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The philesepher Karl Jaspers recalls that Kierkegaard
! anid Hietzsche beth prephecied the emergemce of an age of
infinite reflection, an age #m which everything is interpre-

tation and "anything can mean something else."l

Kierkegaard
and Nietzsche were able so te prophecy because they knew them-
selves as exceptioms in their ewn day, as precursers ef this
age. as figurae or archetypes cencretely anticipating what was
to become the widespread experience of their race.

The theelegian Jehn Dunme has similarly dubbed our
time the age of apprepriatiem. an age im which any jeurney’
teward Ged must be traveled through and ultimately beyend the
aelf.2

Philesophy fer centuries has been gradually ebandening
the study ef the matural werld areumd us te the phyasical and
bielegical sciemces enly te find itself ever mere immersed in
the task ef interpreting human interiority.3 The human sei-
ences, at the same time, have develeped conflicting appreaches
and cenclusiens, seme reductive, seme helistic. It appears
safe te say that, given a prelemged future for eur race, we
still stamd at the very begimming ef the precesws of accunulating
knewledge and deepening eur umderstanding ef the iamer reseurces, ..
pessibilities, and limits ef man.

The almest umniversal influence of varieus critical

techniques and our grewing active familiarity with them has
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radically affected the state of religioua belief in Westera
seciety. Our grewing capacity fer distimguishing the varieus
patterns of our experiemce and cegnitiemal awareness has had
varieus results. TFer seme it has sharpened the dimensien
apprepriate te religieus faith and emabled them to relate
religious experience te prefame 1ife precisely by being able
to distinguish the twe mere clearly; fer ethers, hewever, it
has remeved this dimensien a2altegether and revedled religiem
as well as such ether sediments ef the past as conventional
meralities and nen-pluralistic appreaches te knewledge te be
culturally determined adelescent human traits new quickly te
be dispesed of in faver eof vere mature burnui{e. Religieus
apelegists new find themselves net explicating the presuppesi-
tiens of faith in the terms ef a cemmenly acecepted philesephy,
but rigereusly laying bare the very pessibility and pertimenmce
of faith fer an educated and sephisticated mind, And such a
prepadeutic camnnot be defensive; that is, it cannet vielently
cendemn the findings ef reductive imterpretatiens (e.g.,
Freddianism) which have tee eften demenmstrated their explana-
tery value., Ner cam it aveid the charge of obscuramtism if it
fails te face the questiens pesed by seemingly destructive
systems of theught.

One believing man whe has attempted te immerse himself

in the centemperary intellectual scene and draw frem it is the




Fremch philesepher Paul Riceeur. In this paper I will try te
present the preblematic which Riceeur defimes and te expese his

traatment ef our preblems ef interpretatien and religieus belief,

I. IThe Netien of Philesephy

Riceeur appreaches the cemtemperary intellectual and
religieus soeme net 2as a theelegian ner as a psychelegist, but
as & philesepher, His treatment of these matters figures as a
part of a vast philesephical umndertaking cemcermed with the
task of delineafing the essential structures eof human existemce
and, more cencretely, its limits and pessibilities, Very
reughly, we might eay that the abstract, structural analysis
is the werk ef the earlier sectiens in his prejected three-

velume study ef the philesephy ef the will, i.e., Freedem and
5

Nature: The Veluntary and the Inveluntary_4 and Fallible Mam.

The begimnings ef a mere cencrete study can, again rougly. be

feund im The Symbelism of Evil® and Freud amé Philesephy’. In

order te umderstand the significamce ef this cencrete "turan,"
we must iavestigate hew Riceeur umderstands the philesephiecal
task,

It is cemmenly agreed that the werk ef René Descartes,
for whem the pesiting ef the existence ef the thirmnking subject
is a first trutp which camnet and meed not be verified er deduced,
narks the beéinning of a new traditien im philesephy. Riceeur
finds himself standing within this traditien, fer whiech philese-
phy is primarily a matter ef aelf-kno;ledge, of the self-
apprepriatien ef the subjeect. But hew is the self given up




te philesephical reflectien? Riceeur maintains that the thinkinmg
subject is knewn enly threugh the mediation ef its expressicms-- .
ideas, actieuns, werks, institutions: memuments, Thilesephiceal
reflection is to recever the act ef existing, the I am, threugh
reflection en the werks of man. The I as such is net cencretely
given as an immediate datum ef experiemce. Rather, knewledge of
£hé self is given enly threugh a displacement of the heme of
meaning away frem immediate censcieusness, enly threugh the
understanding ef the selflis ebjedtifiocatiens in knewledge,

