsolute authority over the people, The
Church is the barbarization of Christianity. It is a "erude
- and boorish institution repugnant to intelligent minds"3
full of mustified air, priesteraft, and oreed.h and shelter-
ing wlithin its walls a completely ignoble species of men,
"he priests are responsible for keeping the herd in fetters.s

The' Church bscomes an instrument of power in the hands of

2paul Tillich, "The Religious Symbol," Journal of

Liberal Relizion, II (1940), 15.

3rrsdrick Nietzsche, "The Genealogy of Horals," The
Phiéoso hy of Nietzsche (New York: The Modern Library, 195L),
Pe. 22,

hFredriek Nietzsche, "Thus Spake Zarathustra,” The
Philosophy of Nietzsche, p. 1lL3.

51bid., p. 15h.
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tho priest. The concapt of sin 1s oven employed as a whip
to keep the simners in the Temple of Slavery, for only the
Church can save man from sin. The Church is a device for
controlling tho masscs.

Nicztzache asks tha Church to quastion thoir tradi-
tional symbols and the Christian Ethic., "I bade them upset
tholr old academic chairs, laugh at their great moralista,
thelr saints, their poots, and thoir saviors."® "Altruis-
tic morality where selfishness withers is a bad sign. The
best arc lacking when selfishnsss begins to be lacking."?

Mueh 1s now made of Hietzsche's powors as a "depth
Psycholonist." Nietzsche racoznized how small a part cone-
scious choice and roallstic thinking play in detormining
action. Heo also understood the extent to which ideological
effilietions, r ligious as well as political, are dotsrmined
by desep-lying frustrations and anxietiss of which the indi-
vidual iz usually unaware., Nietzsche knew the mysterious
ways in which emotive symbols may be employed in control=
ling human attitudes. He lmew the innumerablc masks which
unreason can Woar,

But naither Nietzsche nor larx carried taiis thsory to
1ts logical concluailon for it is self-refuting. It commits
hari-kari as do all strictly relative=subject thoorlss.

61p1d., p. 162.

Trpedrick Niotzsche, "Twiligzht of the Idols," The
Philosophy of Nietzsche, p. 3L2.




23

To tho thesis that all symbols aro relative and, therefore,
not objsectively true, one nzed only apply tho thesis to
itsslf. It thon becomss a projsction of Nietzsche's will
to powor,

The nogative theory has contemporary followers, es-
Pecially from thz bohavior-psychology school. C. K. Ogden
and I, A. Richards in their book, Tho Meaning of Menniqg,g

bring this theory to tho fore in a more subtle form.

The Heaning of Heaninz 1s concernsd with the relation
betwosn symbol, thought, and r=ferent., It maintains that
there is no inherent connection between symbols and their
referonts, only an indirect comnection throush thouzht.

This avolds one of the difficulties possd by Nietzsche,
namely the denial of the creetive role of thought by re=-
ducing symbols to expressions of emotive and social factors,
But Ogden and Richards remain followsrs of the nesgative
theory when thay differentiate two kinds of language. The
Pirst type 1s symbolic or roferantial:languege; the s=scond

is cmotive language. Raliglous languago is of this latter

10

type and as such has no objective roferent. The symbol

is a sign of an attitude, mood, or desire of the speaker.ll

8paul Tillich, "The Religious Symbol," Journal of
Liberal Religzion, pp. 16-19,

9. K. Ogden and I. A. Richards, The Meaning of Moaning
(New York: Harcourt Brace and Co., 1920),

101bid., pp. 259-270,
111bid.. Pe 356,
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Charles Worrls in hils volume, Signs, Languapge, and
Behavior, carries throuzh the bohavior analysis begun by
Ozden and Richards, wWhile lMorrls rejects the symbolizing-
enotive distinetion of Osden and Richards, he suzgests that
there are four modes of siznifyins with symbols. The four
classifications are tho designative, the appraisive, the
Presceriptive, and tho formetive modes.la liorris?'s classi-
fication of symbols is based on their function in behavior,
Symiols can serve the function of informing the orgenism
about something; they may serve the function of valuation,
to ald the individual in his selectlon of objectives; they
may sorvo an incitive function, to incite a particular
type of responsec-seguence, or they may serve tho function
of systomatizing, to organlze aigned behavior.13

In HMorris?'s schome of symbols he pleces religious dis-
course under the modes of the prescriptive and incitive.
The symbcls of religious language aid the individual in
bpreferential selsction. They are used primarily to incite
the individual.lh Prescriptive symools prescrihe or
reguire a definite type of behavior for a given individual

in a given situation.l5 The incitive use of symbols is to

12 -
Charles Horris, Sizns, Languace, and Rehavior (New
Jersey: renbico-ﬂall: INnCe, fETFE'F%IntIng. s Ps Ol.

13111d., pe 95,
1thid.’ Pe 125.
151b1d., ppe 83<8L.
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Persvade an individual to act in a certaln way in a given

74

situation, "

Religlous discourse lays down the pattern of behavior
which is to be made dominant in the total orientation
of' thie peraonnlity end in terms of which all other
behavior is to be assessed, In givinz positive appro-
val to one kind of parsonality rather than to others,
1t involves appresisors which signify the ultimate com-
micvments (the supreme valuata) of the religion in
duestion, but since it signifies this personality as
somcthing to be atteined, its mode of signifying 1s
prescriptive. And since 1ts eaim 1s to cause persons
to bDecome personalitles of the kind prescribed, its
aim ig not merzly informative or valustive but incile
tive,.

T11llich would agree with these four classifications,
but it would be necessary to add another classification for
roligious symbols. Ve might call this fifth mode the adum=/
brative ﬂ:de.la The asdumbrative mode of signifying would
Inelude those symbols which point beyond existence to the
rsalm of belnm., Theso ere the symbols which "provide not
objective knowledme, but yet a true awareness."19

The rellizlious swvmbol has special character in that it
points tec the ultimate level of beling, to ultimate
reality, to beinz itself, to meaninjz 1itself., That
which 1s the ground of beinz is the objJect to whlch
the religious symbol points, «» « « The ultimate
transcends all levels of meaning; it 1s the ground of
reality itself., It transcends all levels of moaning;
it 1s the ground of meaning itself, But in order to
express 1t, we must use the materisl of our daily

01h1d., ppe 102-103.
171bid., pp. Lh6=1L7.

15This classification was suggested to me by Doctor
REuston Smith of Washington University.

19paul Tillich, "The Religious Symbol," Journal of

Liberal Religion, p. 28.
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20

encountar.
The nesatlve aspocts of Horris's theory bocome clear
In his classification of religlous symbols aa prescriptive-

incitive. Those aymbols do not attempt to refer to what 1s
intended in the symbol, but to persuade the individual to
be a cortain perscnality by inelting a behavior=-sequsnce.

The second type of symbol theory is termed by Tillich
a8 nositive theories. This type is also dlvided into two
subclasses: the cultural=morphological theories and the
critical-ldealistic thoories. We shall first conslder the
cultural-morpnological theories,

The cultural-morphological theories of symbolism, like
the nepative theories, make the selection of symbols de=
pendent on a subjective factor, the soul of the culturs,
They co not say that this factor 1s unrelated to the ob-
Jective reference of the symbol. It is the very relation
to ths objective reference that causes the subjective factor

to be termed tho "soul of the culture." The soul of the

culiure iz exprossed in the style of artistic croation,
religious expressions, political ideoclosy, and the like.
"Style" is the key concept of the cultural-morphological
theories as all forms of cultural life become symbolic.

Gestalt soclology and psychology also find their place

hera,

20
Paul Tillich, "Th
S ‘ » eology and Symbolism," Relisious
I%o?__"lia:n (Hew York,: Harpor and 3rothers, 19'55 r#@-_m'
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Tho vital and the cultural are not separate from

each other, but rather thoy constitute a unity

wlthin the ereativo, formative principle of cul=-

ture., All cultural creatlions are symbola for a

definite, psychic, formative principle. This sym-

?giigvﬁggraitar does not, however, negate its ob-

; ity.

