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33 
While rel1 ion gro~e f rom the blind worship or Lite 
and ao."'!c " avez-sion" ot Deoth to a de.finite totem­
cul t or 0 1:.h.~r :Jacromontalim, another sort or "lito­
SYJl!bol" clev,>lops in i ts own way, atart;!ne also ln 
qt11te unint enti onal proooaaos, and culminating ln 
permtmont ai...,nifi cant roma. Thia medium 1s ayth. 
A~thou~h we generally associate mythology ~1th re-
l .... £;ion , i t reall y cannot be traced, like ritual, to 
an ori ,;ln !n onytbin 11'ke a "rol1g1oua reeling," 
oi t h0r or dras , mysti c veneration, or even festal 
oxcit cinnent. Ritual be3ins 1n motor attitudes, wh1oh, 
ho ., · vor po:-sonnl , a:ro at once externalized and ao 
m11de publ:tc. .~y-th be:u51ns in t'antaay, which may re­
aain t acit for a long timoJ for the primary form or 
fantasy :ts tha enklrely subjootivo and private pbe• 
no onon 0£ dreom.~6 

tyth, on t ho othe~ hand, ba~1ns 1n fantasy or dream. Re-

11 ,ion us a e npir1cal objects as symbols for lite an~ death. 

',17t;h. us a syr.tbol s of droom and 1'antaay to express tunda• 

ment 1 t r ut hn of tha universe. They are alm1lar, however, 

111 t hnt t.hey ootb. '>r 1e;1nal ly symbolize the aame pl'1m1t1ve 

feel:inG" . ':i'h1s is the feeling or awo in the �p�r�e % �e�n�o�e� or 

the cycle f lire and deat h. T'nel'oi'oro the symbols o'f 

mytlt and l"sl:l !on 81'0 tamed "lite•&Jmbola.1139 
LitG- symbola nPe tho key tor understanding rol1g1ous 

symbols. Almo·t any object ma7 beoomo a symbol for life or 

death. Since the spbol is Jtegarded aa tho source ot 11.te 

and death, theao obj octa with wbloh o.t"eatlve powr 1a aaao­

o1ated become tbo pr1m1t1vo gods. Expresa!on or this teal-

1ng is soon externalized throush ritual. 

Since the sacra are aonsoloualy regarded not as a:,m­
bols o~ Lire ond Death, but as 11~e-g1vera and death-

38I b1d •• PP• 138-139. 
39Ib1d., PP• 138-lklf,. 
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deale r s , t hay nro not only rovero~, but also beaougbta

0 trus t od , r oar od, placated with sorv1co and aao:ririoe .q 

flitos cr.umot oe o. ore:u1ed t orover to nameless aymbola, and 

as s , on a s a no c ! & i von to t his creative powo:r, the ·namo 

b3come s a proper n tlll\0 ror t ho one true God. Tbua, "rel!• 

gi on !Jrows zaom tho bl ind woi-ship ot Lite and ma gio I aver­

sion• of Us ath t oe def i ni te t otem-cult or other sacra­

me11t al 1s , " culminating in tho highest .forms or e t hical :re-

11 ,ions . t i n e11r.,1on 1t solt' !a rtnol::., d!aolve d through a 

no 1 t~pe or o nbolic trsns rol'?llation, into philosophy . 

~eli : on , sup r st1t on, t antaatio Biblical world• 
- s t or- , ·11e1~0 not demol ished by "diacovo:r1e a" ; tboy 
10 !'0 .2,!lt "'j:rown · y tho ,:;:uropean mind. As a1n the 1nd1-
v1du 1 l ~ re shimn i n til!croooam the pattc,:r of hu,nan 
e volut, on : t he t endono:r or lntellaotual ~ o• th, in 
pers ons ao 1~ r nccs , t ro~ drenm like rantaay to :real­
i s tic thinki ng ••• ao long a s tho ~:reat Ch:r1st1nn 
v:i c l on t· l le.d on• s eyes and systems o~ ethnic aymhols 
or ·~?"oat artistic vP-nture a aboorbed thel:r minds, s uch 
fac t ::, a s ~ba t v,ood :f'lo11!!s on wate~ and atonoa sink., ••• 
vo""e j u.s t 1:ieanin."l ess. LJ 

·r111ich ha s t he samo criticism or Lonse:r aa be does of 

Cassirer. he evolutionary cbaraotor or myth and rell3 ion 

s1vo way t o philosophy whioh finally deat:roya rolls ion. 

