A PLipsCy TO GHEOLQGY

The wistalze is to ezy that there ia anything that maanlng Bamethlng
consists in, Vittgenetoin, Zettel, n.l6.

Uome preliminary remarks may bo in order. Ly 'thoology’ in
what followe is undsrstnod primerily Christian thoology, though
1t 1s rsoognizod thet there are morc or lose legitimat. derivod
usna of this torm in comioction with non-Chrietian relligions, Thaera
are alsa morc or lese indopendont usce of the tsrm, oleirTly so in
Aristotle, say, to rcfer to eome aotivity oonooived of as in
nrinoiple rational in ite eources and in. ita practive -~ 'philomopb~
icel thoology': tho relation betweom Christisn tiaeology and philo-
sopiinal theology is probvlomatio, and will only be glanood at hers,

It should also be romeriked that oven within Christlsnity the
term 'theology! or its Grook znd Letin cauivalenta bhave ‘had
diiforent uses. Therc hee Basn a tandency in Greek Christianity
tJ resgrvo the term 'thoolaogy' to refleotion on God as “hros—in-
ong, and to usc tha 4{om ‘coonomy' for reilecctlon on tho Incar—
netion within the provid.ntizl plan. Although St T'h:mas squinas
in the thirtcenth ocentury wrote 2 Summg Thoologlae, he sposks in
the firset, methodologlcal, qucstion of this work rathor of sacra
doctrina, saored teaching. than of thcologla, Hawever, it is
oonvaniant, and in accordance with ‘cwizrent uss g0, to epeak of
thcology whan rofexzring to the historiloally very varlous ways
in whioh Christisnz heve rsflectod on the whols meening of vwhat
thay acceot in-faith as e rovelation grented thom and in prinolple
hot acoessiblc to reflection without thls rovelation. This is
an ldeel or tochnical use of the word 'theology!, wbloh, while 1t
romains rsleted to historical uses of the word, alreedy adopts a
vorapective ~hich selsots for considoration a smecifiled sctivivy
of Chriatians, ra;arding it as in cowme eense typlcal of and
intrinelo to historicel Christianity, oven though this cotivity
might not historioally hav: bsen called !'theology'.

A third mreliminary remcrk is mor: doubtfully in ordor, but
may bo desirablc in viow of the sudienoe to which these rcfleations
arn addregsed. I should liks to meke 1t clesr that these reflaotions
arc 1lntcnded thomselves to bo theclogioal in tho senss indioszted,
that 1s, as cxtcnding 2 trodition of refleetion on thao vwholo moan—
ing of Chrigtian revolation, and honoo reprasonting a typicelly
Christian sativity, however verious the forms historically taken
by thls actlvity. Clesrly th: tradition, and representation of 1it,
may be differently oonceived even today. Historieally, and aven
today, Christian tradition hes boen concelved of in dificrent
ond divorgont weye. However, it is, I think, true to segy that
today all tho historically divergent Chrietian traditions hawe
become awaze of thelr limitations, snd in narticular cf the
limjtatione of what, within the traditlone, hcs been conceived
of aa typiorlly theological activity. 'Thus vhilc Y should meke 1t
clear taat the reflectlons offersd hare aro not in any historiloal
sensa {including, then, the contemporary scons) necessarily ro—
prasentative of any of the Christisn traditions, the 2in of the
reflactions 1s to aketoh a version of theologlocl activity whioh
ocould bo armcapted by all Christian traditions es 'represantetive!
in some prospective asanse of what, from this discovered or in-
vanted point of view, might be saeen rctronvoctively as tynically
Christian theology. To '2xtond tho tradition' in this way would
be to re-unite, Ly vropesing a nsv type, what hav:.hithorto been
ooncelved of aa divergeont. It hae been oxtroumoly stimulsting to
ciabsrik on these reflovtlons for sn audicnce wvhich, by aseumption,
is non-thoolaglcel (and oould very well be non—-Chrietian), since
i1t has foroed me to rttompt to ofier an account of theclogy which



could take its placc without too muoh .mbarragsmcnt among acoounts
of .other kinds of studies today. I ask herc to be forgivon if in
order to establish some icdind of communication I bluncer olumsily
into arcas of discussion for vhich I lack prorfossionsl ocomsetince.