Tillich claimas that ths culturale-morphological theorios
face the same diffTiculties as the negative theories. These
theorlcs may he interpreted as symbolic expressions cof the
paycholosicalecultural situation, for "the soul of the
culturs” is itself a symbol. Rolizious symbols arec mis-
interpreted to be merelvy immediato expressions of the soul
of culture, Actually, the psychological-culturasl situation
Implics a metaphysical structure of existence. The symbol,
"the soul of the eculture,” oxprosses man's relation to an
unconditionsd, transcendent roalm. The cultural-morphologi-
cal theoriles indicate thet a scionce of symbols of cul=-
ture should be developed from a raligious point of view,
This they fail to do .22

The accond division of the positive theories is the
eritical=idealistic typs of thoory. Outstanding repre=-
sentatives of this type are Ernst Cassirer and Susanne
Langer. Cassirer in his An Essay on lian distinguishes
man {rom the animal in the way man reacts to an external

stimalus. The animal reacts imnediately and diresctly to

an extornel stimulus. Hants reaction may take place only

2l1h1de, pe 19
221h1d,, ppe 20-21.
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alter a long and complicated thought procoss. Thls pro=-
G838 between stimulus and response is what Cassirer terms

the symbolizin: character of man.

Be?wnen the recopteor system and the effector system,
which are found in all animal speciss, we find in
man 2 third link which wo may doscribe as the sym=-

bolic sysbem.
Animal bohavior is deseribed as sign behavior, which is
Primarily conditioned reflex responsc. But symbols pro-
Perly can never be reducsd to mere signs, Sign-behavior
is direct rosponse to the world of meening. This sym-
b0lizine function of man is the differentia of homo

EaHf:_M.E}f
2 lonzer in a merely physical universe, man lives in

& symbolie universe. Lanpuage, myth, art, and re-
lizion are parts of this universe, They are the
varied threads which woave the symbolic net, the
tanzled woi of humen experience « « e !%né] has so
enveloped himself in linguistic forms artistic
imasos, in mythical symbols or religious rites that

e cannot sce or know anything oxecept by the inter-
position of this artificial medium. « « « Honco,

instend of defininz man a&s an animal ratioggle, we
should define him as an animsl symbolicume.

As the symbolizing sniual, man creates various "sym-
bolic forms." These are the cultural creations of man
such as lansuage, myth, religlon, art, science, and his-

£
tory.29

23Ernest Cassirer, An Easa on ¥en (New York: Double=-
day oand Co., 194k), ppe N2=L3.

2h1n1d., pe 52.
251n1d., pp. li3ehle
261114, pe 93.
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In language, in relipglon, ia art, in science, man can

4o no more than to build up his own universe=-a sym-

bolic universe that enables him to understand and

Eyto?puet, to articulate end to organize, to s§9n

caesize and universalize his human experlienco.
felizlon is thercfore only one of the cultural forms created
by man in symbolizins his conception of reality. Han is
forced to symbolize reality because he cannot know tho
thingein-itself, noumena, Symbols expross not some trans-
condont realm but cultural reality. If we attempt to
explain relicious symbols, we must study them culturally
and historieally, The historical study of religious sym=-
bole roveals that they are associated with myth. Therefores,
mythical and religious symbols must be studied together.a8

Wyth is an oxpression of the primitive mind in which
the Individual, or group of‘individuals, attempts to ex-
bress the ;sroup'!s conception of a particular aspesct of
reality. Since primitive man 1s not awere that he is sym-
bolizing reality, it 1s an unconscious fiction.2? This
does not mean that myth is irrational, or even antilogical,
If one accepts the premlses from which myth starts, in its
own autonomous reslm, it has a logical and rational mean-

inz.3% 5yt the real substratum of myth is not rational,

27Ibide, De 270
28141d,., pe 116.

29Thid., Pe 99
3011b1de, pe 103,
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but emotive. 'he primitive man looks in wonder at the
forces of nature aboub him, and he interprots the world
as If 1t wero personal and eoxpressing joy, anger, grie?,
etc. "The world of myth is a drematic world."31 It is in
this substratum that religlon also bezins. Where religion
bezins and myth ends is not black and white. In myth there
are proviews to religion, and religion, even in its more
advaﬂceu forms, i1s shot through with primitive myth, like
cloves in a bzked ham.32

Religion 1s different from myth in its approach to
naturs. While it shares with myth its feeling of continulty
and solidarity, religion is rational in its approach., iEyth
1s emotional. Wwhen one studies the history of religion,
ﬁa 8ses a development from vague feelings of myth to ani-
mistic and totomic religions. These primitive religlous
forms give way to religions with concrete déitles charac-
terized by functions whleh they serve iﬁ relation to man.
Soon these delties are called by name. The evolutionary
Peak is roachod in monothelstlc relizion where the rational
Overcomes the omotive. In fact, the higher developed the
relizion, the more intellectual its forms until its qelttes

bacome ratlonnl ideas.3> In summary, religlous symbols for

3l1p1a., p. 102,
321'01&.. De 109.
331bid., p. 112.
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Cassirer are an attewpt to rationalize man's fundamental
feelins or solidarity end unity of nature and life,.

Tillich sees the fundamental inadequacy of the criti-
cal=ldenlistic theory in that 1t falls to see that from the
objective, empiriecal point of wvlew, religious symbols are
without base. They are not symbolic of any-empilrical,
objective raference but of a trsnscendent realm of baing.3h

“ussnne Langer buillds on the same premise as Cassirer,
hamely thnt man's ossontisl nature 1s to symbolizo.

I believe there is a primary need in man, which other
creaturcs probably do not have, and which actuates all
hils apparsntly unzoological aims, his wistful fanciles,
his consclousness of value, his utterly impractical
enthusiasms, and his awareness of a "Beyond" filled
#ith holiness, DNespite the fact that this need gives
riss to almost everything that we commonly assign to
Chic "highier" life, it is not 1tself a "higher" form

of wome "lower" need; it is quite essential, imperious
and conoral, and mey be called "high" only in the sense
that it belonzs exclusively (I think) to a very com-
Plex and porhaps reecsnt gonus, It may be satisfied in
crude, primitive ways or in conscious end refined ways,
80 it has its own hlerarchy of "hligher" and "lower,"
elementary and derivative forms.

this basic noed, which certainly.1s obvious only in
man, 1s the need of symuollizablion. 7The Symbol-making
function is one of man's primary activities, like
eatinz, lookinz, or moving about. It is the funde-
mental process of his mind, and goes on all the

fa & o L |
GO g~~~

Langer and Cassirer make the same distinction between sign-
behavior and aymbol-béhnvior. Sign-bohav!or 1s imwediate,

direct reaction to the stimulus-ob ject. Symbol=behavior is

3hPau1 71llich, "The Relizious Symbol," Journal of
Liboral Heligzlion, pp. 21=22,

353usanna Langoer, op. clte., pes 32.
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that cheractoristic of man which operates between the atimu-
lus-ob ject and the rosponse=-bohavior by forminz objects end
actling upen these conceptions. Sign-behavior has three
essential parts: the subject, the sign, and the object;
the symbol-behevior has four: the subjoect, the symbol, the

Conception, and the object.

stent operation. But only a small part of his symbols are
transformed rational thought. Nany symbols simply produce
fantasy, drosms, and the like. Other symbols produce cul-
tural creations like art or sclence. Others bduild "the most
typiesl and fundamental edifics of the human mind--reli-

glon,"36

For the brain is not morely a great transmitter, a
sSuper-switchboard; it 1s better likened to a great
transiosrmer, The current of experionce that passes
through it undergoos a change of character, not
throush the agoncy of the sense by which the per-
ception entered, but by virtue of a primery use
which it made of it immediately: 1t 1s suoked 2iInto
tha sgpoam of symbols which constitutes a human
mind,

Both Langer and Cassirer hold that religlous syabols
ars simply one of the cultural creations of the humnan mind.
Sut Langoer maintains that relizion and myth were not ori-
Binally interfused., REach has its own independent origin
and symbols. Iiellizlion orizinates in the mystic worship of

life and fear of death.