7e 8hnl l ss o thet T111ioh's theory ot symbol g lvea pla ce 

t or the r e l i gi ous symbol alon~ side a phlloaoph1cal ayatem. 

~Oi b 1d ., P• 121,. 

4llb1d., - P• 138. 
42 219 . I bid .• , P• -



CHAPTER IV' 

TILLICrt • S 1'UEORY OF snmoL 

" The c . .. 'l·ter of my t he olo~ical doctrine of knowledge 

1a tho concop t of s~rmbol •••• 111 It ls, t.herefol'e• va1u­

abl o for u s to look int o T1111ch•a oonoopt or symbol. 

Rel!~.1on is the cx-aation of' man coming out or the 

me.tl'i:t of ul t i ma1~e conceztn ond is the expression of' man• s 

encoun·· tt ,·,1t h t he rci,va l at i on or God. 

Rol ' ;5 on :1~0vc,s r x-om mnn toward God, ~le, l'evela.t'lon 
r4ovas 't'otn C,od to nan, and 1t s flrat tirk 1a to con-
f o u.n man ' s 011 ioua aspiratlons.2 -

I o l i · on is ~he culturally d-ote~ined l'aoeption of 

l'eva lat.i on . ,Ian , in his ex1ster1tlnl altwition, must inter­

Pl'ot tbe r ~vela t ion 'by onoloaing it .in fol'Dl& or symbol a. 

Hevela t l o11 c annot. bo comunlc11ted o.r r1.1ceived 1n the 1'aw. 

'i'illich say s , 11r ovelat1on must be l'ecalved and t}lct name 

for the reception of revelation is 1 rellg1on. 1 nl 

Theolog i ans often tol'get this d1at1not1on between 

revelation anri rel! !on. 'J'hey torget that revelation be­

comes more revealing tho 1110N it apeaka to man 1n bis oon-

1Paul Tilllch , "Reply to Intel'pl"Otation and Crlt1o111111," 
The Thoolog;y of Paul Tilllah, edited by c. w. Xegl•J" and R. w. 
~utalI (Now YorkT'Tiie ~acmlilan ao., 19S2), P• 333. 

2Paul 11111ch, Bibli cal Religion and t he Seu-oh ror 
¥ilt1:not e Reality (Ch1oa130: tinfvars!ty o'ra'liiia·~o Preas;-
955), p. 2. 

3Ibid., P• 3. 



Cl'ete o1tuet1on, to the special recopt1v1ty ot bia mlnd, 

to tba spoc:i.al conditions of his, moiety, and to the 

opocisl h1stor1col pox-,.od. Revelation !a always particular; 

it ,.s never a enet"al . When we aay that revelation 1a goneral, 

we me r.-n t hat :1.ts clain1 1s universal. Revelation 1s always 

for an in ividual and ror a group in a de~inlte, concrete 

s1 tuati o.n, unrleI' uni ue c1rcumstanoea. \'/hen an indlv1dual 

l'oce:tvos l'evelstion, be \fitnesses to it in terms or hie 1n­

cUvi<luelit y and, theref ·oI'e, as hs 1s oultui-ally cletermlned. 

Rel! :ion and revala'l~ ion aro in correlation. "The 81ble la 

21 c ocument both of the di;r1ne solt-manU"eatat1on and of t be 

\Tay in ·,hich bwnan beings have, raoo!ved lt .• "4 In an,. one 

pnso:::wo of' t ile iblo, revelati on and tho reception of reve­

lat ion aro un1tod ; they are in correlation. Fundamontalism 
-n1akea tho e?-roza of overlooking the oontributlon or the re-

ceptive pole 1n the revelatory aituat!on. 

