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The'c'oncept of'>;participation is examined in the major constellations, . 

ot Tillich' s' system of';thOlight't onfulogicaJ\ cognitive, symbolic,., Christo-

10gicaJ., pneumatologi~ai~ h~sto;i~ai and~ eschat~logic8J.. Ast:udy .. of'the 

use of' the concept in the histol-y of' Western 1:.hought-'underseores the 

uniqueness of' Tillich' s application. Tillich reverses" the dire,ction ot the 

relationship: not only does the. human participate in the divine, but the 

divine participates in the human. Nor does Tillich's use ot the formula 

tit the usuaJ. categories - substantiaJ. and causative. God is the absolute 

participant.. The paradigmatic participation is that ot Jesus .. ,as::the Christ' 

in human existence. The Christian invitation and challenge is .,topartici-, . / 

pate in that participation. In participation, the two axiological ques-

tions ot humanlif'e,in Tillich's view,of' being'antt"meaning, are answered. 
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"The e1ement of participation guarantees the unity of a disrupted world ••• ~ 

- Paul T1J.l.ich 
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PROLOGUE 

THE QUESTIONS TlLLICH LEFT US 

The legacy of an importent theologie.n or philosopher may find its 

signif'icance as much in the questions he reopened as in the answers he 

has given. In a memorial. article, Joseph Haroutunian placed Paul. Tillich 

among those great thinkers 'Who "have a tantaJ.izing way of opening our eyes 

and making us wonder." He turned our attention to the finitude that is 

the snurce of man' s grandeur::..and misery. ttTo him," Haroutunian points 

out, l'what diff'erentiates man f'rom beuts is that man asks the question 

of being, which is the question.~.of' finitude" - which is "the question 

Tillich l.ef't us."l. Evaluations of' Till.ich's place in the contemporary 

theol.ogicaJ. scene are l.arge1y determined by whether or %lOt the assessor 

himsel.f' asks, as the primaJ. human question, "What does it mean to bel" 

The ontol.ogical question is %lOt, however, the only means by which 

Tillich has made us wonder. He has asked if' we do not appreciate cul.tural 

f'orm until. we grasp the rellgious content, the ul.timate concern, within 

it. He has directed us to observe the marmer in which theol.ogical state-

ments are always necessarUy expressed in phil.osophical. terme which Irlq 

distort, disf'igure or devel.op them. He has chaJJ.enged us to re-shape 

our theologicaJ. terminol.ogy, to question the validi ty of' some terms, 

substitute others and appreciate the principl.es by which l.anguage and 

symbol.s Irlq change. He has pressed us to recognize that time JIlÇ' have the 

signif'icance of kairos and. history the aim of the Kingdom of' God. Somehow 

he has deepened us, drawing us not onl.y in'to a procedure of' thought but 

into .an existentiaJ. engagement with the reaJ.ities of' l.ife. John 

l.Joseph Haroutunian, ttThe Question Tillich Left Us" in Paul. T:illich: 
Retrospect and Future, Nashvil.l.el Abingdon Press, l.966, p.,5l. 
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D:illenberger has 'Written that 1t 1s to be upected that T:J.l.lich liOu'ld 

have 18ft no scho01 or group of disc1p1es; in tact,. an attempt to be a 

d1sc1pJ.e woul.d miscarry. A theo10gica1 system that 1s one man' s home must 

be another man' s prison. Till1ch' s system 1s un1queJ.y f:illed vith bis 

phUosopbica1 concerns, cuJ.turaJ. appreciations and sc1ent1t1c (psychologicaJ.) 

interests.. His d1sc1pJ.es. are only "in spirit" - those who come away from 

the encounter vith h1m "somehow different."2 Hen~e, T:U11ch studies have 

taken on a special. character, al.ways a 11ttle se1t-conscious about l.ookil'lg 

ai; sometb1ng from the outs1de, but generall.y imbued vith the sense that 

the body of thought under investigation is deaJ.ing seriously and s1gni1'icantly 

vith questions that need contronting. The fact that there is IlOt a 

T:i.ll.ichian scho01 but a "circle", 

der es sich zur Autgabe macht, das Werk Paul. TilJ.ichs 
zu pfiegen, zu f8rdern und mit den Gedanken Tillichs 
im Gesprlch zu bl.eiben,~ / 

refiects the general. tenor of those studies. 

1. The state of T:i.ll.ich Studies 

'While TW.ich's 1mrk from the beginning bas call.ed forth both 

appreciat1ve and crit1caJ. reactions, the first stage of "T:1ll.ich studies" 

d1d not properl.y begin untiJ. the publication of the first vo1ume of bis 

Slstematic Theology in 19.51 and the compendium of articl.es about bis views 
. 4 

ed1ted by Char1es W. Kegley and Robert W. Bretall. in the follow1ng yes:r. 