361bid., pe 33.
371b1d., ppe 33-3ls



R g

33

While relizion grows from the blind worship of Life
and mazlc "aversion"™ of Death to a definite totem-
cult or othar sacramentalism, another sort of "life=-
syrbol" devoelops in its own way, starting also in
quite unintentional processes, and culminating in
permancnt sligniflicant forms. This medium is myth,
Althoush we zenerally assoclate mythology with re-
ligion, it really cannot be traced, like ritual, to
an orizin in anything like a "reolizious feeling,"”
elther of dread, mystic veneratlon, or even festal
excitement. Ritual begins in motor attitudes, which,
howsver personal s ara at once 2xternalized and so
made public. Uyth begins in fantasy, which may re-
main tacit for a long time; for the primary form of
fantasy is the entérely subjective and private phe=
nomenon of dream.d

Nyth, on the other hand, begins in fontasy or dream. He=-
lizion uses cmpirlecal objects as symbols for 1life and death.
Myth uses swvmbols of dresm and fantasy to express funda-

mental truths of tha universe. They are similar, however,

in that they both srizinally symbolize the some primitive

-t

feelinz, This is the feeling of awo in the presence of

©

the eycle of 1ife and death., Thereforo the symbols of
myth and religion ars tarmed "1ife-aymbols."39

Life=-symbols are tho key for understanding roligious
symbole., Almost any object may bacome a symbol for life or
death. Sines the symbol is regarded as tho source of life

and deatlz, thesa objocts with which crestive power 1s asso-

clated become the primitive gods. Expression of this feel=-

ing is soon externalized through ritual.

Sinee the sacra are consciously regarded not as sym-
bols of TLife and Death, but as life=givers and death-

387p1d., pp. 138-130,
3911»1:1.. rp. 13%=1hhL,
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dea 10“.__,, .,..m; are not only revered, but also bessoug h"'ho
trustoed, feared, placated with servico and sserifice,

Rites cannot be addressed forover to nameloss symbols, and
88 sson as o name is civen to thls creative power, the namo
Dacomes a propsr name for the one true Gode Thus, "reli-
glon prows from the blind worshlip of Life ené maglc 'aver-
slon'! of peath to a definite totem-cult or other sacra-
mentalism," culminating in the kighest forms of ethlcal re=-
Ugions.“1 Religion itself is finely disolved through a
now type of symbolic transformation, into philosophy.
?:r;l:i-ri-m, suporstition, fantastic Biblical world-
.8tory, were not demolished by "discoveriss"; they
wors w* Jraown Dy the Turopean mind, Agaln ths indi-
vidual 13ifs shown in mlorocosm the patter of human
evolution: the tendency for intellectusl zrowth, in
porsons as in paces, from dream like fantasy to real-
13'.:4-- H.,ny.n, » o « 80 long as the Fraut Christian
vision f11led mon'e eyes snd systems of ethnic symhols
or sroat asrtistic ventures ahsorbed their minds, such

facte as that wood ﬂOﬂés on wator and stonos sinic; « « »
were just meaningless.

Tillich has the same criticism of Langer as he does of
Cassirer. The evolutionary character of myth and religion
glve way to philosophy which finally destroys roligion.

Ye shall sce that Tillich's theory of symbol zives place
for the rslizious symbol alons side a philosophical system.

1“’J:bie.., pe 120,

Mlryia., pe 133.

hEIbidop Pe 219.
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CHAPI®R IV
TILLICH'S THEORY OF SYMBOL

"The canter of my theological doctrine of knowledge
is the concopt of syibole o o o"F It is, therefore, valu-
gble for us to look into Tillich's ecncept of symbol,

Relizlon is the croation of man comingz out of the
matrixz of ultimate concern and is the expression of man's
éncounter with the rovelation of God,

nion moves from men toward Zod, iloe revelation

oves Trom Cod to man, and its firgt W%ork is to con=
cunc man's religious aspirations, i

| o
-4
¥

L

felirlon is the culturally detsrmined rsception of
revelation, iisn, in his existentizl situation, must inter-
pret the revelatlon by enclosing it in forms or symbols,
levelation cannot bs comuniceted or raceived in the raw.
T11lich says, "rovelation must be received and the name
for the reception of revelation is 'religion."'3

Theologzians often forget this distinction bstween
revelatlion and relipslon. Thoy forget that revelatlion be=-

comes more revealing tho more it speaks to man in his con=-

lpaul Tillich, "Reply to Interpretation and Criticism,"
The Theolozy of Paul Tillich, editsd by C. VWi. Kogley and R. W.
Butall (low York: The Macmillan Co., 1952), Ps 333.

29 ey &

Paul T11lich, Biblical Reliizion snd the Ssarch for

Ultimate Roality (f:‘hIcagoz Unlversity of Chica:o Fress,
9 P- 2.

31b1d., pe 3.
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crete situation, to the special recoptivity of his mind,
to the spocinl eonditions of his society, and to the
Speclal hilstoriecsl period. Revelation is always particular;
it 13 never Zenaral, When we say that revelation is gemeral,
¢ meen that 1ts claim is universal, Revelation is always
for an individual and for a group In a definite, conerecte
situation, under uningue circumstsnces, When an individual
recelives revelation, he witnesses to it in terms of his in-
@ividuality and, therefore, as hs 1s culturally dstermined.
Relizion and revelation are in correlation. "The 3ible is
2 document both of the divine self-manifestation and of the
way in which hunsn beings have recocived 1t.ml In any one
passage of the Bible, revelation and the reception of reve=-
lation arce united; they are in correlation. Fundamsntalism
makea the error of overlookinz the contribution of the re-
ceptive pols in the rovelatory situation.

But bhero is no pure revelation., Wwherever the divine

is menifest, it is manifest in "flesh,” that 1s, in

& conerete, physical, and historical reality, as in

the relipious receoptivity of the biblical writers,

This is what bibliocal religiop means, It 1s itself
& hirhly diaslectical concept.

Biklical rolizion stands for two things: divine reve-
lation and humsn reception. As human raception, biblical
relizion is part of the data of the history of religion.
It is quite obvious when one studies the baekground to the

h’Ibido » Do !4.
sIbid., Pe 5e
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biblicel writinss. One can see how much the bibliscal
Wriltera wore influenced by surrounding relizlons.

The ultimnte concern.of man down throuch the aces has
been expreased in symbols end confipgurations of symbols
Which ws call myth, The rovelation.of God is received via
Symbol and myth., These myths and symbols are the data of
relizion. Relipion 1s veoetry which men live by. This
does not mean that relizion 1ia fiction, Aristotle has
sald, "Fiction 1s truer and more philosophical than history."

But by the word fiction Aristotle is referrins to the drama,

Paetry, and religlous myths of his daye Religlon seeks

lllll

Primitive soclety draws a sharp line betwsen fairy tales

»

and nythe” Jgth involves the emotion of sacrodness or
holiness, and, far from beingc escape,; it is a serious
Attempt to deplet ultimately important facts in the real
world. Tts aim 1s moral orientation, not eacepe.7 #yths
8rs expressed by participants fully and desperately in-
volved in the enterprise of 1ife and seeking for light and

bower, liyth is in essence man!s attempt to answer the

Guestion of meaning. It differs from poetry precisely in

its reference to ultimate meaning, and it aims to orientats

men to that meaning, 3ut while the object of myth is

lialinowski, The Foundations of Falth and liorals

6
Be
(London: Oxrord University Press, 1930)s Do L2ff.
7
Susanne X. Langer, Philosogm in a New Key (New
» P

York: lew ‘merican Library, . E3'
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transcendont, its lanzuaze, like that of poetry, 1s derived
from the conerete objnets of humen exporience. Because
the monnins or 1ife is no conclusion to a series of pro=
Positions in the form of a sylloglsm, but a sentiment and
Intuition from the depths of man's concern, myth shares
tho emotionsl and intuitive charactoristics of poetry.

‘e must teke myth seriously, but not litorally. The
fundamentalist woes to the ridiculous extreme of taking myth
iterally, tharefore, treating 1t as a sclence; the modern
eritle often vegards it as a presclentific illuslon, thus

failin; to toice 1t soriously. Against both these views

T1lich arpues for nyth as a poetic depletion of ultimate

meaning, e

Tillich, slonsz with such notables as Reinhold Hiocbuhr
end o, Langer, feels that the distinetive activity of the
humen mind is that transformation by which the infinite
veriety of reality is expressed in and by the symbols of
the mind, At the humen level symbolic activity becomes a
fundamental need as well &s a sheer human delight. 1lisn
fecls driven to exprsss his ultimate concern in words.
This process is that by which God's revelation is clothed

in langusge. "ian's ultimato concern must be exprossed

symbolically, Yecause symbolic languege alone is able to

express the ultimate.“a

8
Paul Tillleh, Dynamics of Faith (Hew York: Harper
and Brothors, 1957}, ve Mo — —
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#e muat keep religion. and reovelation distinet, and yet

they must be in correlation. %e do not have religion with-
out revelation; we do not have revelation without rsliglon.

