
Light 

symbolism of light and tha t of Wo rd were related 
and even exchangeable (Oe Trin. 4.2.4). 

Following Grego ry of Nyssa (ea . 330-ea. 395), th e 
future aspeet of light sy mboli sm becam e mystical 
obscurity in Dion ys ius the Pse udo-A reopa git c (ca. 
500; -7 Mysticism). in th e ove rfulncss o f light th e 
knowledge of God, reinterpretecl as _, ecs tasy, takes 
place beyond all inrell ee tu al apprehe nsio n ( ilfys. 

rlleol. 1.1; IPG 3.9970- IOOOA ]). 
3.3. Middle Ages 

In the West th e speeula ti ve line of light symboli sm 
deriving from Augustin e, wh ich sees a link between 
illumination and _, grace, led to th e li ght meta­
physics of Roberl Grosse tes te (ca . I 170- I 253 ) and 
the light specul at ion of Bonavc nt ure ( ea . I 2 17-74 ). 
who viewed divin e gra ce as th e livi ng shinin g of th e 
div ine light in us. lt th en led lo the light _, ontol­
ogyof Albertus Magnu s (ca. 1200-1280). The light 
mysticism of Dionys ius was pro moted by th e Latin 
translation of Erigcna (ca. 8 10-ca . 877) , and th en 
by way of Meister -7 Eck hart ( ca. 1260-ca . 1328), 
john Tauler (ca. 1300- 136 1 ), Henr)' Suso (ca . I 295-
1366), and )an van Ru ysbr·oeek ( I 293- 1 3~ I). Fina ll y 
it influenced Niebo las of Cusa ( 140 I -6 -1 ; _, Myst i­
cism 2). 

In the Easr the mys ti cism of Dionys iu s rh e 
Pseudo-Areopagite also made an impacr through 
the commentary of Max imus th e Co nfesso r (ca . 
580-662), acco rdin g to who m th e supra essential in 
God can be reach ed o nl y in a da rk ra y. Li ght mys ti­
cism reached its peak in _, Hesyehasm , wh ich is 
traced back to Sim eon th e New Th eolog ian (949 -
1022) and which grants us experience of uni on with 
God in li ght visions. To support this mystic ism, 
which was cultivared at Mou nt _, At hos fro m th e 
time ofGregory of Sinai (d . 1346), Gregor)' Pa Ia mas 
(ca. 1296- 1359; -7 Palamism ), in debate with the 
monk Barlaam th e Calabrian (ca. 1290-ca. 1350), 
developed his Ca ppadocian - related theological sys­
tem (-7 Cappadocian Fathers) , in which he defin ed 
light as divine energy and un created grace, but not 
as the divine essence, which is wrapped in darkness . 
Significant for _, anthropology is th e impartin g of 
this light, along 1he lin es of bi bli ca l _, monism, to 
the whole perso n, both so ul and body, so th at _, 
tlreiisis, or fillin g with un creared li ght , is nor just an 
ind ividual spiritu al event but a manifesta ti o n of 
common ed ifica tio n. 

-7 Babylonian and Assyrian Religio n; Egyptian 
Religion ; Enlightenment; Orthodoxy 3, Starets 
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Linguistics 

I. Language as a Thcme 
2. Lin gui sti cs and G r~ mma r 

3. La ngua ge in Ph iloso ph y 
4. Language and Thco logy 

I. Language as a Th eme 
Langua ge is a th eme in va ri ous disciplin cs. in add i­
tion to _, phil osophy, espec ia ll y the ph ilosophy of 
language, a number of empiri ca l d isc iplines foc us 
o n _, la nguage as a to pic o ( rcscarch - tradiri onal 
phi lology, linguistics. and relatcd d isciplines such as 
sociol in gui sti cs and psyeholin gu isti cs. Wc are famil ­
iar wirh language in ever yday use, in co nve rsation 
and ag r·eemen ts. Lingu istics and th e phi losophy of 
language rakc ord inar·)' speech as th e starrin g point 
of their deli bc ratio ns. 