aetien, and culture,

The meaning ef these ebjectifications or werks, hewever,
is net immediately evident nor is it umivecal., Man's self-
expressions are capable ef being variously interpreted. A
privileged imstance of this susceptibility te differemt inter-
pretations is ffound in nan's laxguage, At least at the stage
which his ewn theught had reached when he wrete his work eam
Freud, Riceeur distinguished between these linguistic expressiens
of men which admit ef only ene interpretatien and thus are uni-
vecal, and these which contain a deuble meaning and thus, in
this sense, are equivecal er, bettei, plurivacal? The latter
field he designates as the realm of symbelism.

It philosephy is the werk of recevering in its coencrete
fullness thg I at the heart of the Cogite, and if this retrieval

can be accemplished enly threugh the mediation of man's self-




expressions, philesephy wmust have recourse to symbels; that is,
it must take as a distinct field of reflectien the whele area

of such expressions emdbracing multiple levels of meaning, and
radically the area of symbolic language. Philosephy must thus
become a matter of interpretatien er hermeneutic. "I have
aeéided te define, i.e. limit, the notiens of symbel and inter-
pretatien threugh one anether. Thus a symbel is a double-meaning
linguistic expressien that requires an interpretation, and inter-
pretation is a werk of understanding that aims at deciphering
syjbeis.g

II. The Conflict ef Interpretatioms

The plurivecal nature of symbels censists in a relatiea ‘.
of meaning te meaning. '"Symbels eccur when language preduces
signs ef cempesite degree in which the meaning, net satisfied
with designating seme ene thing, designates anether meaninmg
attainable enly in and threugh the first intentionality."lo
Such iouble-neéning expressiens are feund in the hierephanies
which are the ebject of study fer the phenemenelegy of religien,
in dreams, and in peetic images, Yet the pewer of symbelisnm,
which may be reeted womewhere beyend er behind human language
(e.g., in the cesmes itself or in the psychiec censtitutien ef

nan), appears ae such iﬁ man's speech. The task ef interpreta-

tien or hermeneutic is te reveal the :‘richmeas eor everdeterminationm




of symbels and te demenstrate that symbels play a true feole

in man's disceurse. The ianffeat meaning ef a symbel peints
beyend itself te a secend, latent meaning by a mevememt which
theught can fellew but never deminate. Fer example, the symbels
figuring in any ef the great religions enable the phenemenelegist
of religien te be drawn teward a given religien's cenceptien ef
the sadred and its relatien te man. Much ef the werk of a
schelar such as Mircea Eliade is a matter of meving with the
synbels and being drawn by them te a universe structured in a
particular way and te a Ged er geds relating in a certain manner
te man's werld as he experiences it. It is the predeminance

of certain symbelic types, fer example, which enables Eliade

te distinguish religiens ef the "eternal return"‘fron religiens

|
11 Thus, the primary meaning |

of histerically eriented "faith."

neves us te a latent, bymﬁolized reaning and intentienally assi-

milates or draws us en te that secend meaning, This takes

place by a precess ddentified by Riceeur as "intentienal analegy."
Several very influential recent scheels ef theught,

hewever, impress upen us very fercibly that there is a second

kinéd ef relationship which may exist between manifest and

latent meaning. The manifest meaning way steand in a relatien-

ship, net ef intentienal analysis but ef "cunmning distertion,"”

te the latent meaning, i.e., a relatienship ef dissinulatien,

mystification, and illusien., In the case of Freud, fer example,

1
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the primary meaning ef a symbel is a dissimulatien ef basic,
unsurpassable desire eor instinet. The task ef psycheanalytie
interpretation is net the discevery of a further reality beyend
the symbel, a reality teward which'the symbel draws us by its .
ewn mevement, but rather, the reductien ef the illusien effected
in cenascieusness by the manifest meaning ef such expressiens,
Religieus symbels which weuld lead a2 phenemenelegist ef réligien
te a particular religien's cenceptien ef the sacred weuld be

for psycheanalysis but anether manifestatien ef the "universal
ebsessienal neuresis of mankind" knewn as religien,