Revoletion for Tillich is God's self-manifestation to
wone This manifestation 1s throush existentialist
oncowmter and 1t is immediate. God 1s prosented to

Us unior two aspscts. First of all, God ontolozically
is the ground of beinz, the prius of all thought and
raality, the uncondéitlonsd "no=-thinz" to which all
things must be referred, Concerning this God we can
think and oxpress ourselves only symbolically, for
human conesptions are utterly inept to deal with this
primal matrix of reslity. Concepts gan and must be

uscd In tho "method of correlation.” :
The thnsis of Pzul Tillich's theory of the religious

symbol is as follows: ¥hen man expresses himself religiously,

he expresses himsel? symbolicsally.

Helirlion means heinz ultimately concerned, askinz the
question of' "to be or not to be" with respect to the

m9§nins of' one's oxistence, and Esving symbols in
wiich this auestion is answered,

The abvove definition of religzion is imclusive; it 1s

the baaie concept of ralizion. Relision in the narrower

8onse 1is

roligzlon as having a set of saymbols, noramaslly of
divine beinrs or a divine being, having symabolic
statoments adout activitles of these gods or this
Zod, having ritual activities and doctrinsl for=-
muiations about thalr relationship to us. This is
relizlon in the narrower sense, wheroc relizion is
identified first of all as & beliel 1n tho exis-

9Gustave Welgel, "The Theological Significance of Paul
Tillich," Cross Currents (Spring, 1956), 1h2.

1°Pnu1 Tillich, "Existentialist Aspects of dodern Art,"
Christianity ond the Existentialists, edited by Carl
Wlchalscn (liew York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1956),

Pe 132,
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tence of a God, and then with intellectual nndlgrao-
tical actlvities followinz out of this belief.

Theology concerns 1tself with symbols, for "Thé lan-
guato of faith 1s the language of symbols," 2 Theolozy,
takken in its broadest sense, is "the logos or the reasoning
about theos (God and divine thingsj.n13 g g o
reasoning is involved in man's religious formastion. "Han
would not he spiritual without words, thoughts, concepts.ﬂlh
The fact that we use symbols to oxpress our ultimate con-
tern doss not mean that woe do not use our raason. For
?zason hes the cuality of grasping re:lity and enclosing it
in lonsuare, ®ven a myth contalns a theological thought
which esn be made explicit., Mystical speculation, as in
Vadenta Hinduism, correlates meditative elevation with thoo-
losienl penetration. motaphysiéal speculations, as in Greek

hilonoghy. unite the rational with theological wvision.

s

This is all "theo-logy," beinz a rational interpretation

of the relizious substance of rites, symbols, and nyth,
Theclogzy must have a rational character, for it is

rea-oning aboub Gode., Rational character consists of thraee

aspects. It must first of all possess semantlc rationality.

111514., pp. 132-133.

e e

12Pau1 w11lich, Dynamics of Falth, p. LS.

13Pau1 T1llich, Systematic Theologzy (Chicago: University
of Chicegro Press, 1951), I, o

lllIbido 9 D 15'0
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This means that theology must exercise care in 1its cholce
and use of words., (ertain terms which theology uses are
carry-overs fCrom philosophy, sclence, and popular lansuaze.
If the thsologien uses these words, he caﬁ ascune that the
content indicates the realm of discourse out of which ths
torm was born. But this is not always the case. Some
terms which theology uses are at the same time used in
other ways with othar content by other disciplines. The
Prineinis of scmantic rationality does not demand that
these extra-theolozical connotations be excludedé hut it
does demand that theology clarify its use of these symbols
by execlusion and ineclusion, thereby defining their meaning.
Secondly, theologleal thinking must posssss logzical ration-
8lity. “his meens that theology must be subject "to the
structures wnich determine eny meaningful discoursec and
which ere formulated in the discipline of logiec."1® Thirdly,
theclogy must have methodological ratiocnality. This meczns v
that it must follow a dsfinite way of deriving and stafing
its proposition., 'The method may depend on many non=rationsl
factors, but once it is established, it must be carried
through rationally and consistently.l6

The final expression of conslstency, applying methodological

rationality, is the theological system. "It is the function

of the systematic form to guarantee the cénaistenoy of

151b1d¢' Pe 560

Wr114., pp. 5359




h2
cognitive assertiona in all realms of methodologlcal know=-
1edga."l?

The method Tillich employs in developing hils system is
called "the method of eorreiation.“ This correlation is
between religious symhols and that which is symbolized by
them. In other words, there 1s a correlation between man's
vltimate concern and that nbout which he is ultimately con-
¢ternacd., The sscond meaning of correlation determines the
statements about fod and the world, the correlation of the
Infinite and the finlte. ?hd third meaning 1s in ths divine-

human rzlationshin.

n this method the theologlian analyzes the existential

L

situation, discovers the suestions which arise out of this
matrix, and demonstrates that the symbols used in the
Corlstian message are the answers to these questions. <There
is a correlation of question and answers

Now the guestions which man asks about himself are the
same 1n evaery age, but they take difforent forms. They are
culturally determined., FPhilosophy is given the first task,
It takes oxistence into the hands of reason and empirical
research and tears it into questions usine the language of
its diseipline and situation. These questions sre hewn out
of the quarry of 1life, and like Adam, wait for the breath
of God's revelation, The question-foram 18 relative and can

be found in contemporary art, polltloa, philosophy, ethics,

171b1d., p. 58,
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otes; bui ths question-content is absolute. The answer of
God ziven to man in symbol and myth grasps him from bsyond
himself in sush a fashfon that the whole meaning of his
existencs consists in rosponding to the object. Now ths
object 1s not %od, but the syabol of God given to man by
frace. Relizion 1s not so much somathingz men do, as it is
Something which happens to them snd to which thoy respond.
The symbols of reliszion are never lnvented or contrives by
man; rather, they happen as man seeks to respond to the
renlity on which he is dopendent. They are the creation
of the encounter of man and "being-itself."la God is not

the objeel of theology; he is the indirect object through

gymbols which aro the direct object.

the direct object of theology is His manifestation to
us, and Lhe expression of this manifestation is the
rolisious symbol. This is the basic relation betwecen
theolosy end symbolism. The objsct of theology 1is

found In the symbols of relizious experience. They

ara not fod, but they paint t® Gode God may be sald

£o bo the object of theology but only indiresctly.

The direct object of theolozy i1s found only in religsious

symhols,
Svmbols are the form of theolozy; "Reilng=1tself" is the

content of theology. The symbols with which theology desls

are relative, but that to which these symbols point is

absoluta,
Where is God? Where can we find the being that 1s the

13paul Ti1lich, "Theology and Symbolism," Relizious
Symbolism, edited by F. irnest Johnson (New York: Harpeor

and 3rothera, 1955), p. 108.
Y1bid., p. 108,
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material for theologzleal thought? It first must be stated
in contrast to everything else that God 1s not given. He
is not somabhing which we find in the context of reality.
fod 1s not a beins which appears as "an object beside other
objects." Tt is just simply impossible to zive a concep-
tusl explanation of God. In fact, it 1s His vsry nature
88 God which makes Him transcendent to any such possibility.
"fiod transcends His own name."20

“ut we must speak of God. Ood is the symbol, the
fundamental Aymibol, of our ulktimate conesrn., He is presont
in every act of faith, even 1f it 1s a denial of God, Ir
one denios that God 1s his ultimate concern, this is ul=-
timate concern; therefore, his ultimate concern arffirms
his faith in ultimate concern. Atheism 1s not the denial
of God; it is indifference to the ultimate quostion.

In any case, he who denles God as a matter of ultimate

concern, affirms God, bocause he confirms ultimacy in
his concern, God 1s thslfundamentul symbol for what

concerns us ultimatoly.

It would seem that the conclusion to this parasraph 1is
that fiod is nothing but a symbol. A symbol for what? The
answer is for God. "God 1s the symbol for God." This mosans
that we must @istinguish two slemsnts in our conception of
Gode The element of ultimacy 1s a matter of immediate ex-

perionce and is not symbolic in itself, but the slemont of

20pau1 7311lich, Dynamics of Faith, pp. hli=L5.