But there is no pUI"e revelation. Wherever the divine 
1s ma.nH'est , 1t ls monitost in "tleah," that 111, ln 
a concrete . phya!cal, and hiato~lcal reality, aa in 
tha r lig1ous r e copt1v1ty or the b1b11oal writers. 

h1 3 is what b1bl1oal rel1g1oD meana. It 1■ ltselr 
a hi ~hly dialect ical concept.~ 

l bl ical rol1-1on stands tor two things: divine reve­

lation and human reception. Aa human r eooptlon, b1bl1oal 

rel1~!on is part of the data of the history or religion. 

It is uite obvious when one studies the background to the 

4Ib1d., P• 4• 
5Ibid., P• s. 
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b1blioQ1 wr1t 1nns. One can aae how muoh the blblioal 

"1'1teva 1e~e 1n1'1uencod b y su?"l'ound1ng peltg iona. 

'T'ho ul t1mnte concern . 01' man dom throuo:b the age a baa 

been oxpr eauod i n uyn1',ols and oon1'1«m9Ationa or &J!ll'bola 

Which t , a> cal 1 myth . •rhe l'Bvelat!on, ot' God la received via 

8 Yntbol and myth . 1.•heee myths and ay.;nbola are tbe data ot 

roli v.i on . iol i gion i s poet ry which men live by. Thia 

does not mean that rel! ion la tlotion. Arlatotle baa 

sol d, "Fiction :l s truer and more ph1loaoph1oal than history." 

But by the wor d ficti on Aristotle ia referring to tbe drama, 

Poetry, and ~ali ,ious myths or bis day. Religion aeeka 

mythi cally t o ~rasp 11fa in its unity- and wholeneaa. 

Pr i m1t1vo aooiety d~awa o sharp line bet•een ta1ry tale s 

Dud myth. 6 Myth involves tba e:notion ot aaoredneaa or 

holiness , and , f ar from be1~~ eaoape, it la a serious 

&
4· tempt t o clop1ct ult!mateJ.;v Lnpo:rt.ant raota 1n the real 

world. I ts a 11n 1o mol'al oP1entat1on, not esoape. 7 ityth·a 

are expr e s sed by paPtici~onta fullJ and desperately in­

volved in t he en~erpr1ae ot life and seeking tor light and 

Powo:r. My t h is in essence manta attempt to answer the 

quest i on or meaning. It d1trera from poetry preo1aely in 

its retorence to ul timate meaning, and it a1ma to orientate 

men to that meaning. sut while tbe objeot of myth la 

6a. Malinowski, '!'he Fomidat1ons or Paith and Morale 
(London: Oxf ord Un1veralt1 Preas, 1930}', P?o 127.r." 

7susanne K. Lange:r, Philo•o,h.y 1n a New Xe7 (New 
York: Ne,.., /mor1con t1brai-y, 1948 , p:-i~3-;--



38 

transcendent , its lsn~uace, 11ke that ot poetl'y, 1• derived 

trom the conc:rete obj,,cts or hUl'llan ezpo:r!ence. Beoauae 

t he a1aunin . or life 1s no conolua!on to a ae,z-1e,a or pi-o­

poa1 t 1 ons 1n tho f Ol'll of a ayllog1sm, but a sentiment and 

intuition ~rom t ho depths or man•• nonoe:rn, my'th shares 

the e otlonal cmd intuitive cba:rooterietica or poetry. 

'!e :11us t tc.ko myth aezt1oualy, but not 11torally. The 

tundEL':!onta list ~oos t o the :ridiouloua extreme ot taking myth 

li ttu"al.ly., .. hnr ~i'ol'"o , tzeeatlng lt oa a ■oionoeJ the model'D 

CI'1t1c of'ten ~oga:rds it ns a pzteao1ent1f'1c 11lua1on, thus 

f' 11:i.n,, to t .. ico it so~ioualy. Against both tbaaa views 

Tillich ar uos f or myth as a poet1c depiction or ultimate 

'1"11 J :- h . - . :LO • 
--­

olon with such notables aa Reinhold ffiobuhi-

e11d s. L11ncrer, roels that the d1at1notive activity of' tbe 

human mi nd is that trnnsi'ormation by whlcb the 1nt1n1te 

ve~iet ~ or ~eality is exp~essed 1n and by tbe s yn:aoola of 

tho ~inI. At t he humen lovol symbolic ao~1v1ty becomes a 

fundamental 11eod a o well cs a shear human delight. 14an 

f eels d~iven to express hi■ ultimate oonoel'D in vorda. 