It will.be convonicnt to borgin with a3 remerk mads some yoearas
ago by Claude Lovi-S5trauss toc the French philesophor Paul Ricoour,
in the course of a disouseion printed in the rovizw Baprit (1) -
»

In your articlo you olaim that La pensee sauvage makos
a. ohpioe for syntsx against scmantics; as far as I am
concerned thero is no. such ohoice. There is no such choice
bocauso tho phonologiosl revolution that you hawvue invoked
on saveral occasions consists of tho discovary that meaning
(sans) is always tho result of a combination of olements which
are nat thoemsolves siginificent. Conscquently, what you are
looking for ....is a mesning of meaning (un sons du sens),
& moaning behind moeaning: ywhoroas in wmy perspective msaning
is nover the primary phenomonon: meaning is always roeduoible.
In other words, bshind all meaning there is a nor-meaning
(non-gons) ,while. the reverse is not the case. As far as
I cm concorned, significance (signification) is always
Phenomonal . .

It is of n® speoisl concarn to me whether Lévi-Strauss would still
doscribe his position in theo sams way; what rcomelins intorosting .is

the opposition he disoorne between, on tho one hand, a ¥iww of .

moaning for which any instanoe of articulate meaning arises out

of a prior, not necessarily articulatse, souroce of meaning whioh as
aocurce is ‘pregnantly! meaningful - a'heaning of meaning' — and on

the athor, a viasw {his own)} for which meaning is-a produot of a
atruotursd combination of non-meaninzful elemonts and is sustained -
by that struoture alone. (I recognizo that the opposition tends to

seem evon more abrupt eXpresssd in torme of 'meoaning' than in tcrms -
of 'sgns', but again this does not doprive tho remark of ite interest
as exomplary locus). .

How to pursue all tho implicationa of this oppoeition would
talkke mo much further than I would care to go at tho momont; but
some fairly superficial cbsorvations may perheps bo made. The viaow
wbichk Lovl-Strause describo® as his owm depande of course on idsas
of theoretical linguistics which have beoome in ecme ways inoreas—
ingly fashionablo as they havo also in some ways bheoomo incrcasing—
ly scmhistiocated. Writing in 1968, Chomsky dcascribaos amusingly tho
euphoria of tho 1950's when it secmod that ‘mathomaitiocs, teohnology,
and bohavioristic linguistics and psyoholagy ware converging on
a point of viouw that was viry simple, veory clcar, and fully adoguate
to provide a hasic understending of what tradition had left shrouded
in mystury'(2). Evon guito rooontly what would scem tc bo at best
purely decorativo alluml ons to 'information theory' and 'codes'
appoar in the writinge of distinguished British scholars (3), and
this in spite of reitarated warnings from profeseionals of infor-
mation theory (4). The move in the direotion of increoasced sophieti- -
cation may bo chareeoterizod by way of Chomsky's distinotion of tho )
two differont levels of syntaotio amnalysis, tho level of ‘faurface
stTuoture’ and the level of 'deep struoturo!, tho ono genoratad from
tho othor by complex trensformations. Whether this distinotion is S0
considersble an inmovation as Chomaky claims ie open to doubts what
romaing oloer is that structure romains tpo primary axplanatury
oonoept (5).

Threo obsorvationa of deoroasing gunerality may be made hera.
{a) 'Structurc' scems to have become tho paradigm for meening in
gonoral throughout an increasingly wide range of inveatigations'
today; it ie intaeruvsting that the word ocoours in the title of
Zubn's Structurs of Sviocntifio Rovolutions, to which I was alluding
in my use of the word "paradigmT. 1% sSceoms as though it is no longer




poasible to characterize the ssarch for sxplenztion, the pusuit

of moaning, crcept in torma of '"structure', as though one were

hold captivo by tho lenguago of !'astruoturse’. e may oompare -
‘4ittgenstein {Philosovhical Investigations I, n.1l15): 'A nioture
neld us captive, ind we could not got outeido it, for it lay in

our longuaae and languagoe seemcd to ropest it to us inoxorably’.