2l1bid., p. L6.
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eoncrstenoss must be taken from our ordinary oxperienco
and pointod symbolically to Gods The man who worships
Jahwoh has the element of ultimate concern and the ele-
"Nt of coneretennss--a soncrete image of what concerns him
u‘l.i:i*nni;n'i,‘.r.‘ga

This makee the quostion of God's exlstence meaningzless.
"It ie meaningless to question the ultimacy of an ultimate
tonecern.”™ The guastion 1s not the sxlstenco of God, but
"which of the innumaravle symbols of faith 1s most adoeguate
to the mesnin: of ralth?"23

The truth of a symbol is determined from two aidess,
the subjective and the objective. From the subjoctive side
2 symbol of faith 1s true If it adecuately expresses an
ultimate concern. By this, Tillich acknowledzes the truth
in all zenuine symbols and makes the history of relizion
the history of man's ultimate concern. The objective side
8ays that n symbol is true if its content 1s the reslly ul=-
timate. The objoctive side 1s tha criterion of ultimacy
by which the history of relizion is judzed in terms of a

yes end no., Hvery tyve of faith has the tendency to make

8ymbols ultimate instead .7 pointinz to the ultimste. The
truth of faith, therefore, implies an eloment of self-
nezation. This msans that the symb0l 1s most adecuate when

it oxpresses not only the ultimate, but also its own lack

zerid., Pe l!.é’o
231hid., pp. Lb=hT.
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of ultimacy.

Thls 1s the gmenlus of the protestant principle, for
1t not only makes its symbols point to the ultimate, but
includes a doniel thet the symbols are ultimate. In this
Way it stands in judgement upon itself. If a symbol ceases
0 expross adequately tho ultimats, it is declared dea¢, and
4 reformatlion is called for. 'The symbol has loat its truth,
for it no loncer points to the ultimete. The othor sice of
the protestant principle stands in judzment over any
authoritarlian declaretlon that a symbol is vi%iiunte end not
thaet 1t is a pointer to the ultlmuteuzh

In these symbols thers i1s clothed that which is the
content of evory rolizion, the basis of every religlous ex-
perienc~, and the under-structure of every theology, namely,
the divine=human encounter. Theology has the task of con-
¢eptual intsrpretation, explanation, end criticism of the

Symbels in which e unique encounter between God and man has

178

found expression.
“nat is a symbol? The first characteristic of a symbol

1s that it points beyond itself, but so does a sizn. Symnbols

are distinsuished from signs in that they perticipate in the

Power of that which i1t symbolizes.

The symbol opens up a level of mesning which otherwise
Is clossds. It opens up a stratum of reality, of meane-
inz and being which otherwise we could not reach; an
In doing so, 1t participates iIn that which it opens.

allIbidog PPe 96-98.

asPaullvillioh, "Theolozy and Symbolism," Religious
Symbolism, p. 109,
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The mecond charactoristic 1s therefore that a symbol
Participates in that which 1t symbolizes. "Decisive- is
the fact that sirns do not participate in the reality of
that to which they point, while aymbols do."26 The flag of
the Unitcd States 1s an example of a symbol. "The flag
particinpates in the power end dignity of the nation for
which 1t stands."27 An attack upon the flag 1s en attack
upon the croup in which it 1s acknowledged, Such an
attack 1s robellion. The word Jahweh 1s a symbol which

points to the ultimate reality, coming out of the ultimate
concoern of the Jewish community. Any misuse of this symbol
1s abusing the raality to which this symbol points. It
1s blagnhe Ve

‘e also sanid that a symhol opens to us a naw level of
meaning and being. Thls is the double edge of symbolic
lanruace, The swymbol points to a new level of beinnm, but
in doins so opens up a correspondingz stratum of the mind,
whilch we ¢2ll meeninz. "Symbols open up, so to spealé. in
two directions--in the direction of reality ané in the
direction of the m:md."z8 This 1s the third characteristic
of a symbol, namely, that it opens up levels of reality

waleh otherwise are closed to us. Works of art and d:_:-ama

¥
23paul Tillich, Dynamics of Faith, p. L2.

2T1bid., p. L2.
23 n "
Paul Tillich ‘“haolo and Symbollism," Religious
Symbolism, p. 109. o -2 B
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Wwould be examples, "A plcture and a poem reveal slements
Of reslity which cannot be approached acientifically."zg
A 8ymbol unlocks dimenslons and elements of our soul which

eorresponcé to the dimenslons and sloments of reality. A

Pleture, fop exanple,
points to a reallity and a meaning, to a level of reality
which the palnter in his creative encounter peveals
“C use NNow wo see 16; now we can be in 1t.3

There sre within us dimensions of which we cannot become
aware excapt through such symbols, which are born out of
man's encounter with reality.

The fourth chesracteristic of symbols is that " they
eannot be produced intentionally."3l Symbols grow ount of
the matrix of the individual or the collective unconscious-

Ness and cannot become functional without being accepted

by the unconscious dimension of our being.

Jymbols cannot be invented. They are like human beings

They are b»orn in the womb of exlsatence,

They zrow

which live and die.
conceived by tho intercourse of man and God.
When the situation is ripe; they die when that situation
changes, They dio because they no longer express the

ultimate concern and the response to this concern in the

group or in the individual where. they originally found

2%Paul T1111ch, Dynamics of Paith, p. 42.
30,
Paul Tillich, "Theology and Symbolism," Religious
Syabolism, p. 109. .

3lpaul Ti11ich, Dynamles of Falth, . L3.
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Oxpression. Take the symbol sin. It 1s no longer a come
Pletely adecauate symbol. The situation is ready for a new
Symbol for the reslity to which sin pointed. The new
Symbol is "estrsngement.”

Wa have discussed the characteriatics of symbols in
feneral; now we will look at religious symbols. The ul-
timats concorn of man transcends eny finite roality. This
ultimate conearn 1is belng 1¢self, ultimate resality, meaning
itselr. “ut the ultimate uses a plece of finlts reality
to express iteclf, Thorsfore, no finite reallty can express
1t directly and nroperly. Religlously speaking, Sod trans-
e6nds liis own name. The ultimate transconds all levels of
reality; it is the ground of reality itself., It transcends
a1l levols of mesning; it is the ground of meaning 1tself.
But in orfer to express it, we must use the matorial of

our daily encounter., All realums of being have contributed

t0 relizious symbolisme Theology can never producs nor

destroy relirious symbols. They ars that which is given to

theolozy. @od is not that which 1s given, but the symbols

of tho encounter between God and man.

Tillich distinguishes thrae levels of religious sym-
The

Oon

bols: transcendental, sacramental, and liturgical.
transcendental level of symbols pointa to the holy.
this lavel theology must function to rasist the idolatrous
identiffcation of the ground of our being and moaning with
the God of ordinery thelsm, Such a %od 1s a being existing
with other beingzs, The God of traditional thelsm is really
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@ symbol for the God boyond the God of theism: The real
fod is hevyond the symholic material in which we clothe Him,
and yet wo can only apoak of Him with symbolic meterial

which points to Him,

The #od Who is really God is the abyss of tha symbolic

material which we apply to Him. On the other hand, we

can speask of Him_only if we apply this symbolic
material to Hiu.3§

Classicel theolozy realized this naturc of symbolic
language. It know that if we sald anything about God, wa
must doubt it In the nsxt moment. We must say yes and no,
This zives theology its dialecticel naturs,

The socond level of religious aymbols 1s called by
Z11lich ths sacramentsl level. This menns that the holy
appeare In Lime and spaco, in sveryday realities. Mvents,
finlte thinss, historical persons can have a sacrzmental
power. "The danger at this level is the inclination to
idntify he hearer of the holy with the holy itself. ihen
this is done, reli-lon becomes magic. Jesus 1s a bearer of
the holy in the Church's confession to Him as the Christ,
But any confusion of Him as the holy itself instead of the
bearer of tha holy makes relizion a &1stortion. Yie then
have, not Christianity, but Jesus raligion.33

The third level 1s termed by Paul Tillich as the 1li-

turzical lsvel. He includes speazial objecta, special zes-

32paul T1114ch, "Theolozy and Symbolism," Rellzious
Symbolism, p. 11l.
33Ib1d.. pp. 11h-115,

e ——
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turas, sposial zarb, and all tho sign-symbols which aro
8levated Lo rive symbolic power. They aro really sizns
and not symbols, but the traditlon of the Church has ele-
vated them to give o symbolic meaning, and yst, they ara
ot zenuine symbols, They arce a mixture of symbol and
Slene  Th=ology must be carsful so to deslgnate them. 3k