Lingui st ies directs its interes t to th e structure of 
langu age as a hu man capa city, it s inn er co herence, 
its fun cti ons in soc iety and culturc. and the rela tions 
berwee n specifi c lan guages . Lingui sti cs is empiri ca l 
in descr ibin g th e ac tu al use of natura l lan guages, 
th eoreri cal in develop in g an cx planator y rheo ry of 
language. Lan guage is a many-s ided structure at all 
Ievels, a nd rhu s lin gui sti cs embraces phonology (the 
study o f speec h so unds and their di str ibuti on), 
mo rpho logy (th e study of mean ingful uni ts- esp. 
words- and their Formatio n), S)'ntax (th e study of 
the ar ran ge ment o f meaningful unit s to form con­
stitu ent s I phrases, sentences, etc. ]) , and, more re­
centl y, rh e relation s of text, context, and cu ltural 
cotex t. 

With th e growing in teres t in linguisti cs, addi ­
ti onal areas have been brought in to its domain sin ce 
the .l 970s, espeeiall y th e thcory of signs (se miotics), 
socrolog)' (soeiolingui st ics and culturallin gui sti cs ), 
code th eo ry . (prag mal i ngu is t ics ), psyc ho log)' 
(psyeholmgutstiCs), hermeneulies and rh etor ic th e 
uni versa lit y of language (uni versa l gramm ar) .• and 
_, co mmunica ti on, media, and informarion reeh­
nology (co mpurer li ngui sries) . Th e Iimits of Iinouis­
ti cs thus ca nno t be defin ed prec isely. lt is, on rh ; one 
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hand, an aca dem ic di sc iplin c in its own right; on th c 
oth cr, a transd isc ip linar y aspcc t or resca rch in 
socio -, ps)'cho-, and ncurolingui stics, as we il as in 
---7 pra gmatism, semanti cs, herm eneu lies, and many 
ot her !Ieids. lt is uscd in va ri ous meth odolog ical dis­
cip lin L'' (e.g., cxcgct ics) but also morc gc ncrnll y in 
th c philusoph )' o f I;Jn guagc andin ---7 th eo log)'. 

2. Li ngu istics a nd l;ra n11 nar 
2.1. Unl:\ ui>ti cs had its "''" Jlli al bcl:\ innin g in thc 

19th cc ntury with th e works u r F. ßop p ( 179 1-
lll67 ), ). Grimm ( 1785- 1863), and W. vo n Hum ­
bo ldt ( 1767- 1835). 13 y hi ; tu ri ca l co mpariso n th e 
laws o f lan guage were to bc grosped and dcsc ribecl 
acco1·d in g to th cir hi sto ri cn l clcvcl opment. 

2.2. Th e Corus dr ling uis ticfU C g<'uc'm le ( 19 16) of 
F. de Sa uss ure ( I R57 - 1913 ) marked th c beg inn ing of 
t he modern st ud )' of I in guis t ics . Language ( ln 11gagc) 

as th L·tutalit y o flin guisti c phenomena was here di s­
tin guishcd as th c sys tcm o r la nguagc (/rlllgur), in 
co ntrast to it s actu al usc (po ro lc, "speech") in spc­
cill c sitLwti o ns. Un li ke prc vious linguists, Sa uss ure 
dealt with th e urd erin g of th c sys tem o f la nguage 
sy nchro ni ca lly, not di achro ni ca ll )' (as hi sto rica l lan­
gungc changc ). He desuibccllin guisti c ---7 signs (§ I ) 
ilS th c unio n o f significr (s igllijllllll ) and signifi ecl 
(5Ignijie). L111 guagc was undcrstood as an imma ­
nen t >)'>lc JtJ of rcla ti o ns, o r structurc, whose ele­
lll Cnts sta nd in relati o ns o f op pos iti o n (---7 

Stru ctura lism). in th e structur·alis t lingui sti cs devel­
oped by Sau ss ure, wc Glll d istin guis h th ree main cli ­
rcc t io ns: t hc Prague schoo l of N. S. Trub ctzkO}' 
( 1890- 1938) ancl 1~. J;:1 ko bso n ( 1896- 1982), th e Co­
pcnha gcn school of L. l lje lm slcv ( 1899- 1965) , and 
th c t\ merica n structuralisls, not abl y L. ßl oo mfi el d 
(1887- 1949) ancl Z. S. Harris ( 1909-92 ). 