This proces s ia that by wh1oh God 1 a revelation 1a clothed 

in lan ua.~Eh "!4an• a ultimato concern must bo exproaaed 

&ymbol!oally, because aym~ollo language alone 1s able to 

express t be ultlmate."8 

8Paul T1111oh, D~iaa ,st Paltb (New Yorks Harper 
and Brot hers. l9S7), p.ii. 
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We must . lceop :religion. and x-ovelatf.on dlst1nat., and yet 

they mus t be :tn col'!'elat 1on. Vie do not have ztel11Jion with• 

out ~ev~lation; wo do not have revelat ion without rel1g lon. 

Revol ot1on for Ti l l i oh is God's selt-man1~ostat1on to 
man . i'his manife stat ion 1a thro~ h oxiatent!aliat 
oncow1tcr e.n' i t i s ! r.imctd13te. God is proa0nted t o 
us un~o~ t~~ nspaots. First or all. God ontologiaall7 
is t he ground or bei~ ., the pr1ua or all thought and 
r-.:Jality., the uncon(· tt t oned "no•th1~ " to wbioh all 
t hlns s must be rorerred. Concerning this God wo can 
tb:i.nlc a.."'1.d e.xp:ress ourselves only aymbo11oally., tozt 
h'.lJllan c onceptions are utterly inept to deal w1 th this 
P~i,31 matrix or reality. Concepts gen and must be 
used in tho "method or coi-relat1on."'-J 

'l\1.e th.c)s is of P:tul Till1ch1 a thoor7 or the relig ious 

s yn1'Jol is a s f ollo\7S: 1hen man oxpresses himself relig iously, 

he exp2:•e ases h1moeli' symbolically. 

R;3 l i ~ion mo an o being ul tima·tel)" oonaerned. askinf; the 
,que s t ion ot" "to be or not to be" with reapect to the 
meani n~ of one's existence., and having symbols in 
1 •• i ch t h is : t1est:i.on is answered.r 

The ~l?ove de .fin1t 1on ot rel·1~1on is inclusive; it 1a 

tho oanic c oncept or religion. Relig ion in the narrower 

aonse :ts 

r o l i ~ion as havin a set or oymbola, normally of 
divine bein~s or a divine bei11n. havins symbolic 
s tat.ements aoout aot1v1t1es of' thttao gods ma this 
god• havi nr- ritual activities and doatzt1nal tozt• 
mula t i ons aJout t heir relationship to ua. Thia is 
~alls .on in the narrower sense., where religion is 
iden t ified 1"irat or all as a bel1e1" in tbo exia-

9Gustave Weigel, "The Theological Sl~l.ficanaa o.f Paul 
'l'ill:lch," Cross l'.!UI"renta (Spring• 19S6), 142. 

10Paul T1111oh, "Bx1atent1al1et Aapeota or Modern Art," 
Chri st!onitz ond tho Ex1atent1a11ata, edited by Carl 
Michelson (ffewYork: Chal'lea Scr1bnezt1 a Sona, 19S6), 
p. 132. 



~!: ~ ~~t~vi~~:s~~1~!::n:~!!t1:iet~?:t:!i1!r.1!rao-

!l'haolo y concerns ~ taelt u1th symbols. Eor "The lan• 

e uo r.-o or i'a .! th :ls t llo language o.r symbols. nl2 TheoloSJ'• 

tnkon i n its b1•oadest sense. is "the 1050a or the reaaonin" 

ubout thoos ( Goel ond divine thinga). 1113 'l'h1s means that 

r ens01in~ 1s i nvolved in man•• rel1g1ous tormation. "Han 

~ould not be spiritual without words. thoughts. concopta."14 

he fac ·t th t we use symbols to expl'aaa our ultimate oon­

ce l"n doe ::1 not ~s en. that \To do not uae our reason. For 

?' a s on h t:s Mis uaJ.ity of. grasping :ro~11ty and enoloa1n~3 it 

,.r. lan_., o, ,tJ . van a :1ytb contains a theolo ical thou .ht 

tvh ch c• .. n he meoia explicit. Mystical speculation, as 1n 

I/ad nta Hindui am, co.rrelotes meditative alevotion with tboo­

lo, ,ical pcnotration. ~otaphya1cal speculations. as in Oreek 

Phi!oso~hy , uni te the ration~l with tboolog1cal vision. 