T1llieh distinguishes batween two types of myth: the
"unbroken” and the "broken." In the unbroken myth, we have
relicisus, sclientific, and mythlcal slements woven together.
The ralicious oloment 1s the relatedness to baing-itself.
The scientific eclement 1s the relatedness to empirical
reality. The mythical element is the objectificstion of
being-iteels shrouzh the medium of intuitlons and concep=-
tlons and pioces of empirical roality. In the unbroken

myth, the reliszlous and scientific elements are not rscoz-

nlzed snd developad. The mythical conceptlons are sccapted
as explalning reality as a whole. The myth of the Creation

Story would be such an example. Inevitably, however, the
religious and tho sclentific elements develop, and threaten
to desiroy the myth., This produces the broken myth. He-

liczion uses mythical concaeptions symbolically to make transe

condent reality percaptible. The mythieal conceptions do

not retain their literal meaning,; tut they point beyond

themselves to beinz-itself,
A myth which 1s understood as a myth, but not removed

31}'Ibid|' Be 115.
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or destroyed 1s a broken mythe Christianity denies by its
very nsturs eny unbroken myth, bocauss of its affirmation
in the “lrst Commsndment: the affirmation of ths ultimate
88 ultlmate snd the rojoction of any kind of idolatry, in-
cluding verbalizations of Gode All mythological elements
ln the “iblo, and doctrine and liturgy should be recognlzed
85 such, Lul they should be held in their symbolic form and
not replaced by sciontific substitutes. For there is no
8ubstitute or tho use of symbols and mythe They are the
languase of Cfaith. The primitive consciousness resists the
8ttenpt to intsrpret tho myth of myths., It 1s afraid to
demytholosize. It believes that a broken mvth loses its
truth end no longer can convinece us of its truth. Those
who live in a nondemythologized world. leel safa in thelr
coneoected ivory castls. They resist fanatically any attempt
Lo quastion or paise any doubts concerning the foundation
of myih upon which they build their socurity. ireaking the
myth by makins conscious its symbolic charactsr would
destroy thelr idols. Such resistanca 1s supported by in-
stltutionalized systems, religlous or political, which
feal that they live or die by the literalism of their con=-
coptionﬂ.35

The r»osistance agalnst demythologization expresses

1tselfl in “literalism." The symbols and myths are

understood in their immedlate meaninze. The material,

taken from nature and history, is used in its proper
sense, The character of the symbol to point beyond

35paul T11lich, "The Religious Symbol," Journal of
Liberal Relislon, pp. 23=25,
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itsell to somathing else is diaregardad.36

lteralism makes croation a on&e-upon-a-time maglcal
acte The myth of the FPall 1s localized geozraphlcally and
individually. The virzin birth of the Christ is understood
blolosieslly. The resurrection and ascension of Christ are

taken as phvyeleal eventse

The m"csvuros ition of such literaliom is that God 1s
2 belns, seting in time and space, dwelling in a
5'*'3""*1 nlacs, affectinz tha course of events and

a "“Migﬂ by them 1ike any other bn:lnq in the

pniva T8G.
Such 1iteralism mekes God a beinz beside other bsings. Re=
liziously snealking, it deprives Him of His majasty, us-
conditionality, nnd ultimacy, When such faith takes symhols
litoraliy it places 1its falth in finite coneentions ané so
is idolatrous. Faith which 1s conscious of broken myth

gives God the honor which is due im, namoly, His ultimate

end unconditioned nature.
We can distinguish two types of literalism, the natural

and the resctive. The natural stage of literalism 1s that

in which the mythical and the literal are not distinguishe

able. The primitive period in the history of any group

eonsists in its inability to separate fact from myth. This

stame has a richt of its own, but when individuals berin to

quest:ion the myths thon two reactions are possible. One

can replace ths unbroken myth by the broken myth, namely,

3%paul Ti1lich, Dynamies of Faith, p. 51.
371’71&-' Pa 52.
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to see its symbolic nature. But many prefer to repress
their cuestiona and so to dodge the uncertainty which they
Tfsel appears in the bresking of the myth. This is gener=-
ally done uwnconsciously. But the second stage of literal-
ism i1s conscicus. The tool by which the questions arz re-

pPressed io termed "heteronomy" which mesns an authority

which stands sbove question, One gives his unconditional

Surrender Lo the Rfible. Tho Aible hecomes a god.

Such idolatry is unjustifiable if a mature person is
brolkken in his porsonal centar by the repression of an ag-
sression toward tho cusstions which have bscome conscious
in his mind. He becomes a spirltual neurotic.

Hourotic anxlsty builds a narrow castle of cortitude
wioilsh can be defended and is defended with the utmost
tonacity, « « ¢« However the castle of undoubted
certitude is not Lullt on the rock of reaclity. o » «
The nuestion 1s in himyas it is in every man as man
undeor the conditions of existential estrangement. 2ut
he cannot adait it because he i1s without the courapge
to take the anxiety ofagmptiness or doubt and meaning-

lessness upon himself.
The tasic of thoology 1a to conceptualize, to explain,

and %o eriticize these symbols. '"Conceptualization dis=-

closes the relation of symbols to each other and to the
whele to which they balong."39 It 1s systematizing.

The second function of theolory is explanation. It

is giving the religious meaning or the application. It is

homiletics. "It means an attempt to make understandahle

38pam1 Tillich, The Courage To 3e, PP. 76=7T+

3%paul T1111ch, "Theolozy and Symbolism,” Religlous
Sg!!!aoliam. De 111,
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the rolatlon of the symbolse used to that to which they
point."ho

The third function of theolozy is criticism. OCri-
tlelizing does not mean to destroy symbols using the criteria
of philosophy, or psycholozy, thorefora, calling them true
or false. This would mean criticizing symbols on a non-
Symbolle level. Symbols must be criticized on a symbolic
lovel of meaning. "If a symbol is coiticized, it must be

tlclilzed within the bounds of symbolic meaning."hl Sym-

[+ ]
]
Lo
o

fa

bols must ba eriticized as to their adequscy in enswering
One of the problems of our age 1is
If

the cuestions of mane.
the literal accoptence of the symbols of scripture.
they are 1itsaral, thon they are open to attack by the rules

of scientific inguiry. On these grounds they are easily

declared ridiculous. Symbols ars not literal accounts,

for they symbolize that which cannot be contained in

litera. They must bs judged as to their adequacy in ex-

the ultimete concern of man in question and meaning.
Pirst,

preasine:
Theologlcal eriticism functions in three ways.

it protects symbols as symbols. It states that symbols

cannot be reduced to the level of non-symbolic thinking.

Secondly, theology shows that some symbols are more. ade=

duate than others, Thirdly, it shows that some symbols

are inadequate in the lizht of the totality of aymbolic mean-

4Orpia., p. 112,
Ig‘lIbid.' Pe 113.
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Tillich is not advocating the destruction of symbols,
The ultimate conesrn of man must be expressed in aymbols,
What he doos try to show i1s that religlion 1s the symbolic
expressiocn of man's encounter with tho ultimate reality.
Our problem as theolozinns is to make sure that the sym-
bols we uss are adaquate and come out of the matrix of

our cr ‘2te situstion. Our Age 18 a question mark. Jen
Are eryving for meaningzful symbols, The symbols which we
have are in an ethnie fight in a shrinking world. Theology

must "put up or shut up.” Those symbols which no longer

spoalk Lo man must be dropped,

For Tillich there 1s no confliet between faith and
Poacson, at least if you define them as he does. Faith "is
the state o beins ultimatoly conearned.“hB Man's ultimate
concern must bs expressed in symbols, for only symbols are
adle to eoxprosa the ultimnbe.hh

Reason 1as "the meaningful structure of mlind and re-
ﬂlitY-“hs Thorefore reason is the precondition of faith.

Frith is the act in which reason reachos beyond itself.

h2ry14., pe 113
“3paul T1111ch, Dynamics of Falth, p. 1.
h&l&;g.. p. k1.
hsl‘.’éﬂ'o Pe 76
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dan'a reason 1s finlte and moves within finite relations.