2.2. 1. in th c Prague sc hool Trubetzkoy clcve l­
oped pho nology as a d uct rin e o f so uncl s, delinin g 
th em not by th cir phys ica l quali ty but by th eir fun c­
tio n n r distin guishing wo reis within th e sys telll o f a 
givcn lan guagc. Jacobson projected an invcn to ry of 
12 binaq• phon ologica l featurcs, in terms o f which 
th e ,uunds of all languagcs co uld be analnccl. 

in Hjclm slev's thco ry of "glossc matics," the Co­
pc nhagcn schoo l gc neral izeclthe method of ph o no­
logical anal ys is. seekin g to cl cscribe th e stru cturc 
and re lati o nship of th e two Ieveis o r ex press io n 
(pho no logy ) a nd contcnt (gramma r). t\ t bu th Ieve is 
lingui stic unils a rc rcl ated to cach o ther syntag­
mati ca ll y ( in th eir actua l lin ear sc quence) and 
pa racl igmati call y ( in unit s that can be substitu led 
for each o thcr in th c actual sequ ence). 

in America n descr iptivism, 131 oo m11 el d ti ed be­
hav io ri sm tll lingui sti cs, see king to descr ibc linguis-
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ti c units with o ut rega rd to cons icl erati ons o f ---7 

mea nin g. Harri s devcloped distriburi o n a nalys is, 
whi ch analyzes lin gu is tic elcment s fro m th eir con­
text and dist ributi o n wit h in sentences . He llltcrecl 
ou t by segmentati o n th e small est unit s ;1ddressed by 
li nguisti c rcsearch (ph o no log ical a nd mo rp hologi­
cal), classificd thc seg ment s h)' di stri bution analysis, 
ancl ll na ll y cletermin cd th e rcla ti o ns bctwec n thc 
clis t rib utio n cl asscs. 

2.2.2. N. A. Cho msky (b. 1928) changcd d istri ­
buti o n ana lys is into transfo rm ,ll iO Jt al , ur ge nera tive , 
gra mmar. Linguisti c analys is is 10 cl istin guish gram­
matica l fro m nongramm ati cal sc ntc nccs. i\ n ade­
quate gramm ar of a language "genera tcs" all tlt e 
gramm ati ca l sente nccs of th at language, maki ng 
cl ca r th e slructure of each. Ge nerative grammar is 
no Io nger just a class ifl cati o n of part s o f sc ntcnccs 
bu t sccks tobe an ax io mati c chara ctcri zat io n o f our 
la11gLtage in tuiti on, wh ich generat es allt he se ntcnces 
of our lan guage. In his Aspcct s o( il1e T!J eory of 
Sy lll<lX ( 1965), Cho msky di vid ed th e 5)'11\ax o f l.m­
gua gc int o dee p a11d surface str uc tu rc . Surface 
structure, wh ic h cle rives fro m cl eep structu re, is the 
bas is o f ph ono logica l structurc. Deep str uct ure 
forms the seman ti c basis o f a sen tence. Simil ar to 
Sa uss ure's d istinct ion betwccn Ia ngue ancl paro le, 
Cho msky distinguished co mpctcncc ( th e knowl­
edge of a lan guage as a dynamic syste m of ru les) 
from perfo rmancc (thc rcal izin g of thi s cu mpelence 
in act ual specch I. 

2.3 . Unli ke stru ctural linguisti cs, a grammar rc­
lated to co ntent mu st co nsicle r mea nin g. L. Weis­
ge rber ( 1899-1985) (a ncl ). Tri er ) we nt back to the 
lin guistic philosophy o f Humboldt with his refcr­
cnce to lan guage ( th e mo lh er to ngue) as power 
( energein) and not as wo rk ( ergo u). lt ca rr ies with it 
a wo rldv iew ancl is charac leri zed by an inn er form. 
Weisge rber was interes ted in the rcl a ti on betwccn 
the a pprua ch~s oC Humboldt ,lll cl Sa uss m e.lle crit i­
cizecl stru ctural lin gui sti cs fo r foc using onl y on the 
out er form or ianguage, rather th an Oll the inner 
fo nn , that is, o n languagc as a fe rmati ve intellectual 
ca pac i1 y. Humboldt's interes t was no t primaril y in 
the study o f languagcs but in language itself as a 
means of phil osop hi ca l argument ancl knowledge, 
as a wo rldview. 

3. Language in Philosophy 
3. 1. in anti quit y Pl ato (427-3 47 ß. C.; ---7 Creek 

Philoso phy 5; Pl ato ni sm) in the cl ialogue Cra 1ylo5 
hacl as ked wh ether the associati o n be tween a ward 
and it s referenl is based o n nature (pllysei), or 
whethcr it is based on ly o n agree ment o r cunven­
tio n (houwlogin, bter thesci). Acco rding to his vicw, 
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names are nu t whnlly capri cinu s hut ~rc also cu ndi­
tioncd by thc func tion nf na ming >u mething. The 
relation between a name and thc thing namedis not 
naturall y determi ned. 