These two pessibilities thus give rise te cenflicting
aty}ea of interpretation, the polar extremes of which are
dgnominated by Riceeur "the hérmeneutics of suspicien" and "the
hermeneutics ef recevery." If philesephy's task, the cencrete
understahding ef the I at the heart eof the Cegite threugh the
mediatien of man's self-expressions, is te be pessible at all,
then the philesepher must net enly have receurse te hermeneutics--
since many ef these expressi-ns are symbelic--but he musé alse
settle the questien ef whether this hermeneutic cenflict can
be reselved., Is his ohly‘phoice te be an option between these
twe styles, an eptien seemingly arbitrary and thus perhaps itself
determined;not by the exigencies of disthterested inquiry er
rigereus methed, but by the uncenscieus determinants ef his
ewn psychic makeup? Or are there reseurces avaiiable te phile-

sephic reflection itself which will enable a reselutien er
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mediation ef the internal variance within the field of inter-
‘pretatien? Is the alternative of cenflicting styles definitive
or previsienal, real ar illusery? Can philesephy discever,
within the stereheuse of reseurces properly its ewn, a means
of reselving this tensien? If net, the edds weuld seem te lie
with the‘herneneutics of suspicien, since either eptien in itself
woeuld appear arbitrary and thus itself an expressien ef unsur-
passable imstinct. The-task of interpretatien, and thus ef the
philesepher whe reiogﬁizes the necessity ef interpretatien fer
the fulfillment ef his reflective task, weuld be iceneclastic,
purely and simply; The philesephér weuld thus "purify disceurse
of its excrescences, liquidate the idels, ge frem drunkenness
te sebriety, realize eur state eof peverty emce and fer all."12

On the ether hand, if the cenflict can be mediated,
the hermeneutics of suspicien weuld 2till remain but weuld be
taken up inte the task ef recevery, which weuld then becexe,
net a parallel task, exclusive eof and eppesed te that ef demysti-
ficatien, but inclusive eof the latter. The phileszepher weuld
then "use the mest 'mihilistic,' destructive, icemeclastic
mevement se as te let speak what ence, what each time, was said,
when meaning appeared anew, when meaning was at its fullest."13
The full act ef recevery weuld thus be effected, net threugh

& mere phenemenolegy of‘thelsynbol, as in the phenemenelegy eof

religien, but by philesephical reflectien in its fullest sense




and in reliance upon a precess ef rigereus dialectic which
woeuld include extreme iceneclams as a mement in the resteratien
of meaning. . .

The latter pessibdility is favered by Riceeur, By way
of an everview of what will be expesed mere fully in the
remainder of this paper, we can make the fellewing statements:

1. With respect te eymbolian and interpretatien in
general, Riceeur finds this pessidility greunded ebjectively
in the unity ef the symbel;

2. As a philesephical act, it will be greunded subjec-
tively in the essential rele ef dialectiec within philesephical
reflectien. The task ef philesephical reflectien demands inter-
pretatien. But the hermeneutic war itself demands that reflectien
beceme alse dialectic. ‘

3. The religieus and prefane spheres eof meaning are
te be sharply differentiated but the interpretative, dialectical],
and reflective tasks impesed by each will be analegeus.

4, With respect te the area of symbelism specifically
and uniquely designated religieus, the pessibility ef the medi-.
atien ;f the cenflict is greunded edbjectively in the ambiguity ’
ef the unified sacred symbel (e.g., the eschatelegical symbels
of Judaisp and Christianity).

5. With respect te the same area, this pessibility is

greunded subjectively in the dialectical precess called fer by
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such ambiguity, a precess analegeus te the dialectic demanded

in the interpretation ef prefane symbelism., Thus, the reflective
thinker cencerned with reepening a pessibility of being addressed
by the kerygmatic Werd will take his cue frem the philesepher
cencerned with the dialectical mediatien ef the hermensutic
cenfliet in general. The religieus thinker must distinguish

the expressiens with which he is céncerned frem these ether
cultural symbels which eccupy the philesepher, but his precess

of interpreting the sygbels ef faith is analegous. Ultimately

he must meve beyend the phencmenelegy of religien te a mere
inclusive, cemplex, and dialectical wede of reflection. This
precess will greund beth the validity ef the phenemenelegy ef
religien and the viability ef its implicit intentien ef hearing
a new tidings ef the Werd. At the same time, hewever, it will
incerperate the equally valid intentien ef demystifying herme-
neutics, that ef establishing the reetedness eof manifest reli-
gieus symbelism in the darkness of life and nature which surreunds
the light ef censcieus awareness,