1'h1s i s o.11 "theo-10111," be1J16 s rational 1nterprotatlon 

or t he ~eli ious subatanoe or rites, symbols, and myth. 

Theology must have a rational charaoter, ror it 1a 

rea.conlng about God. Rational character consists ot three 

aspects. It must first or all posaeaa aemant!a rationalit~. 

11I bid •• PP• 132•1)3. 
12Paul T1111oh, Dpam1oa ,2,C Paith, P• 4,S. 
13Pau1 Tillioh, Systematic Thoolog (Oh1oa50: University 

ot Ch1c230 Presa, 1951), I, l.5• 
1

~Ib1d•• P• 1.$'. 



This rneana that theology- must exero1ae oare 1n lta oho1oe 

and use of' w·o:r-ds. Certain te.rms which theology uaea a:ro 

C&l'ry-ovors from pb1losophy, ao1enoe, and ·popular language. 

It the tha ologi,~n l1aes those words, he oan assume that tho 

content 1nd1ce tos the realm ot disoourae out ot whlcb tbe 

term was born . But this is not always the oaae. Some 

ter s •,,h1oh theology- uses are at the same time used in 

ot1er ways with other content by other d1ac1pl1nes. The 

Pl'incinl e of oemant1o rat ionality does not demand that 

t hese oxt~a- theolo~ical connotations be excluded; but 1t 

does de snd that theology clarify its use or these symbols 

by excluo1o~ ane 1ncluaion, thereby defining their meaning. 

r.econdly , tbeo log1oal thinkin~ must possess log1oal rat1on­

al1t 7 . ~his ~eana that theology must be subject "to the 

s t r uc tu.t•e ~ .miah detormina any raeaningt'ul d1scoura" and 

wb1ch are :f'orfnulated in the diaoipllne of logic. nlS Thirdly-, 

theolo y 1nus t have, methodolog1oal rational! ty. 'fh1a meena 

that 1t muat f ollow a definite way ot deriving and atating 

its ~ropoaition. The method may depend on many non-rational 

factors, but once i't 111 established, lt must be carried 

thr-ou.-;h l"ational ly and conalatentl:r.16 

The final expression ot oonalatenoy, applying metbodologiaal 

rationality, ia the theological ayatam. "It la the tunation 

of' the syate::iat!o tol'lll to guarantee the oon■l■tenoy ot 



cognit ive &tHilerti ona in . all realma ot metbodologiaal know-
18c1r:-,,. ul 7 '~, ..... . 

The me thod Tillich employs ln developing bis system la 

called II the me t hod or oorrelatlon. 11 Thia co:rz-elation la 

between r e l i s ious symbols and that whloh 1s a:,mbolized b7 

them. I n ot her words, there 1a a oo~relat1on between man's 

ul t:tms t a c onc e 1•11 o.nd that about which he 1a ul ti.inately con­

ce 11na • The socond meani.ng ot correlation determines the 

s totanients about rrod ond the wol'ld• the correlation or the 

1nt'1n1te :an· tho .f'inlte. Tho third meaning la 1n the dlvlne­

hu~an r ~l n,1onsh 1p . 

I n this method tho theologian analyzes the existential 

s1t uoti~n, discovers the questions which arise out or th1a 

mat ?"ix, o.nd tlamonst11atos that the, symbols used ln the 

Chl'ist1an messs~e are the answe:ra to tbeao questions. There 

1s a coI"rol ation ot i uestlon and answer .. 

. No,., thn questions which rnan asks about hlmaelt are the 

aama in eve r y a. e. but they take ~ittoront rorma. They are 

cult urally detor m1ned. Ph11oaophy 111 glven the first task. 