3.2. Ar is totl c (384-322; __, Aristo tclianism; Creek 
Phi losophy 6) die! not develop an exp li cit phil osoph )' 
oflnnguage or prnposc a si ngle concept of langua ge, 
although hc di e! cnmntent on l:111 guage throughuu t 
his works. Well -known is his Ii st of __, ca tcgorics, o r 
basic structures of' thought , which c m bc inlerpt·ct cd 
as scmanti c, logical, or ontn lngical. ln Oe intcrpreto­
tione he eieals with th c lago> npop/}(lntikos (3sscrri on, 
judgmenl"), stating that nouns differ from ve t·bs and 
predicates, and each o f thcm from the wh Je sen­
tencc. in Paerim the pan" of ' peech are di vided itli O 
sounds, Ietter>, and sentcnce (Iogos) . 

Lan guage is also brou gh t in to Aristotlc's hi olog i­
ca l and psrchological writings. The ethi ca l and ra­
tional contcnts seem to dist inguish hu ma n SJ' eech 
from ani mal spccch, whi ch has o nl y emo tio nal con­
tent. The so und nf spcech itscl f is co nvcntional. Ar­
istotle singled o ut th c pragm ~ ti c ~spec t s of speech 
when in his __, /Vwtnric hc distinguished advisory, 
judgmen tal, and ce lebrnll1r)' spccch. O nl y judg­
ments, not petit ions or comm nn ds o r ot her types, 
have truth -va lue. A familiar pa ssage in Oe intl'r­
pretntione ( Joa3-8) conta in s thc element s o f a se­
manti c th cory wit h th e dis tin ction o f lin gui sti c 
signs into wri t ing, so und , psychc, and thin g. 

The th eses of r\ ris to tl e, wi th thcir co mplcx the­
ory of signs known os the scicntia senn ncinnlis, hnd 
a Jong histnry ancl, wit h __, Stoicism, wne nne of th e 
main sourccs of medi cva l lin gui sti cs (__, 1\ liddl e 
Agcs 1.4 .4) . Ovnall , this lin gui sti cs vicwcd lan ­
guage, as defined by l he s rnm/11(/f im spewlnt iva (i. e., 
th eoretical. philosop hi ca l, or uni ve rsa l gr~mmar ) , as 
mir roring reality. 

3.3. G. W. Le ihni z ( 1646 -17 16) was une nf th e 
found ers ofthe modern philo,op hy of language and 
-liogic and , wi th I. Newton ( 1 6 ~2 - 1 727 ). is cred­
ited wi th cli scnvcrin g cnlcu lus. l"cibn iz inves tiga tcd 
natural bnguagcs and devc lnpcd artific ial lan­
guages, using a three-stage scmant ic scheme of 
speech, idea, and thi ng. ld eas, 01· th e content s of th e 
consciousness, are articulatcd ur grnspcd in think ­
ing and s pea kin ~; th cir und erstanding is fal se if 
there is a fa lse corrcb t ion of wo reis and ideas. Signs 
are rhercb)' not just "mirrors" of the wo rld but a 1vay 
to come to (self-)co nsc iousness. ln bis th eo ry of 
signs Leibniz worked out rhe program of a unive rsal 
science th at includes a uni ve rsal notation (cltnrnc­
teristica unil'ersn/i; ) and a fo rmal S)•Stem of reason ­
ing (calcul us rntiocinntor ). Acco rdin g to Leibni z, 
Janguage com petcnce is a clea r, distin ct, but in adc-
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quate knowkdgc (rog nitio dorn disrinc111 inorlnc­
I'Jtllllll ) , that is, a kind of tcch ni c1 l knowledge. 