The demain peculiar te the symbelism ef faith has net
been immune frem the attacks eof the demystifiers. Ner must'the
religieus thinker regard these attacks either as ultimately
destructive intentiens te bhe warded off or aveided at all cests,
or as embarrassing revelatiens disclesing the everynarrewing scepe

of his legitimate field of investigatien and reflectien. Rather,

h
-
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they can be assumed as invitatiens te him te apprepriate the
tensien which expresses his medernity, te meve beyend an ana-
chrenistic mede of reflectien and expressien censtantly plagued
by the temptatien te ebscurantism, te epen the pessibility te
himself and his centemperaries fer a pest-critical enceunter

with the event ef human speech which Ged has., fer faith, becenme.

He can release the pessibility fer the twice-bern man ef medernity

te hear the language of a call in which "I leave off all demands
and 1isten."14

Befere examining the twe key netiens ef the cencrete
unity ef the symbel and ef dialectic, we sheuld take a slightly
lenger leek at the hermemeutics ef recevery as this is exempli-
fied in the phenemenelegy of religien, if enly te knew what it
is that we are meving beyend in the mere cencrete ‘thinking
that begins from the dislectical uiity of the symbel., Ve will

thus censider The Symbelism ef Evil, where Riceeur attempts te

empley the methedelegy eof the phenemenelegy of religien.

' As thinking becemes mere cencrete, it alse bedemes
mere dependent en symbels and thus wmere hermeneuticel. Thus
we may speak of a "hermeneutic tura" in Riceeur's theught as
he meves beyend the abstract analyses ef the structures of
human existence te an attempt te reazd man's experience threugh
a study ef his expressiona.ls Such hermeneutiec phenemenelegy

differs frem the structural ana&yaéa of his earlier werks and
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of mést othser phenomenology in that it intrinsically points beyond itself
by means of a “"wager® which shatters the descriptive neutrality of most
phenomenologieal work., "I wager that I shall have a betior understanding
of man and the bond betwoen the being of man end the being of all beings
if I follow the indication of symbolic thought.”16 This wager is acknov

ledged agnin in Freud and Philosophy, with specific reference to the

phonomenology of religion, Ths letter is gecretly animated by on inten-
tion, a series of philosophical decisions which 1ie hidden even within

its apparent neutrality, a rational faith which employs a phenomenclogical
hermeneutics as an instrument of achieving the restoration of meening which
he refers to as a "second immediacy." Thus, the implicit intention of
this hermensutic phenomenology is "en expectancy of a new Word, of a new

tidings of the Word.”17

It is in The Symbolism of Evil that Ricoeur begins his attempt
to read the constitution of the self from the constitution of symbolic
lenguage by deciphering expression, language, end text, While he does
not yet confront the anti-phenomenology of the hermenbtutics of wsuspicion
g8 an alternative route to the understanding of men, his destiny or fate,

and his place in the cosmos, The Symbolism of Evil locates for us the

broad horizon of this later confrontation, tho problem of the unity of
human language. It is this horizon that makes phenomenology a matter of
interpretation or hermeneutic, because of the insistence on understanding
man's expsrience by understanding his expressions in symbol and myth.

The latter rescue man's feeling from eilence and confusion. But such
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interprotation remains phenomenological because it does not attempt to
reach behind the symbols for underlying determinants but rather attempts
to follow them forward, to follow their indieations. "Symbols alone give
what they say.”‘a' "The symbol gives rise to thau@ht."'g To interpret
symbols phenomenologically is to reenact theém in sympathetic imagination,
not through an immediate belief but through the recovery of the inten-
tionality of the symbol, To reenact a myth through an immediate belief
would be to accept the myth as explanatory of etiological, To reenact it
by sympathetically immersing oneself in its implicit inténtionality,
hovever, is to accept it as exploratory; as interpretative of men, his
destiny, and his place in the cosmos.ao It is to accept mystery. It is

21 pyie 18

to "elovate the symbols to the rank of sxistential concepts.
not to say that the coemic significance which the symbol intends is
actually given in the symbol. If this were the case, the symbol would
cease to be a symbol. Symbols are intentions without fulfillmenta. This
limitetion will be extremely important when we discuss the more conceste
reflection on religious symbols which bogins from their dimlectical unity-
in-tension,