But reason is not bound to its own finitude. "It 1s awaro

of it, In so doing, risss above 1t."h6 If reason is grasped
By an ultimate concern, it is driven heyond itself. But
this doos not mean that reason has been destroyed or super-

seced. "The scstatic experionce of an ultimate concern does

not destroy the structure of reason."” This ecatasy fulfills

reason by 1lts experioneing the prasence of the ultimate.
I reason 1s not in correlation with this faith in the ul-
tlmate, i1t zrasps the finite and so becomes demonic. Rea-

Son iz the sresupposition of faith but falth fulfills

roason,

Maith as a state of ultimate conecern is reason in
2sve Thers is no conlict between the nature

i
- o
CGOLVES

of falth an,! the nature of reason; they are witihin
anch obher 4l

The conflict botwean faith and reason ariéea under the

< -

conditlions of existence. Han's reason, essentially, has a

"zrasping” and a "shapinz" character.

The mind recolves and rescts. In raceivins reasonably,
the mind zrasps its world; in reacting reasonably, the
mind shapes 1ts world. "Grasping,” in this context,
nas the connotation of penetratinz into the deopth,

into the essantial nature of a thing or an event, of

understanding and oxpreossing it. "Shaping," In this
context, has the connotation of transforminz a glven
material into a Gesﬁalt, o 1living structure which has

the powsr of beins.

b61n1d., p. 76,

b'?Ibii'lcg De 776

Y

"SPaul Ti1llch, Systematic Theolozy, I, 76.
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How Lf man could employ reason, as rcason 1s essen=:

tlally, he could understand and grasp hils world. But the

mytihr of the Fall points to the fact that man 1s in exis-

tence ang, therefore, so 18 his raason. Hheason in-its

existentlal situation does not disclose reality as it
actually is., It presents 1life as Tinito, self-contradlc-

tory, and ambiruous, The awareness of man's state is called

9y Tillicha the "depth of reason.” The depth of reason is
the expression of something that is not reason, for it pro-

¢cdes 1t and is manifest through i1t, It 1s hidden in

feRson under the conditions of existence. Bocause of these

conditlons, reason in existence expresses itsslf In myth,

......

A8 well as in its proper functions., The very fact that

Poason cxpresses itself in myth points to its "fallen®
state and %o bhb fact that 1t has lost 1ts unity with its
depth which could grasp rsality. HMyth, therefore, is to bs
conslidore’ an axpression of the depth éf reason. There is
no coniliet hetween myth and reason, for myth points to

the depth of reason. This very fact that reason cannot

éxpress its own depth excopt in myth makes revelation

Necassary. The revelation of the depth of recason comes in

the form of myth or symbol. "Revelation dces not destroy

reason, but raason raises the guestion of ravelation-“hq

Becgsuse theolozy doals with the ultimate conecarn of

h9rpia., p. 31,
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man, beinz-itself, 1t must use symbol and myth, for raason
i1s in a "fallen" state. This does not mean that theology
contradicts roason; its task is the fulfillment of the
fuestlions which reason asks but cannot answer. Thoology 1s,
therefore, a rational interpretation of reality through the
forms of myth and sym»ol.

Christisn theology makes the claim that 1t is the
theology by the fact that the Lomos became flesh; that iIn
the event "Jesus as the Christ" essential reason has be=

come manifost under the conditions of existenecs,




CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

In thils paper we have seen how the change in lozlc from
Aristotlian subjoct=objrct to modern symbolic logic has ceused
Scircnce to pleturs the world in symbols and "pointers," —Psy-
eholozy, sociolony and philosophy have adapted to this now

world vicw by making a careful analysis of the words and

symbols which thoy use. Tha somantic problem is the problom

Theology must and 1s facing this problem, Tillich,

Pl

ol our B30

Bultmann, Barth, Dodd, to name a fow, are calling for a new
awareness of words, myth, and symbols in theological tallk,
In chapter three wo examined those theorl: s which Tillich

feels are inadequate for the theological discipline. He finds

nositive and the negative theories of symbol do not

that the ;
allow for a transcendent reality. Thoy make religious symbols

Projections of the subjootive nature of the individuel, or the

"soul of the culturec."
Chapter four gave exposition to Tillich!'s theory of symbol

which is based upon a transcendental realism. Are symbols

only projoctions of subjcctive states? Do they point to any
reality? What validity 1s given to religious language? Til=-
lich's theory of symbol is an attempt of a theologlan and a
pPhilosopher to defend religious lanzuage as nacessary and valild

in that it points to the ultimate concern of man. Freud, in

opposition, has said, "Religion, like neurosis, 1is
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@ Plight from palnful veality Into an 1llusory world syseem.“l

A neurotic Tantasy (or religious doctrine) does not

7ive an accurate report or interpretation of ovents
Gepponing in the real world, I5 £s only a symptom or
oxprossion of gortain subjectivo, psychologzical proceases
which in twen, are caused by certain events that took

sad,

placo in the past. Thus a dream=structure or a relisious
Systom 3ilves us "preal information" only about the past
cxperiences of the person who has the fantasy,
This is tho isaue to which T2llish spoaks with his transcendent
reallam,
Tillich's theory of symbol is an attempt to. izive the
ontologieal and the structural relationship of words to the
Real. Hellizious words are not a "flight into a world of

I1lusion," but they are "pointers"” to the really real. Thers

fdn

& reelity wihlch transconds existentlal reallty. This

renlity Lrenscends cssential reality. This reality is veyond

Qszsence and existonce, for it is the ground and sowrce of all.
For Tillich, this reality 1s being-itself, Gods It includes
within fteelf, baing and non-being, and yet, transcends them.
Han, aa an existing being, has "fallen" from his esscne-
tial nature. In his stato of essence he could grasp the state
of roality, but the Hyth of the Fall points to the fact that

man is in existence and estranced from the ground of his being.

Reason in ite existeontial situation does not disclose reality

as it actuclly is. This makss myth and symbol necessary to

lﬂnrry Me Tiobout, Jr., "Froud and Theology,” Religion
in Life (Spring, 1958), 271.

21b1d., pe 267
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tho relirlous oxpression of mean, Reason, in &ts "fallen®
6tate is able in its dopth to transcend its finitude. The
depth: of ronson asiks the question of revelation,

Tha "fallen” state of man necossitotos the dialadtic
O revelstion. Belnzeitsclf uses the materlal of the finite
warld in revelation, and yet, i1t 1a not contained in thes
Pinite, TIn whataver sanse relizious symbols convey knowloige
of the Yranscendent, 1t cannot hs in the sonse of litaral
and direet raprosentation, Whenever a form of symbolic oxe
v In thoucht and ritual becomas dominant, Protestantism
Will arise nnd elaim that the symbol has become an 1dol.
ctantion Is a continunal witness to the convietion that
1o must only ba taken as "polnters” to the meaning that
they cunnot containe Yet, we must use symbolle forms if we

are to have content to our religions We Sthink that wo overs

eome the dilemma of Roman ritualism with a thoology of the

"iorde"® This amounts to exchanging auditory symbol for

visual symbol. Words are no less symbolic than the siysn of

the sross,

The inner dilomma of Protestantism lies in thils, that it
must protest arainst every religious or cultural reanl-

ization which seoks to be intrinsically valid, hut that
it needs such a reslization 1f 1t 1s to bes able to make

its protest in any meaninzful way,.
The relirious mind needs noth to seek exprossion in symbols

and, at tho same time, to deny their literal moaninz,

3Paul Tillich, The Rellzious Situation, translated by
He Richard Niebuhr (fow Torks Howi Tam Books, 1936), pe 102.
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Tha protest of Protestantism hecomes very clear in its

symbolization of Ood, We must not "thingify" God for He 1s
beyond oup knowinz, ths Dous Abscondituse. In Tlllieh's
orizinal Gorman there 1s & punm, "You make e Ding (thing) out
of Das Unbadingte (the unconditlonad).,‘" This "hidden" God

Poveals Himself %o us in ovonts of which He 18 the ground and

Source. The revelation of God to man is not in words. The
docus of wevelation 1s not propositions, but eventss The
evenis are then expressad in words, in terms osf appreclation
and meaning, Wo can spoak of verbal inspiration only in terms
| of a correct approciation of events in whlch the Divine has
teen ai work. The "yes" of revelation is the abi2isy of the
encounter to point to Gods The "no" of revelation 1s the
l denliel of the pointer as containing in itself tho Uncontained,
[ The dianleectie of revelation has resulted in a crucial
8trusrlo In the 1life of the Churche The two domands of man

must be satisflied, HMan demands the ultimacy of the divine

object of his faith, and the concreteness of the divine in

making vital eontact with human needs, Only the ultimate

Beins; ean finally hold man's adorationi only a concretely

nedleted Belng can touch his 1ife, If thoe former overcomos

the latter, then the dolty becomes remote and inaccessiblej

i? the latter triumphs over the former, idolatrous deiflcation
takes place. The dilemma 1s overcoze in the divine=human

mediator, Jesus, who 18 the Ohrist of Gods

L’ualter sarshall Horton hﬂ%ian Theolo % _g,__ﬁfur
Apgraaeh. ravised edition (h;w orks: Br "8,
Pe
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The nuest for the conorete-absolute, for the unlon of