3.4 . ln it s st udy of hum an beings and the ir place 
in nature <lnd his to ry ( Anthropology 4), th e __, 
En lightenmenr and earl y Ro manti cism had a com­
prehcnsive int erest in language as a medium of ra­
tion alit y. Language divid es humans from ~ ani ­
"' als. Thou ght s o n bngua gc were worked out by 
). G. Hamann ( 1730-88) and ). G. ~ Herder ( I 74 4-
1803) . In hi s discuss ion o f th e or igi n of language, 
Herder pointcd to it s nat io nal charac ter and its hi s­
tori cal and cu lt ura l var iet)'· 

Humbo ldt und ers tood lan guage as worldview 
(today known as t!t c linguisti c rcliltiv it y prin ciple; 
er. thc Sa pir-Whorf hy pothesis), wi th thc plurality 
of th c nn e im plying th c pl uralit y o f rh e othcr. Al­
thou gh rcali ty 1113 )' be un ified, thc powe r of the hu ­
man mind is shown by the var iety of worlclvicws it 
co nstructs, exp licitl)• known through th c different 
languages. 

F. D. E. __, Schleiermacher (l?fiR- 1834) deve l­
opcd thc firstmodern hcrm eneutics, whi ch encom­
passe' both psycho logica l aspects ancl Jin guisri c, or 
gra mmatical, aspects. Th e latre r, stemmin g fro m his 
studi es in Pl ato and in thc 1T, represent the begin­
nin g of tex tual and lin guisri c emphases. W. Dilthey 
( 1833- 191 1) fo ll owed Schleiermacher in his herme­
ncutics and tex tual studies in fou nding th e modern 
Gcis tcswisscnsclznfren (hum an scicnces) . 

3.5. i'vlodern li nguisti cs, pioneercd by G. Frege 
( 1848- 1925), has signifi cantl y shaped our view of 
bnguage. Frege rr ied to show that arithmetic dcrives 
with st rie t logic from a small number o f basic prin ­
ci ples (__,Axiom) and deducti ve rules. The cl cfec ts 
o f eve ryday specch ought to be remedied by a pre­
cise art ificia l language of co ncepts rhat obscrves 
syntacti c and se mantic rul es, much as in math emat­
ics. He thus found ed thc logic of predicates and 
Sta temen ts (__, Logic 2.2 ). His insight s led al so to 
analys is of ordinar y language and thu s beca me a 
thcme in ana lytic linguisti cs ( __, Anal ytic Philoso­
phy 2.3). 

The difference between the linguis ri cs of fo rmal 
speec h and that nf everyday speech still plays a roJe 
in the di sc ussion of the phil osop hy of Janguage. 
B. Russe!! ( 1872 -1970 ) showed how philosophical 
diftlculti es in Statements that have no mea nin g (e.g., 
"th e prrse nt king of France") can be removed by 
lrans lation into formal speech, that is, by str ictly 
cl istingu ishi ng eve ryday speec h from ideallanguage. 
He thus incisively advanced thc no tion of language 
phil osophy as cri ticism. Russell 's main cont ributio n 
was the idea of logical atomism as thc pr in ciple of a 
philosoph ica l gra mmar. 
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G. E. ivloorc ( 1!)73- 1958) ex tend cd criti ca l lin ­
guistics to th c languagc of ethics (--7 Analytic Et hi cs 
2.1 ). He developcd a co mnl!l l t ~cnse mod cl for thc 
analys is of mcani11g, wherc ana lys is invo lves a rc­
duc tivc, defining tJ'<Illslat io n. Attempt s at med iation 
betwcCll fo rma l langu;1gc ( L. \\'it tgcnstein 192 1, 

n. . Carnap, }\ . T.t r>ki, S. Kt·i t' kc, P. 1'. Strawso n, 
E. Tu gc ndhat, ). llint ikb ) a11d cvcryd:t)' l<111 gu<1gc 
( \\Ii II ge nste in 1953, G. Hrk. ). L. r\ust in, ). R. SeMic, 

D. Wunderl ich, ). Schu lte, N. i\ lalcol m, 13. illcGui n­
ness, E. vo n Sa\' igny) appc;n in thc wo rks of 
W. Q uin e, lJ . l) ;w idsnn, ill. l) umm ctt , N. Good­
man , H. Putn am, and others. 

3 .6 . Lingu istics has bcen cx panded hy Sf.Jcech-ac t 
theor y (Scar lc, Austin ), whi ch focuscs no t :,o mu ch 
O ll gramma r an d Se nt ences as on th e "act u f Speech," 
thus view ing language as agcncy. lt stu dies art icu la­
ti on in it s con text ( ::~s in pragm.u ism), analyzes con ­
ve rsa tion and cli sco ursc ( \•Vu nd crl ic h), and stu di es 
the soc ially and incl ividually dctcrm in cd var iat ions 
of languagc (csp. in soc io lingui st ics and psycho­
linguistics) . 