Thé phenomenclogy of religion hny procesd either by analyzing
the inherent structures of symbols and,myths, or by relating them to one
another either in an evolutioﬁary perspective or by showing relations of

transposition, An exomple of the latter is the way in which Ricoeur shows
the relations of opposition and identity between the Adamic myth and the

|
other myths of evil, in the last chapter of Thé-Symbolism of Evil, In

!
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either case thres phblosophical decisions are made: first, the sccent is
put on the objéct of investigation; second, a certain fullness of symbol
is emphasized; third, the intention is that one may "finally greet the
revedling power of the primal ward.“22

Regarding the first decision, placing the emphasis on theoobject
of investigation, the phenomenology of religion aims at disengeging the
object in myth, ritual, and belief rather than discovering psychological
and sociological determinents of religious behavior. The second decision,
1.6., emphasizing the fullness of gymbol; is based on & rationel faith
that symbols point beyond themselves to a second meaning, giving what they
gsay., This implies that I who interpret am bound up 4in the relation of
immediete meaning to latent meaning, that I participato in what is announced
to me through the symbol, Thus the third decision, i.e., the intention to
greet the revealing power of the primel word, manifests a new desire to
be addressed and renders the phOnomanolog§ of religion a preparation for

the revelation of meaning¢25

I1I. Dialoctic and the Concrete Unity of Symbols

The hermeneutic task cannot remein at a phenomenolopgical level,
hovever, bscause of the mighty invasion into contemporary thought of the
hermenettbics of suspicion, This conflicting wtyle of inteppretation
reverses the three decisions made by the phenomenologist of religion,

The focus of concern becomes, not the object, but the underlying deter-
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minants of human expression and behavior, The latent meaning behind human
expression is not to be discovered by a movement forward from the expression
but by & movement back to the reaslms of unsurpassable instinctual desire
(an in Freud) or economic determination (as in Marx) lying behind and
determirng the mendaclious deliverances of consciousness., The intention
of the phenomenology of religion to be spoken to anew by the Wholly Other
is reversed in such descriptions of religion as "the universal obsessional
neurosis of manking" or "the opium of the people.” Such a stance, at

face value, is radically opposed to the nondialectical restoration of
meaning characteristic of theAphenombnology of religion. Any attempt at
mediation of this controversy must be dialectical. Ultimately, as most
dialectic, it must resolve not only differences in standpoint and corrola-
tive content, but also differences in underlying decisions which determine
one's standpoint. Such dialectie thus will prepare the ph#losopher or
refloctive réligious thinker to eff'ect another decision which will give
him & more inclusive standpoint. If such dialectic is possible, then the
radical doubt of the hermensutics of suspicion may prove to be beneficial
and even indispensable for mature, post-critical religious belief,

Wheroas reflection, the recovery of the I at the heart of the I think,

had to have recoursge to interpretation, the hermeneutic war can §e arbi-
t#ated only by a retuen to an expanded, dialectical, reflective critique
of. interpretations, Vhile such reflection is expanded it is also more

concrote for it penetrates more profoundly into the effort to exist and
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the desnire to be which reflection must appropriate through the expressions
of min,.

The key to suchcooncrete reflection is found in the unity of the

gymbol, Man's symbols reveal & concrete unity-in-tension in which the two
apparently diverging lines of interpretation actually intersect, The ten-
sion which characterizes our modernity is this unity-in-tension found in
our symbols. For us to bs able to think in eccord with symbols, to fdllow
their indicatibns, wo must subject them to a dialectic, discovering the
intersection of diverging interpretations, Then we can return to the
attitude of listenting, to "the fullneas of speech &imply heard and underw
stcod.“a4

The tension localized in the mixed texture of concrote symbols is
8 tonsion of archeology and teleology, The heérmeneutice of suspicion is
archddlogical in intention, Froudian psychoanalysis, for éxemple, provides
ug with an archeology of the subject, It displaces moaning away from
immediate consc¢iousness,,not ghead toward a fuller meaning analogically
bound to the meaning revealed in naive swarensss, but behind, toward the
unconscious. It is tpis neaning which Freudien discourse captures in
interpretation, the meaning of our ultimadtely unknowesble instincts as
these are designatéd infour payéhic lives by ideas and affects that
reprosent them, h.gﬁglpy dreams and neuroses, by ideals and illusions.
Freud's analyses reveél the urchaic, ever prior, ultimately timeless