The Bild whioh held him osptive was preoisely nicturing, something
very close to 'etructurc'; so it is fascinating to find David Peara,
in his recont book in tho Fontana leodern Mesters series, dosoribe

{ irexorzbly) Wittgenstein's philosophy in both periode as an attemnt
'to understand the structurc and limits of thought'! (p.l2}, in what
so'ms to be the hondiadys 'structure and. limits' (four times in whis
paragranh). And yet, if znything is plain in ¥ittgenstein's latur
philosophy, it is that liaite ncod not bc struoturod (6). For
gatruotures ars in principlc oapablu of boilng 'mapped’, and theo
later Vittgenatein's 'limite' of language arc only ever provisio-
nal Loundarios, capablz of indcfinite expension and contraotion.
How shall T say what it is I can't say exoept by saying 1t? OFf
course ong oan always try to show that vhet has besn sald, espacially
by philoasophers, was wistzken in typical ways., & prison with rubber
walle might be oven moro intolerable than one with rigid walls -
but 'prison’ would bc o wrong metephor, snd stretohlng oan be a
mombsy of a group of transfornstions formealized in mathematics.

(b) It is of course in math.matios that tho paradigm of
'structure’ finds its oloarset exprcssion, that 'new mathematios?
whicl scems now to be provoking s minor politicel crisis in Prance
(7). Gut whereas mathmaticians themeelves cen be awaro of the
problems arising from the nature of formel ayatems (8), it secms
poagible in linsulstios for exponents of 'trensformatiocaal
grammara’ to embark on alaborato prooedures of formalization in
which it 1a diffioult to decide whioh is moro extrsordinzry, the
triviality of the results or the nsivety of the presuppositiona. |
I shall support this Tash attack by only & single instance (9).
In bis own essay on 'Gonerstive Syntax' in the Penguin Now
Horizona_in Linguistics (1970), thoaitor, Profassor Jobn Lyaons,.
the author of another Moderm Masters book on Choumsly and of a
- subsatantial Introduction tv Linguiatio Theory, expande a formali-
zation of lexioal ontrics smsociatcd with a forma11zatlon of
syntactio properties as follows {p.l3d):

These ontries may do roamd as 'the loxicel item sinverity
is an unoountable, adbstract noun' and 'thc lexical itom boy
is a countable, common, enimate, human noun'.

Yow I muat in a simple-minded wey protost that no nrocedure of
formalization on ecrth is going to nersuado me to dosorivo a.noun
as 'human'. Mors foruzlly, if a sysiem of formalization requires
me, in order to mako aonse of onc of its rules (not, oertainly, of
one of the propositions it goneratos), to lapee into a pivecc of
non~formal muddle (%h well, I don't really mesn “humen” in the
ordinary secnso'), then thero is somothing fundementally wrong
with the formal system (10}.

(c) 88 this oxample shows, 'semantios' in this kind of
treatment 1e snmecified in dapcndenoco sn 'syntaz', so thet Rilooeur's
appoal to & priority of semantios to syntox czn Ve made to seem mere-
ly a technicel alternative, and as euch to be toohnicelly rojected.
But whet is odder still i1s that the formalizod transformations whioh
are said to axhibit tho passage from 'deen struoturz' to 'surface -
atruotura' appoar to be envisaged, by Chomsky, at loest, as mentel
onorations; psychological processes, and that linguistio 'competonce!
oonsists in tho ability %o verform these aperations {ef.Chomsky,
op.cit.,oh. 2.}« Now Chomeky's notion of 'competonce', tha nctive
soesker's capecity to gonerste and undorstand an infinito numbar



of sentonces in his own language, sgome to té of fundamental import-
anoo, It was his rooognition of it which led him to the distinction
batween' doop struoture' and'surface struoturd®; vhat ismre than
dubious is whethar'compotonoa! nesds to be tivd to notlions of
'atruoturo’ at a2ll. :