Searlc di st in gui shcs philosuphy of la ngua ge, lin ­
gui sti c fl h ilosuph y, ;llld lingui st ics. Thc firs t eieal s 
wit h genera t qucsti o ns of rd.cn:nce and mca nin g; 
the third , with qu cs ti ons of th e pho nology, synta x, 
ancl se manl ies o f natural b nguagcs; and th e seco nd , 
with th c relat iun bctwecn the Ll ther two. Ful lowin g 
what has been called th c lingui stic turn (a ftcra book 
of rh ;Jt titl c cdi tcd br R. Ro rt y), or thc whole move­
menl o f lin gui sti c phil osop hy, Sca rlc thu s co nfront s 
th e da ss ie ana lyti c illlproach (c.g., th at of Carnap ), 
th at is , log ic d alnmi sm '111 d thc idea l o ( a fo rmal or 
ide;l l (meta )la nguagc; his o ricn tation, rathcr, is tu 
o rd ina r)' languagc ur specch tn so lvc, exp li ca te, o r 
elimin ate ph ilmup hical pmblcms. 

The ques tion thcn ariscs of th c diiTcrencc bc­
twecn lin guist ics ancl lin gu isti c philoso ph y. Whi le 
the !all er does no t appro;1c h it s qucsti ons empi ri ­
ca ll y, lin guistics objccts to a Iac k of empiri cal pl'Ouf 
ur verifi ca ti on and also to a Iack o f a fillin g und erly­
in g systcm. W. P. Alston ~1Cce ptcd th e linguis ti c ob­
jecti ons bu t dis t ingui shed thc a ims of desc ri bing a 
language and of makin g th eorc ti ca l co ncep ts pre­
cise. Ro rt y scarc hcs fo1· deoc ription s (as inclced lin ­
gui sti cs does), in pat·t icu la r, thosc that fu nctio n to 
eliminate cert a in phil osop hi ca l prob lems. Sea rle 
sees the ai m as formub tin g the rulcs of speec h acts 
as thcy apply uni ve r ~a ll y, not th ose of a single natu­
ral l<mguage (u nli k.: thc intcn:st ol-lingui stics gener­
ally in bo th universa l gramm ar ancl indi vidual 
gt·amnHl rs) . 

3.7. Desp il e the Iack of any genera ll y acceptccl 
di stincti on o r linguis ti c philosophy (rom li nguis ti cs, 
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th e lau er ha s been a main paradig m in ph ilosophy 
ever since the lingui stic turn _ (ßcfore th e 20th -cent. 
parad igm shi ft from languagc to pictures, or the so­
cal lcd ico ni c turn , o ne cou lcl sar th at linguisti cs was 
1/1e main parad igm. ) lhis lingui stic paradig m has 
bt:en held in philo;ophy implicitly since F. Nietz­
sc ht:, 1\l. Heicl cggc r, and L. \Vittgens tcin , explicit ly 
su s inc~ l ~u rt y\ vo lurnc appca red in llJ67 . The lin­
gui stic turn is as wei l a turn awav from a dass ie ana­
lyti c approac h (s uch as ;t ru c tma lism ) to post­
anal)•tic phi losophy (a nd poststru ctu ralism ), for 
cx.amp le, in I~O rl )', N. Good man , or ). Derrida. We 
thus note a divcrsifica tion of langua ge-or ien tecl ap­
proaches in philosop hy, as also in th eology. Reasons 
for this divc rsit )' in cludc th c Iack of a sin glc li nguis­
tic mc thod and th e limit ed scopc o l· an)' theory of 
mea ning in classic analytic phi losoph)' or in 
stru ct m al ism, wltich prcvcnts it frnm dea ling with 
broadc·r qucs ti ons o( diachron;·, perspecti vit )', ancl 
ac tual performance. 

Currcntly vy ing fur all cnt io11 are man )' diffe rent 
ap proachcs: o rdi nuy-languagt: phi losop h)•, prag­
matism, sem ioti cs. hermen euti cs, (new) rhctoric, 
and spc.:ch-ac t thco ry. ln cach, phi losophy dea ls 
with it s prob lems and questio ns by wa)' of their rep­
resenta tion in language in an cvc ryday, soc ial, and 
cult ura l co ntex t. 