choracter of desire and instinct. Man is drawn backward, by a detem-
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poralizing egency, to a destiny in reverse, The muteness of such desire
can be spoken only through mechanistic energy metaphors. FPhilonophical
roflection learns from Froudian annlysis that knowledge is rooted in
desiro and effort, and that an epistemology which studios our represon-
tations as correlative to the represented objects, no matier how "oritical"
such an epistomology mny be, must be supplemented by an exegesis of the
desires and instincts which conacious intentionality deceptively hides
from our view, It is because such desire is not only hidden but aleo
intorferes with intelligent inquiry that truth is, not a given, but a task,
But Froud's very pursuit of the iruth concerning the mute darkness

of desire, the image of his performecnce and of “his own acceptance of truth

as a task for him as scientist and onalyst, itself would be endugh to

lead the philosopher to pak whether our effort to be does not revedl a
further vector, a direction forword toward e goal, a second displacement
of meaning away from naive awereness, but in a teleologicel direction.

The inconsistency bstween Freud's account and his performance leada one

to puspect suspicion. The philosopher places the concept of archeology
in dialectical opposition to that 6f teleology. When he does so, his
roflection becomes concrete. He will discover this dialectical opposition
in man's symbols, myths, ond ritusls, and when ho does so he will realize
that the hermeneutic war can be resolved, The reflective thinker, instruc-
ted by the demystifying archeslogy of the Freudien reduction and by the
progressive synthesis of the forward movement of man's effort to exist,

returns to the spoken word and hears it, not irrationally and precritically,
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but as one twice-born, With an inforued immedisey.?> Symbols coordinate
in a concrete unity two functions previously assumed to be opposed to one
another. They repeat our childhood and the childhsod of our race, but
they also serko to explore our adult 1ifo,26 Authentic symbsls are
regrensive-progresgive, archoological-teleological, Thedr intentional
structure wnifoes therfUnctiona of concaaling ahd showing, dispuising and
.revaaling. thile thoy conceal the aims of our inatinots, thay disclose
the process of self-consciousnoss.

Disguise, reveal; concedl, whos; these twé functions are no longer

extérnal to one anothor; they exprosa the two sides of a single
- . symbolit function. . . . Advancement of meaning occurs only in the
- Bphere of the projections of desire, of the derivatives of the
unconacious, of the revivals of archaicm. + « » The opposéd herw
meneutice disjoin and docompose vwhat concrets reflentiog7recomposéa

through a return 4o sposch simply heard and understood,

IV. The Unigueness of Sacred Symbolism and the Death of the Relimious
Qbject

Ricoeur does not allow that his method of éhilosophicai reflection

will give us more than a frofitier view of the domain of religious symbolism,
In & somevwhet Borthian manner, he insists that even the very existenco of
a problematic of faith exceeds the resources of philosophical reflection,
Such a problematic occurs in another dimension, that of call, Herygms,
word addressed to me, .

But the movement of faith toward understending is a movement of
the interprotation of events of speech and thus must encounter = diamlectic

of refléction. God can be recognizod by man only in interprotation of the
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evont of human speoch which He has bocome. To believe is to listen to
the call, but 46 hear the ¢all we must interpret the message. Thus, in
Anselmian fashion, we must boliove in orddr to understond and understend
in order to believe.

God thus becomes discornible in and through a dialectic of
archaoiﬁgy and toléology. . As radical origin, he becomes discernible in
the question of my archeology, and es ultimate goal in the question of my
to&oology-z8 Philogophical roflection itself can never agsume creation
and oschatology, as acts of the divine, to. be any mord than the horizonl
of its éxplorations of archeology and toleology. They ore not fixed pos-
sossions of reflective thought, as Hogel tried to meintain. Philosophical
roflection can nover become absolute knowledge. The reason for this Btios
in the veéry fect which gives rise to the problematic of faith, the fact
of cvil, Evil will never be dissoved in dialettic. As such, it is
ungurpassoble, inscrutable,

The problematic of faith thus shows God to bé discernible in a
third way, a way not pointed to specifically by the dialectic of roflection
but rether by the impossibility of tho progress of reflection to the
point of abasolute knowledgd., God becomes diacornible in the quéstion
of evil, topether with and in ﬁhn aymboie,of\reconciliation and doliveranco,
which qualify the manner in uhich oschntOIOgy is the horizon of the
question of my telsology and th? teleolopy of tﬁé figures of the human