Vhet ie at iesuo here, ond brings us back to our point of
departure, is whathor 'structuro' im not en unduo rsstriotion of
notions of 'order'! end ‘oontoxt’, shioh may in faot bc gliven
intorprotetions of a non-forme] kind, such that 'moening’ is not
hold to be exolusively supportod by 'struciurs' but to ismuo from
a source of mezning, tho 'msening of mezning' (11). For Ricosur,
in tho ossey mentionod carlior, thls source of meening 1s not
- tho 'myth' Ptut something prior to 1t both ohronologically and in
prineiplo: the 'symbolt*, which is 'ovor-detormined' with potential
neening; and it is the funotion of !'hormcnoutio’ to rocover end
ronsw this primary and primordial meening by expounding it as a
mpaning for tho expositor and his contemporsriee,

How it must bo admittod that Ricoceur's notion of 'aymbol' ie
a rathor romantio one, although ho isaware of the noed for !struoture!
{ or profersbly context) in order that eymbolism may disolose monning.
Whila ho has written & major philosgphloszl intorprotation of Freud
(12), ho rclios unduly on writors liko Elicdc for his view of
symiols aa somehow lying about ohargod with roveletory meaning,
awalting o sympathetic expositer, though agaln he 12 ¢srtainly
awrre of ths function of {some) Iitorature and art in gonorating
moaning from eymbola {13)," o _ '

The point of all tho forogping discussion, both prolix: and
oursory, has boen to indicato tha posaibility of 3 third altere
natlve, for whioh meening i1s not primarily elthor the resultant’
of a strootured combinatiom of non-mesningful olamontes, or a
aymbolio conorotion in somo sbsoluto beginning, but primarily s
non~formel, non-struatured 'compotenoc', which is tho 'gconorating'
sourco of both struoture and symbol, and which remains irrcducib-
1y '=yatorious’ (of.Choms'cy's romark abovo). On this viow, the
" 'mganing of meanlng' is a compatonce: tho ablllity, ocapeclty, powor,
aptivcly to meen, -the quiok of human spontaneity.

How 18 it possible to support such s viow argumentztivcly?
Clearly 1t hee boen presonted in tale pryer dicloctloally, by the
choloe {with eppartioular zudionce in mind) of a convenient tcnoe
offoring =n opposition of two viowss vhioch have then boen rocon~
¢ilcd in a 'highor wnity' by menifost sloight of hend: I assumo
that tbo (rolative) quicknces of the hend has not doceived the
oyc. 1 should want to appeel to the lator Wittgenstein for eunport:
benoe tho romark impreselonistioslly olted at ths beginning of tho
paper. Dut the appoal to Wittgenstein 1tsolf would roquire sud-
stentiation of a sort whioh I would not ocare to try to offor hore.
It would involve inturpreting Wittgonstein in o contoxt whioh is
nolthor his own, nor (etill lses) tho contoxt of curront Engliah
philosophy. vwhioh probebly owos more to Austin then to fiittgenstein
bimeelf. iiittgenetein himself in ‘argumontstive' in a distinotive
way, in which tho drift is moro signifiocnt than the sequence, tho
printed words froquently demand an acoompenying aimed performance,
orovieional inetaencae are exbibited only to ba oollapaad.
Neverthuiess, &s mmoh on the besis of tho oxpericnce of Wittgonstoin'e
last yoar of Iooturing at Cambridgo as of tho printad writings,

I should went to olaim that hie lator philosophy is a disolosuro
of mind in action, of'mind' s an indefinitely fluid aotivity of
Becning, whora 'mostory of a2 language" is not a merely private
affair, but involvos mcuborship of a linguistic community, so that
the 'mystory’' of compotcns:, the moan-ing of meaning, is a
sharing in thc reciprocrl world of human communioation (14). ..
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ind after ell, @y purpose hero 1s to skoteh a vorsion of meaning
in theology; no tnyone who wishea may read cll tho foragoing as
'beckground’, an cvocoticn of differcnt stylss of pursult ot
mozning, ecgainet or elongsidc which the purouit of meaning in
thcology. might omorse mor porsucsively.