2John Dillenberger, "Paul. Tillichl Theo10gian of Cul.ture", ibid. p.41 
:3Frospectus on Paul. TW.ich, Evangel.isches Verlagswerk, Stuttgart,1968,p.25 
4C.W. Kegl.ey and R.W. Bretall (eds.) The Theol.ogy of Paul. T:U1ich. 

New York: Macmillan, 1952 
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Previously, Karl Barth, lima.nu.el. H1rsch 8lJd others had taken issue with 

aspects of bis thought, as he had with theirs,5 but oJily after the main 

outlines of Tillich' s position had begun to be clear were careful studies 

made of its f'acets. Tbat ~ of- these were mst affirmative needs 1ittle 

documentation. J.H. :Ranriall, Jr-.. ' caJJ.ed Tillich "not only the ablest 

Protestant theologian of' the present day, but also by f'ar the most per-

6 
suasive exponent of the phUosophy of' ex1stential.ism" wbll.e Wal..ter Leibrecht 

cla1med tbat Tillich "bas spoken to modern man with a penetration which is 

perhaps unequalled by a:ny other man of' thought." 7 . This side of' T1lllch 

studies has continued into the present as J.A.T. Robinson's "tracts f'or the 

tillles" f'ocus attention on aspects of Tillich's thought as he maintains that 

T1lJ.ich has served our generation sign1ficantly in demonstrating "tbat the 

Biblical. faith in the real.1ty of God can be stated in all its majesty and 

mystery, both of transcendence aJJd immanence, without dependence on the 

supranaturalist selleme."8 

From the beginning, however, it became clear that soma of the mst 

crucial. characteristics of Tillich' s theology afforded others great d1f'

ficulty. Karl Barth, bel.iev1ng that no "systematic" theology can be allowed 

for it must be the work of man aJJd not God, has long fel.t "a holy respect 

for a good philosopher - and l admire my friend Paul Tillich", and then goes 

on to say, "But l do not th1nk he is writing Christian theo10gy."9 Reinhold 

Niebuhr caJJ.ed attention to the danger of' onto10gicaJ. speculations "wh1ch 

SDav:td Hopper surveys these debates in Tillich: a Theological. Portrait, 
Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1968, pp.3.5-100 

6J.H. Randall, Jr.,"The Onto10gy of Paul Tillich" in Kegley-Bretall, 
op. cit. p. 1.61 

7W. Leibrecht, ttThe Life and M1nd of' Paul Tillichtt in Rel.igion and 
Culture: Essays in Honour of Paul Tillich, London: SeM, 1959, p.3 

8J.A.'l'. Robinson, "The DeBate Continues" in D.L. Edwards (ed.) 
The Raneat ta God Debate, London. SeM, 1963, p.259 

9Kar1 Barth, Karl Barth's 'l'able 'l'al.k, John D. Godsey (ed.) Richmond: 
John KnoxxPress, 1963, p. 29 



subject either God or man to an ontologicaJ. necessity" and thereby faJ.sity 

10 
the drama ot which the BiblB speaks. John B8lUl8tt had the same reservation, 

that Tillich "surrounds the Christian revelation with an ~ntology 1Ih1ch 

seems ••• to 'dominate the revelation and distort it.nll Dietrich Bonhoeffer 

telt that Tillich "does not advance beyond the speculative" by attemptirlg 

to define the Protestant message without reterence to sin as the Grenz-

situation and the message ot grace and torgiveness as its answer. In bis 

estimate, Tillich's ontologicaJ. emphases empty the message ot its religious 

contents.12 Tillich had come under attack early by :&D:U Brwmer for bis 

concept ot the Unconditioned, which in the latter' s view. betrqed a Gnostic-
.. ' 

ism which denied the personal.ity of God. Through the years Nels Ferré, 

wh1J.e main~s deep admiration tor Tilli~ as a person, bas been 

troubled by this same point, bel.ieving that TW.ich' s reservations about 

a personal God underm1ne prqer and 1I1Orship".as well. as faith, to the point 

where he calls it a tlJ.ingering nalveté that sees him basical.l.1'as a 

Christian. ul~ The c.1.osest and most thorough studant of Tlllich' s work, 

James Luther Adams. mak~s a simllar criticism: 

••• because 'l'1ll.ich bas been so prone to show that God is 
not an Object or a Supreme Being ••• he bas, inad~tely 
deaJ.t vith the question ot the character ot God. 