Thi s horizo n of languJgc, expa nclin g through the 
awarcncss of soc icty and cu lt urc, is explored in dif­
ferent mcthocls ancl paradigm:, of ktngu agc rcsearch: 
prng111Miwlly sin ce th e late r Witt ge nstein b)' Aust in , 
Se;ul e, Putnam, H.ort y, M. jung, and F Fellma nn; 
Selllioliwlly since c. S. Peit-ce, W. James, and c. vV. 

lorris by r\. ). Creimas , K. 0 . Ape l, U. Eco, 
K. Oeh lcr, I. Tt·a banl , ancl H. Pape; /1y a seru iotic the­
OI)' o( iu lcrprelnlion sin ce Nie tzsche b)' J. Simo n, 
\V. Stcgmaicr, 1-1. Lenk, and G. f\b el; postnunlylically 
by Good man ancl others; and poststructurnlly b)• 
Dcrri da, il l. Fo ucau lt , ancl P. cl e 1\lan. 

A distincl fidel of language-o rient ed resea rch, 
so mct:m cs int cgrating the fom1cr aspects, is thc 
phei/011/CIIologiCIII 11111i hcnncncuticnl school. Onc 
branch, lcd by E. ass irer (1\'ho speaks of la nguage 
as a s;•mbolic fo rm ), eieal s with th e --7 pheno menol­
ogr of sy mbolic forms and culturc. Th e ot her, wh ich 
eiea ls with hermeneu lies in a str icter sense, is repre­
se nt ccl by Heideggcr, 1-1.-G. Gadamer, ). Groncli n, 
G. Figa l, and espec iall y thc Hussc rlian phenomenol­
ogy of" P. H.icoeur, 1-1. Blum enbcrg, and B. Waiden­
fels, as weil as by the group Poetik und Hermeneutik 
(lecl by Blu menberg and H. H. . jauss and ori ented 10 

the ncw t· hetor ic and W. lse r's " rccept iu n aes th eti cs" 
I nezepl ionsiistheu'k] ). Another fiel d of ph ilosophy of 
language is the )ew ish --7 philosophy of religion, as 
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developcd b)' F. Rose nzwei g and 1\ 1. ßubcr (see also 

F. Ebn er, E. Rosc nstock- J-Iu cssy, E. Lcvi na s. a nd 
H.-C. Asb ni). 
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HANS INE ICHEN and PHI LI PP STO ELLGER 

4. Language and T hen logy 
4. 1. T heo logy is a matl e r of worrk \1 presen ls 

words abo ut thc Word , o r evcn about God , ye t it 
uses Janguage no t onl y as an instrument but also as 
a medi um, and thu s w c can s p c~k of l ~nguage as th e 
war of theo log)'. Fo rthi s re;lSO ll Ih eol og)'- if it 
is self- rell ective- necessar il y involves n theo ry of 
languagc that mu st enco mpass both lnngue an d pn ­
rolc, Scrip ! urc and rclig io us langua gc, "th c \Vo rd of 
God" and ordinary la nguage . 

A signifi ca nt d iffe rcnce exists, however, between 
receivi ng guidance from Scriptme and receivin g it 
from spcech ( in using reli gious language or, espe­
cia lly, hea rin g th e -7 kerygma , or rhe "living ward 
o f the gospel") - that is, bet ween bei ng ori ent ed to 
the sig ns in Scriplure ( :~nd Ihcir refaence ancl -7 

meaning) and fo cusin g o n thc spo kenlan guage as in 
--7 rhe tori c (and its cffects , fo rms , and pe rfor­
ma nce). Lin guist ics rdat cs to th e fo rmcr in tex t the­
or ies (see U. Eco and W. G. jeanro nd ) ancl a lso in --7 

stru ctu ral ism and class ic anal ytic th eory. To the la t­
ter, lin gui stics relares via spcech -:tc t theo ry, --7 prag­
mati sm , and herm eneuli es or rh etoric. 

ßeca use --7 1·el ig ion begins with religio us spccch, 
a ncl grows and Jives by it as weil, iss ues ari se of 
"co mpctcnce" and " perfo rma nce ." \Vc ca n thus see 
that an o rient a tion in theolog )' mcrely to pro posi­
ti ons misses th e dim ensio ns o f perspec ti vit )', the 
medi a used , pragmatics, and fa cticit y (e.g. , the fa c­
ror ofthc individ ua l o r the ac tu al histo ri cal horizo n 
of o ne's perspecti vc), w hi ch are cla ri fied by hcrm e-
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