Thue abruptly, I pasa now to thc nroblea of mezning in
thoology. Tho writings colloctod in what is callod tho Row
Toatement, whetover clse thoy do or cre, nrovide ovidenco that
differont sroups of puople cleimod to shoro an oxperianve of
innor trensformetion, and thet this cleim was statod, in very
various waysa, in torms of zn intorvretation of tho woy in whioh
a2 man Josus, hoving lived 2nd dicd end beon himsolf tramsformod,
continued to nlay sn original part in their livos, On the besis
‘of this fomulztion, we mey melce tho {ollowing rumarks.

(a) Tho intrinsic unity of tho Mew Testament writings is an
implication of the historidal judgnont, or serios of judgmonts
modo over a oonsiderable poriod of tluo {hundrods of yoara in
gsome cacos) oy the successors of the first Christian ogmmunlties,
that those writings, and no nthurs, woro and are ruthontic
witnesssos tv an oxporionos both unique end univoraally aveilablo,
shared by tho first Christian communiltios in thoir diversity and
by-their succossors in their oven.greator divorsity. Tho unity
of tho Hew Tostamont writings is anly suparficially and inconsist-
ontly an historlezlly smpirical drtun; tholr significent unity is
nrovided anly hy the porapoctive of the cxpcorionoé.

(b) By 'oxperience' is not primarily mornt & 'FPaoling', but
a ragognitlion of a redical chango of life as & consogucnoe of
accaptance of en invitatien to ohenge {to 'turn', 'he converted'):
honca not so muoh lilkr 2 pain but rethor like 'New I 200...°
{the solution to a problon, say). A typical Nevw Testomont oxproseién
for tho oxperionso, subjcotively (individually =nd communally)
conmiderod, ie 'feitht; moro commonly, porheps, the oaxporicnce 1is
rogisterod by stotomeonts {of all sorts, nerratives, for instance)
about tho rolational term of faith, tho on: imviting, Jceua.
(*Josua' is primerily the namoibr the subjoct of 2 human hletory
at the boginning 0f Our ora). :

(c) Those statemcnis of 21l sortsdout Josus are on inter-
protatlon of his significanco. Ls answors to the gestion, *Who
(whet) is Josus?', thcy onvisage bim in a voricty of oontoxts of
interprotation, cvaileble in tho Palostiniaon-Hellonlstic-Jowlaeh
onvironmont of the timo. The vriwary contaxt of imturpretation ia
cloarly the' traditions of Icracl, documented in '[z2brew and Creelc
litorcture {tho 014 Testament), Thuoo trediticns wore themsolvea
complex, and 2t the timo of the Now Testement writings includo
apoaelyptic rointorprotations of tho oldor traditions (as in the
GQumren documents} and rointerprotetions essimilating Hellaniatia
philosopby (as in Philo of 4lexandria). Tho Ncv Teetament writings
uao theso end othur traditions, rrintorproting thom se as to
interprot tho signifioznco of Jusus; thz primziy horizon of intor-
pretation, whet claims and demends interprotation, das Zu-Donliznde,
was and is thc significanco of Jesus, the traditions wero and aro
raeintororated in the sorvico of that primery offort of intorpro=-
tation. 'How I sue! Yhat do I soe?!

(d) All thc traditions rolntcrproted by the How Tootament
writers includced a view of 'Gad' or at lcast 'tho divino', and
some of the tredltions includcd 2 view of tho cosmos; all of thom
took for granted that God 2nd coemos were real, Conscqueontily tho
Christian reintcrprotations in thsir turn wera 'thao-logical',
aoemologicrl, and ontologicnl, in different weys and with varying
degreos of explicitness. 'fhey woro olss, in vigw of the dvainant
0ld Testamont context, intiinsi.clly historicsl in thoir form:



Josus was tho 'fulfllmont' of = 'nromiso'. All Christion thoslaglos
singa the timc of tho Now Testament writings heve continuod to
gxhibit thoso cheractoristics in varying dogreos: 1n tha nipo-
tacngh contury (scmo might sey oerlior) thore began the nrocoss

of adapting tho ontologlcsl langue@e of ocrly Chrietianity in

such & way that it could booomo a languege H»f 'experiance’ in a2
subjoctive sonso, ond more reoently somc Chrlaticn thoology has
olaimod to bo non~thoo=logloel, prodlaiming tho death of God in

tho wako of Niotzcoho's Zorathustra of awclting a God of the

future who hro £till ta hooomo himsclf fully.

