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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
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¥
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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 — —




39
#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
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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,