It take s existence into the handa or reason and emp1r1aal 

rosecrch and tears it into queat1ona uallll? the languaao ot 

its d1sciplinB and situation. T'neae questions are hewn out 

ot the qua~ry or lite. and like Adam. wait ~or tha breath 

or God's revelation. The question-form 1a relative and oan 

be round in contemporary art, polltloa, pb1loaopby• ethics. 



eta.; but the question-content is. absolute. 'l'be answer ot 

God 1ven to man in symbol and !!lJ'tb grasps him t'ro:n beyond 

himself in such a fashion t hat the mole meanlnt; or bia 

8 7.is tenc~ consi sts i n responding to the object. Now the 

object is not r.od , but the symbol ot Ood given to man by 

·~ace . Re11~1on is not so much sometb1nr; men do• aa it is 

somet hlnR which happens to them and to ~hich tho7 rospond. 

Tho s~bola or r011~10n are never invented or aont:rlve~ by 

Ran; r a t her , they- happen ss man aaaka to :respond to the 

roal1ty on ~'hich he is dependent. They are t he creation 

or the encounter of man and "be1ng-1taelt."18 God is not 

the ob ject 01 t hoolomr; he la t he indirect object through 

ey111bola ,,,h1ch a.?"o the direct object. 

the 1roct object of theolog7 ia Bia manit'eatation to 
us, and Lhe exorosa1on or thia man1teatat1on 1a the 
r e l!~ ous symbol. Thia la the basic relation between 
t heolo.,:r a,i symbolism. 'l'be object ot theol08J' ia 
round 1n t he symbols ot rel1~1oua experience. Thay 
are not God, but they point lie Gode God may be said 
to bo t he object or theology ~ut only lndlrectly. 
mhe d1r~ object or theology la round only in rel! 1oua 
Sy'll!'>ols. 

8:i,mbols are the fol'!ll of theolo~yJ "Re1ng-1taelt" ls the 

content or theology. The symbols with riich thoology daale 

are rel at i ve , but that to wh1oh these symbols point !a 

absolute. 

Where is God? Where oan we flnd the being that is the 

18Paul Tillich, "Theology and Symbolia~•" Rali61oua 
Symbolism. edited by p. 3rneat Johnson (Hew Yo~kr Barpor 
and 9rotbers, 19SS), P• 108. 

19t~1d., p., 108. 



material fora theoloa ioal thought? It tlrst must be atated 

in cont r ast t o every·th1ng else that Ood is not given. He 

is not some t hing which we find in the context ot l'eali ty. 

God 1s n o t e be:i.n~ 1,1hiob appears as ffan objoot beside otbol' 

It 1s just ,simply 1mpoaalble to give a conoep­

t ual explanation of Ood. In tact, it la Ria V91'Y natUl'e 

as Go h _ch makes Him t ranscendent to any such poaslblllty. 

"Cod transcends His own name. 1120 

,ut. wo must ap~sk or Ood. Ood la the symbol, the 

funda:ttent · l RY?U~ot , ot ouzo ultimate conoel"n. He ls pz,esent 

in evor y a c t o f r~1th, evon tr it la a denial or Ood. Ii' 

ono enios t h.&t nod 1s his ult1rllate conoel'n, this ls ul­

t ima ·t c:onc ern; tberero:re, bis ultimate concern arr1rnu1 

hie faith ln ult1rnate concorn. Atheism 1a not the denial 

of' o,t; it is 1nd1f1'el'ence to the ultimate quostion. 

In any case, he who denies God as a mattol' ot ultimate 
concorn, aff irms God, bocauae be oont1rins ultimacy- 1n 
his concern. God 1s thl

1
tundamental a;r.nbol tor what 

concerns us ultimately. 

I t ·:rould seem that the ooncluaion to th1a para 1raph 1a 

that Ood is nothing ·,ut a &Jmbol. A symbol tor what? The 

answer is tor God. "God 1a the a::,mbol ror- God." Thts moana 

t hat ·,vo must d1 atin,,:u:lah two ole111enta 1n Olli' oonception or 
Goel. T:ie fllement or ult1raacy is a mattol' or 1r.imed1ate ax­

perionce end is not symbo11o in 1taelt, but the element or 

20Paul "f' llllcb, D:mamloa .2t Paith• PP• ~l1-4S. 
21Ib1d., P• 4,6. 