" "% -~ - - ]
rorm and mpgstery brinzs us to threoo torms which are among

Tillich'z best known, No uses the catezories of "autonomy,”

L [} . oy ..
eteronomy,” and "theonomy" which,

angwor the quesilion of the nomos or the law of life in
es differont wayss: Autonomy asscpts that man as the
universal rezson 18 the source ond measure of

FiT
=
-t

) arey of
culture and religionee-that he is his own law, Heteronomy
@zzorts that man, bolng unable to act according to
universal reason, must be subjected to a law, strange

and superilor to himey Thoonomy assorts that the superior

low fs, at the seme time, the innermost law of man himaslf,
rooted in Lhe divino ground which is man's own zrounds
ne law of life i.z-ag.;cends wan, althouzhk it is, “at the

same {:;rxe, his own,
In this way T111ich shows that e "hetoronomous culture" sube .

- - was ko

of' Ehinking and acting to authoritative critera

0 an scelealastiloal relizion or a political quasieraligion,

even at the price of deatroyinz tho struetures of rationality.
Tho "autone

Jects the forme

Such = situation calls for the revolt of autonomy.

onous oulturs® attempts to create the forms of personal and

Soclal 1ifc whthout reference to something ultimate and une

eonditioned, But autonom  lacks stability or stayin: power,

A "theonomous culture® seoks to avold the woaknoss and ovils

of both autonouy and heteronomy. It expresses in lts croatlons

an ultimate concern and a transcending meaning not as something

strange but as its own spiritual ground.

A religious symbol uses the materisal of ordinary
exporionce in spoaking of God, but in such a way that
che ordinary meening of the materlal used is both
affirmod end denled. Every religlous symbol najgates

“Paul Tillich, The Protestant Era, translated by Jaues
Luther Adems (Chieago: University of Chlcago Press, 1948), pp. -

) :3?.
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elf in its literal meaning,,but it aifirams 1ltself in

its
its solf-transconding moaning,

lian nosds symbola to express his ultimate concern, but
theso symbols must polnt boyond thomselves. VWe must not

comalt idolatry, makinz words our zodse

Yo neeod demytholomigation ezalnat the confusion of
literalisn with aymbolism, and we need at the same
time syabolization as Tull and rich as possibles « «
Yor it is the first step in the deterioration of
rallicion when it ldontifies symbols with the world

of finite interreolations which furnishes the material
cf the symbols--wiilich are the unateriael and not that
which is signified. ‘That which is simnified lics
veyond the symbolie material, This 1s the first and
last thing we must say about rolipglous syabolisz,

In his early writiﬁﬁs Tillich said that all knowlodgzo
of God had a symbolic character.3 But when this brouzht the
charge of panesymbolism,9 Tillich retreated from this oxtreme
soalilion and acknowledged that there must be souie non=symbolic

eloment in relisious knowlodzee. He gives credit to We Me Urban

for compelling him to make this change in his theory.l0 His
present positlon is that unless the realm of symbolic know=

lodoe is delimited by unsymbolic knowledge, it 1s imposslble

£
“Poul Tillich, Systematic Theolosy (Chicazot Univerasity
of Chicazo Press, 195*,. T1, Do

Tpaul T4111ch, "Theolozy and Symbolism,” Rellzious
Symbolism, edited by K Ernegt Johnson (Rew vork: Harper and

BrotRers, 1955), pe 11
®Paul T1111¢h, "rho Religlous Symbol," Journal of Liberal
Relision, II (1940), 28,

91bid., p. 35.

10p0u1 Ti1llich, "Reply to Interpretation and Critioclsm,"

fho qu%?,gg-' aul:Tillichy sdited by C. We Regley and Re We
Brote ew Yorks . Macmillan 00sp 1952), Pe 33kLe '
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S0 speok of symbolle knowlodgo.

Urban also took issuerwith Tillich on his statement that
the rolizious syabol referred to "the unconditionsd trane
fcondent, the source of both exlstence and meaning, which
transcends boingeineitssly as well as baing-for‘“ﬂ'"ll UEDD

@maintained that unless thero was some literal knowledge, olther

Lmmediato or medlato, concerning the referent of the religilous

symbol, then religious symhollsa becane mere symhollsm, Uhless

there was some analogy of being between boing=1tself and

belngerorena, then 1t was futile to talk of oither roligious

Symbolian or religious knowledga.la T1llich accepted thias
eritileism, He no lonmor raefers to God as "tho unconditioncd
transcendante™ Ho ssgerts that Cod is "heingeltsslf," There

is an analozy of beins bebtween bolngeitself and beingeToreus

LS
whizh allows us to speak meaningfully and symbolically about

Gode He malutains that thero 1s a non-sviabollic assertion

concorning God, namoly: God is boing-itaalr.13
Sub I wonder if Tillich ever overcomes pan=symbollasm,
being-itself tell us about Gode Surely not that

fihat does
God oxistse. Tilligh vehemontly rejects the existence of

Code Surely not that God is personale Tillich vehomently

rojeota the porsonanllity of Gode. What is literal and non=

T would guess that Tillich
Vie

symbolic about "hoins=-Atsollg”

would say that we ecan have no llitersl concepts of Gode

1lpenl Ti111ch, "rhe Religlous Symbol," Journsl of Liberal
Relimian. Po 25. :

:zzbm.. Pe 12,
3paul T11lich, Systomatic Thoolory, I, 23%

_.- =
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ean say litorally thal God is being=1t891lf, but wo have no
litoral concepts of belng-ltselfs So tho 1issus remains
Unsolved excopt in terma of a dlalestic.

ineother area whore more study should be done is in
the Christolosy of Paul Ti1lieh, How does Tillich deal with
the hmnanity of Josus excop® in terms of docetism? Protestant
throlopy in nrineiple ssya that no absolute claim is made
or the esrthly and finito Jesus. Rather, by means of une=
intorrupted unity with God end self=ngarifice, Jesus points
boyond himself to the denth of being to which he ia transparent,
Tt s in this sense that Josus 1s & final revelation. The
finality is in the unlty and self=-sacrifice of Jesus with the

ound of boings The incarnation is the paradox of essential
Godmanhood within cxistonce, and undor the conditions of
oxisionce, in which Bb doos not loso its essential character.

In Josus as tho Christ tho essential structure of being is
traneparent to its unconditioned depthses Jesus ovorcames

the cleavase boetween finitoness and infinity which characterizes
oxistence, T.ike any symbol, Jesus is concrete and yet, trane
scondsg the conerete in the gpound of meaning to which his 1life
and death polnte If we hold to this conception of the
incarnation and atomement, will not we have to drép the

clasaical doefrines of Christolesy end Atonemantflh

inornara M. Loomer, "Tillich's Theolozy of Corrolation,"
Journal of Relision (July, 1949), ldarf.
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While at VWashinston Univeralty, I hed the opportunity
to discuss Tillich with Doctor Huston Smithe Together, wo
formulated the Apostles! Creed in the terminology of Paul
Tilliche It would read somewnat as follows:

I believe in bolng-itself, the creative zground of wman's
being, rosisting and eonquering non-=helng, the ercative
ground of assential and oxistential beingj and in Josus
28 the Chrilst, the manifestation under the conditions

of exlstonce of essentlal being,; whleh struggles azainst
non=being ond finally ovarcomes it, producing lew Being;
that Wew Belng is the power to transesnd and unite
finitude and infinlty, oxistence and essonco, under the
conditions of sxistence, and is revealed perfectly only
in Josus as the Christ, who exhibits the How Belng for
all mene I bolleve in the dynamic power of creativity,
tne actuality of New Beingz in the community of the Church,
thre £final vietory of lNew Belng over the arbiguities of
exiastence, and Minally 11fe bayond ambdigullty,
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