The responslible prestioo of theology involves, thon, thoe
acoaptanoo, ‘in the verspeotive of f£aith; of the Now Tostamont
writings, with tholr claim to rolnterprot the Isreslite sraditions
(tho 0ld Tertamcnt writings); and it involves ccroptance of tha
How Tostamont writings es = uniquely privilggod oxcmiler of how to
rointerorot any tradition in ordor to intérprot Josus as Chriet
and Lord - historically, theo-loglcelly, ooamnlogioallJ dnd
ontologioallys

This thoological agtivity of intorpratation and rointorprots=
ation dopands on & esingl: pnrasuppesition with two aspoots. (a) The
theologirn ae belivver bolongz to o gammunity of"bollovers; it is
a prosupposition of the faith of tho bolluving ocomminlity that ite -
falth 18 tho seme falth as thet of the firat Christian communiiics,
in goito of menmifost historiezl diedontinuitios, .(b) This foith.
must bo not only subjcotively (individually or oommuncly) common
to bollovers now and in tho boginning; 4t must also be ocneornod
with the eeme objeot; opon to the samo horizon, the aignigleonce.
af tho ono Jeaua.

Tho theologionl prosuppealtion is only & partioulur voralon
'oi tho preeupposilion on whioh all intorprotatlion of toxts
dopends (151. This gunernl presuprosition le simply $hat authar -
nnd intorpreter of the toxt share a ocmmon humanity, On the ono
band this implies thet ocuthor end intorprotor sharc in that humen
compotonoe whioh is tho generetion of meaning; on the othar, it
implios that -tho 'subjcct® of the text, its horizom or Worsufhin,
is tho meaning of whet it ist® bo human, It scoms no groat step
to holding that this prasuppositlion holds gnod ot only for toxts,
but e2lsc for any detormineto way of 1lifa.

Neturslly this 'mystorious’ shared human comuunity is also
presupposod by thaclogiorl intorpretation., In foot = and this ia
the lest atep to be takon hore - thouologioal intorpretation of
Josus in faith noods ultimatoly to maintain not only tkhat it
ralles on tho goneral nresuppositlon of shered bumenity and that
it furthor particulorizas 1t by introducing the shercd oondition
of felth; theologlonl interprotation nesds to meintein that its
vartigular version is the nocessary partloulerizetion of the.
goncrel vorsion, suoh that tho shered oondliion of fzitk and tho
aignifloenco of Jupus dofino intrinsically - 'roalizotand 'fulfil’
= the choraotor cnd soopo of sharcd humanity in genorsl, Theclogy
would thon oansist in tho unsnding taak of malking thie claim

pleusivlo, : . Cornelius Ernst -

Notos and Reforonoaes

1. Moverbro 1953, pp.528~53. I have uscd the translation in New

Loft Boviow 62, July-iugust 1970. Quotation from (Franch) p.837,
{English) p.64. In & lotor iscuo of Jox Loft Roviow, Blooour ia
referrod to in 2 footnoto as Catholio; as it heppons, hd ia a

mcmbor of tho Frenoh Reformed Churah, Ricocur's article 'Structuro
et horménoutique', reforred to by Lavi-Gtrouss, wns printod in tho
semo issus of Lsprit, znd bhag bean roprintod in Ricocurts oollcotion,
Le oonflit dos interorotations (1969),




2. Lan v and Wind, paJ.

3. Por example, V.d.Turncr, Tho Drums of affliction (1968),
Introduction, following Leach.

4. For exasmple, Colin Cherry, On Human Communicaiion, first edition
1957, second edition 1966. The misprint of thoe diagram on ».115 of
The Savage Wind (1966) may perhaps seem even more innocent when it
is furthor noticed that tho English version has Teplaced Lovi-
Stuauss's 'A' eign (mathematioally, 'not equal to'; La ponaée
@88uvago, p.152) for diasoritical boundaries bys '+' sign.