4S 
ooncretenoss must be token fl'om OUl' ordinary oxper1enco 

and point od ay,nbol i call y to rs0d. The man who worah1pa 

Jahweh has 1;ho e l01nont of ultimate concern and the ele-

, ,nt o'r conc1"e t el'less--a concrete image ot mat oonoerna b!m 

u1: t1m:it0 ly. 22 

This '!'/\ol,e & ths quoation ot God•a ex1atenoo maan1ngleaa. 

"It " }. $ 1o a ninBl ,;1::Js t o queat1on the ult1taaoy or an ul timate 

conce ~n . 11 The -:;ue atJ on is not the ax!atenco of' "God, but 

''whi ch o!' t he inm.t.'llai-a'ble syu1bols or ta1th is most adoquate 

t o the meanirtj; or faith? 1123 

'!.'he truth of' a sym.ool is detal'lllined .rrom two aides, 

the subj(1ctiva nncl t he objective. From the au':>Joctive aido 

a sy,nb o l of" !":11 t h l s tl"Ue it it adequately expresses an 

ul t 1mat > conce~n. Py this, T1111oh aolmowled~ea the tzauth 

l n al l. ~~e nui ~e s~ubols and ~akos the h1atory or relig ion 

tha histo:ry of man•a ultimate conoam. The objective side . 
aaye th. t a aymbol 1a truo 1r its content 1• the rer.lly ul-

t1ma·t e . 'A'he objective aide is tM o:r1tor1on or ultlmac:, 

by , h :tch he h istory ot rel1:it1on 1a j11d:;ad in term■ ot9 a 

yes enc no. tc!•re r y type r faith baa the tendenay to make 

symbols ult11!1ate inatea•~ -· ~ po!ntin to the ultimate . The 

truth of tn1th, therefore, implies an eloment or self­

ne _.at1on. T:11 a means thnt tba sym!,ol 1• mos t adequate wh&D 

it expre s ses not only the ultimate, but alao !ta own look 

22I b1d., P• 1~6. 
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or ultimocy . 

11h1s io the gonius or the protestant pr1no1ple. tor 

it not only makes i t s symbols point to the ultimate, but 

1nclu<l8G a c enial 1:nat the symbols are ultimate. In this 

Woy i t stan s 1n jud ament upon 1tsel£. If a a:,mbol ceases 

to exp.ro tas a c.le quately tho ultlmatA 1 it is declared deac!, and 

a r er r mat.:J.on is cnlled ror. The symbol bas loot its truth• 

ro~ it no lons er points to the ultimate. Tho otbor ai~e or 
the proteotant principle stands in judgment over any 

autho~itr.U"1an docla~at1on that a s7111bol ia r ~l1 to and not 

thnt it is a pointer to the ultlmata. 24 
I n these syrnbols there 1a clothed that whiob 1s the 

contcn't or e•J'ol'y rol1P-1on, the basis ot every ral1g1ous ex­

pe~ienc ., ond t ho undor-atruoture or every theology. namely, 

tho di vine- human encounter. Theology baa the task or con­

ceptual 1nterp~etat1on, explanation, and or!ticlam ot the 

symbols 1n ·1h!ch a unique encountor between Ood and man baa 

found ezpzte&sion. 

Whflt is a symbol? The first charaoteriatlo or a symbol 

is that it po1nta oey~nd 1tselt, but_ ao dooa a a1gn. Symbols 

are d1st1n~u1shed from algna in that they part1o1pate 1n the 

poweF or ' that which it symbolizes. 

'I'he s.vcnbol opens up a level ot meaning which othe:r,riaa 
is clos~~d. It opens up a atzaatum of reality. of !lleon­
lng and• bo1ng ith1oh othezawlae we oould not reach; an~ 
in do1n.e; so, it participates 1n that wh1oh it opens. 

2l1.-'-id 6 98 r~•• PP• 9 • • 
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