Full-length appraisals ot aspects of Tillich' s theology comprise another 

IUR. Niebuhr, "BiblicaJ. Thought and OntologicaJ. Specul.ation in T:illich's 
TheolofZY", in Kegl.ey-Bretall., op. cit. p. 21.7 

J.1J. Bennett, "A Protestant View ot Authority in the Church", 
'l'heolo~al. Digest, v.ll, 196~, p. 21.2 

• Bonhoeffer, Act and Beg, transe B. NobJ.e, London:ColJ.in8,1962,p.87n 
J.~Nels Ferré, "T:illich and the Nature ot Transcendance" in Paul. '1':1llich: 

RetrospMt and Future, op. cit. p.7 
J.L. Adams, Paul. '1':1llich's Phllosoph,y ot Cu1ture, Science and Religioni 

New Yorl.: Harper and How, J.965, p.270 
~ C3t""'~~VJ ~~!\( l~ Ph;l8.i:;Ovr~ of ~(",}Ir."" tL~pfcJ. 

'3.L. WtJ.f (~.s.) tv.'c, ~ ~ W~o-, 11':1}7 dl. 
, -, 1 t',-y 
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stage of T:illicb s'tudy. The reservation about the systematic nature of 

T1ll.icb' s thinldl3g expressed by David Boberts~5 vas apanded by Kenneth 

HamUtOn who insisted on a distinction bstween "systematic thinldl3g" and 

"thinldl3g in a system", holding tbat the insight and power of the Gospel 

C8lll'lOt be contained within a systemes boundaries. Constructing bis critique 

on a Kierkegaardian foundation, tbat a System bas no room for a Sel.f', 

16 Hamilton contanded that Till.ich's theo1ogy bas no place for the individual. 

A companion volume, by J. HeyWood Thomas, attacked the philosophicaJ. 

side of TUl.icb' s work from the perspective of a philosophicaJ. empiricism 

he believed T1lJ.icb never understood. Taking on the ro1e of T1lJ.ich' a 

"logicaJ. critic", Thomas believed the fuMamental. concept of being in the 

Systematic Theology ia collfused aJld tbat Tillich miSUllderstands philosopb;r 

as a subject rather tban a metbod..17 MeanwbUe, Fr. George Tavard had taken 

the measure of Tillich'snChristology, finding it defectivé in its rejection 

of the Chalcedonian two-nature fol'llIliLa.18 R. Allan lW.l.en had extènsiveJ.y 

exam1ned Tillich' s onto10gy, conc1.uding tbat it is incompatible with the 

Protestant message.19 

T:il.lich' s anthrojaology bas been investigated and cri tici~ed by 

Bernard Martin. Troub1ed by T1l1ich' s insistance on the transcendental. 

nature of the FalJ. and by 'What appeara to him as a 10sa of the historical 

13D. Boberts, "TiJJ.ich's Doctrine of Man", in Kegley-Bretall,op.cit.,p.1:30 
16K. HamU ton, The System· and the Gospel, London: SeM, 196:3, p.1:39ff, 

pp.174-196, 224-5 ' 
17JgH. Thomas, Paul T1l1icb: An AppraisaJ., London: seM, 196:3, pp.:36-7 
1Ba..H. Tavard' Paul Tillich and the Christian Message, New York: 

Char1es Scr1bner's Sons, 1962 
19&.A.Killen, The Onto10gicaJ. Theolo" of Paul Tillich, Kampen, the 

Nether1tmds: . J.H. Kok, 1956 
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Jesus, Martin is even more disturbed by 1dlat he takes·to be. TW.1ch's 

actual. metbod, erecting an onto1ogy on the basis of man ~ s ex1stentiaJ. 

anxiety and then l.ett1ng it dominate the anSW8rs as wel.l. as the questions. 

T1l11ch' s Hent1re COlIIIX»l.ogicaJ. view is col.ored· by bis acc~tance of 

a.md.ety as man's fundamental. psycb1c experienCe ••• H20 Thus, TW.1ch bas 

been charged. vith allOldng the demands of a systematic onto1ogy, on the one 

band, and the cla1ms of ex1stentiaJ. experience, on the other, to ·disfigure 

bis thought. 

Another aspect of T11lich studies bas deveJ.oped, overl.apping tbis 

1ast stage. As the full system unfâld'ed in the second and tbird volumes of 

the Slstematic Theology, a number of surveys appeared to aid in introduc1iBg 

readers to the key concepts and overall schema of T:i.111ch's work. .Alexander 

McKel.way bas done this from a Barth1an perspective, .. as bas Josef Scbmitz 

from a Roman Cathol.ic one. 21 Guyton. B. Hammond bas summarized the system 
22 

in popul.ar fom, bnildlng around the princip1e of "seli'.transcend.ence." 