\

spirit 4in the worke of culture,
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These symbols of creation, eschatology, and redemption stand today
in the same need of a demystifying hermencutice as do tho symbols of culture
and sthics, and the dreams; fantasien, and ideals of the individual subject.
The phenomenology of religion must enter into a dislectical relationship
with thoe paychoanalysis of religion and othor forms of redustive inter-
pratation, and this for the sake of the very authentleity of faiths TFor
tho human spirit tends, through a misconception of what it means to know,29
to reabsorb tremscendence in immancnceo, to transform a horizon into an
object which he popsesses and uses, and to create idols rather than bo
content with signs of the sacred, Thus o naive metaphysics, for all its.
protestations to the contrary, cen appear to lknow more about vhet God 18
than what he ig not, and religion can treat the socred as a new gphere
of objects, institutions, and powers alongside those of the economie;
political, and cultural spheres; Religion becomss the reification end
alienation of faith, vulnerable to tho blows of a hermenoutics of suspi-

cion, whother the latter be a process of demythologization from within
religion or of demystification from without., In cithor case, the aim is
the death of the metaphysical and religious object. )

Such a cultural movement, as exemplified in Froudlieniom, is
necepsary if we are to hear and read the signs of the approach of the
wﬁglly Ofﬁer. We aro flaced with a nover-ending task of distinpudshing
between the faith of relipgion--faith in the Vholly Other vhich draws nowr-—




and belief in tho religious object: The task is very difficult and demanding,
mainly because it calls for such o merciless exegesis of our own reference

to tho sacred. Do we allow religious symbols to point to the norizon of
transcendence and to do only this, or do we make them an idolatrous reality

puraly immenont to our culture and thus render them ineffective?

V. Conclusion.

The task demanded by Ricdeur is particularly difficult, I believe,
for oné comm tted to the possibllity of authentic sacrementaelity, For he
must admit thet many of the ritusl practices within his own community
reflect indeed at least a "univorsal obsessional neurosis of mankind® if |
not e demonic objectifying of the sacréd, Sacramental religions probably
havo even more of a tendency than rel iglons of word to reify the sacred
and capitulate to kon's idolizing tendencises, The combat over the sacred
must becoms much more heated, it would seem, in those réligious commmities
where, because of an insistence on sacramentality, the ambiguity of the
sacred is more pronounced,

The task demanded by Ricoeur is very demending in another realm
too, that of creating a sufficiently nuanced relationship between faith
and culture, religlous commumnities end public life, authentic religion
and profane institutions. Particularly in this area is there a strong
tendency to objectify and usse }hy sacred for the pursuit of goals which
are not connected with tha-pnob%ématic og‘faith. The facile use of the
word "Christian," to §§e poinilof reqﬁering,it & meaningless symbol with

only a past, is a clégﬁ‘insthncs of this %qﬁdencyb-”Christian“ university,

»
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“Christian* netion, "Christian" political party, even "Christian" cuiture¢
Is the word any longer a symbol in which the Wholly Other draws near or
has it been turned into an object alongside other cultural objecta? "The
idols must die so that symbols may 1ive, 20

The pasychoanalysis of religion con be one of the roads toward the
death of the religious objects It can aid us in charging the affective
dynamiem of religious belief to the point where the latter becomes, not
pimply the consoletion of the child in us, but the:a&;}i power of loving
in the facd of hatred and death, It can help us éiscérn that kerygmatic
fodth excludes & moral God and a penal Christology.”! It forces us to
acknowledge that every symbol of the sacres is aleo" d at the same time &
revival of an infantile and archaic symbol, and tﬁﬁs to admit the embipguity
of all religious symbolism and religious experience. It cen aid us in
moving toward the suspension of the ethical point of view, moving beyond
an ethich of righteousness, losting the immedinte consolation of our own
narcissism. It can purify the hermeneutics of faith to the point where
the latter becomes unmmbiguously the symbolic exploration of ultimate
relationships, of the language of a call in which "I leave off all demands
and 1isten,"?® It 1o indecd true that the falth of the believer camnot
emerge intact from such a confrontation.55 On the other hand, Ricosur
seomg éo provide a solid basis for claiming that, despite the supposed
origin of religious symbols in instinctual impulses, their present meaning

cannot. be exhausted by prosenting their archeology. "The question here
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18 not whether a given religious symbol is genetically a paychological

projection, but rather whether, irrespective of its being such a projection,

what it expresses analogically disclones a genuine aspect of reality.“iq
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