5. J.Plagot, as woll as surveying mathematios and the natursl and
human soionoes in his small book Le structuralisme (1968), has
alao edited a substantisl volume of the Enoyolopédie de la Pléiada,
Logioue et ocomnailssance eoientifigue (1§3?§, adding commente fron
the point of view of 'genetic epistomology'., Piagat'a babies
(Auden) have grown un.

6. Parhaps I may bo allowed to refer here to my own now rathor
antiguated lacture to a forcign audionce, 'ords,; Faotu and God',
Blacicfriars July-August 1963, p2.292-306.

T+ Any rTeader who, liko myself, is not a professional methematician,
will find both an sxocellent tcol and an instructive ploce of evid-
enoe in a toxt put out by a1 body oalling itsolf 'The Contre for
Structural Communication', meant for use in sixth forme and by
flrat-year Univarsity studunts; Basio Ideas of Abstract Methematics
(1969), by R.M.Fyfo and D.Woodrow, The topioce disoussed are tho
atandard ones: Sate, Mappinga, Veotors, Matrioes, Groups, Boolsan
Algebra, Hings and Fields; the baslo vocabulary of 'struoturalism’'.

8. 4 fairly elemsntary accdunt, in historioal sequence, in C.H.
Kilmister, Language, Losic and iathematics (1967)}. P.F.strawson's
aocount of tha rolationship botwoon the formal systems ot logio
and ordinary languagc, Introduction to Logical Theory (1952),
Tremains a classio.

9. Ragdare ara invited to consider whother they sharo the assump-
tions held to govern linguistic thoory by the oditors, J.A.Fodor
and J.J.Katz, of the influuntial collootion, The Structurs of

Languege (1964), pp.5-6.

10, Wir. M.A.E, Dumpmott, Raader in the Philasophy of Mathamatics
in this Univorsi ty, has been ldnd enocugh ta tell me that I am
being neither obscurantist nor aimply stupid in uny viows of this
kind of thecretical linguistios, though ha must certainly ncwbo
hold to support those wviows bimself,

11. The phraee neods tc bu rosoued from its associations with that
tedious piece of noo-Benthamite rsicnalism, a classic, no doubt,
in ita way, The Meaning of Leaning, by C.K.O0gden and I.A.liohards.

12, Now in English, Freud and Philosophy (1970).

13, Ho has a good phrase in a lator ospay about flanguasge on fite',
Le conflit, p.97, and has written & TemaTkable study of symbols of
ovil (as part of a ‘pPhenomenology of tho will®), now translatod as
Tho Symbolism of Bvil (1967). hary Douglas's Purity and Danger

pay servo as a fundamontal oritique of thie book.

14. It would bs instructive to compare Wittgonetein's notion of
'following & Tulo', using tho roferonces on P.J0 of A Wittaonsteln
Horkbook (1970), by Christophor Crope et al., with Chomsigy's 'On
the Notion '"Rule of Grammar"', in Fedor end Katzy pp.119=36. For
an exceollent exemplo of how the later Wittzenetein and the latar
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Heoldegger can be allowed to llluminate each other, eec the rather
inaopeseible artiole by F.Kerr (of Blackfriars), 'Languago as

Hezmenoutio in the Later Witigensteln’, Tl Jdoohrifs voor Fileoaofic
(Louvain) 27 (1965),pp.491=520.

15, An ossential picoc in tho rooont developmont of theologloal
heormencutio ip B.Bultmann's essay, '"Tha Problom of Hermensutioa',
translatod in Besays 1955 (CGerman original 1950), =0 too tho

artlale by G.E‘belﬁ rmeneutil, in D:l..e Reli?on in Geschiochte -
nfl9gai, coI.ZZﬁ amaon reatmnen

und Gegerwart III

of ﬁEfoaopHoal harmaneutio is by h.G +Gadamer,Wahrhelt und Methode
(2 sd. 1965). An articlo by Karl-Otto Apol,which iroats of Lilthey,
Hittgenstoin, Heldagger, Winch, is now separately published in
English, Analytie Philoso of L a_and the Colstoawissensw
schaften iDordrecht— Holland1967). It may bo intaresting te reoall
that Bultmann's assay is put- to goed uso by d.D.Lalng in his study
of ' sohizopbrenia, The Divided Solf.