Describing The Vision of Paul T:i.111ch as centering on Htheono~, Carl. J. 

Armbruster outJ.ined the system in rel.ation to T:U.l.ich' s philOsophy of . 

culture.2:3 Each of these volumes includes a number of cr1t1caJ. ~mments 

on' such points as Tillich' s conceptoof non-being as emp1r1caJ.ly unverifiable, 

his symbo1 theory as 1nad.equate in distinguishing true from 1ess.true 

symbol.s, bis ontology as dealing unjustly w1~ the naturaJ.-supernaturaJ. 

. 20 B. Martin, Paul T:UJ.ich' s Doctrine of Man, Loildon: Nesbit,1966,p.111 
21 McXel.way, A. The Sxstematic Theo1ogy of Paul Tillich, Richmond: 

John Knox Press, 1~ . 
J. Schmitz, Die Apo1osetische Theologie Paul T:ill.1chs, Mainz: 

Matthias.~ewaJ.d, 1966 . 
22 G.B. Hammond, The Power of Sel.f.Transcendence,St.Louis: Betha.r.l\Y,1966 
2:3 C.J. Armbruster, The Vision of Paul T:U.l.ich, New Yorkz Shhed and . 

Ward, 1967 
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auheme. But these. 'NOrks are descriptive rather than cri tica1 in· in~,nt. 

David H. Kel.sey' s book on The F&bric ot Paul Tillich' ~ Theoloq is somewha.t 

siml1 ar, as he seeks ta trace the bibl.ical., phUosophical. am.. e:.d.stentia1 

·24 
strands through the warp and 'NOot ot the system. 

Recen~, another aspect ot st~ bas taken. a place. in the overaJJ. 

spectrum. Historical anaJ.yses haà exami nad the way T:lllich' s perspec

tives have been shaped by those thinkers he has taken !DOst seriously. 

Frank W. Whit8's dissertation is on Sch1eiermacher and Tillich, Fr. Daniel. 

O'Hanlon's on Schelling's infl.uence. James Luther .Adams has produced a 
~ . '. . 

- comprehensive s'tudy ot the historicaJ. development o~ TW.ich's early period 

unt:U 194.5. David Hopper, devel.opiDg a iheological Portrait, bas described 

what he news as important moments in Tillich' s theo1ogica1. grOwth. He. 
. . 

demonstrates .such points as a new awareness ot the dis~tiveness, ot 
. . . 

Christi~ revel.ation in the controversy with Kirsch, and a gradua1 JI!OV8-

ment away trom emphasisoon the kairos toward a morepervasive ind1v:idual1sm.2.5 

In view ot this broad scope ot T11J.ich studies, what is needed now! 

'What is to be done nen! Surely, 'W8 have adequate surveys and condensa

tions. While additional historica1 investigations may wall be made, we 

have enough materiaJ. at band to understand. T:iJ.lich in rel.ation to the 

major traditions in which he stands. Critica1 studies have been completed 

on most ot the basic doctrines and themes ot Tillich' s thoughtz onto1ogica1, 

phil.osophicaJ., ChristologicaJ., etc. Now it appears that some new ventures 

may be Ulldertaken. Some of. Tillich' s major ~ncepts can be applied in 

24 D.H. Kel.sey, The Fabric ot Ti1l.ich' s 'lheology, New Havenz Yal.e 
Universi~ Press, 1967 

2.5 J .L. Adams, op. cit. and D. Hopper, op. cit. 



the study ot the world religions. Candidates tor such application woul.d 
.' 

be bis concepts ot religion, ul.timâte concern, lÇth and symboJ., and the 

character ot Spirit. T1llich's own intention was to move in this direction, 

as bis J.ast pubJ.ic lecture indicates.26 

Another series ot e%ldeavors couJ.d be an upansion ot T:UJ.1ch' s own 

attempts to correJ.ate bis own tormulations with the principles that are 

operative in other disciplines, such as art, psycho.analysis, or particuJ.ar 

schooJ.s ot ph1J.oso~. Guyton B. Hamma%ld' s study ot the cC1ncept ot estrange

ment in Tillicha:m:l Eric Fromm is an example. 27 

But betore concentrations ot these projections ot Tillich's thought 

change the emphasis of T:illich studies, additional work needs to" be done 

within bis thought itsel.f. The study of concepts that discJ.ose theactuaJ. 

inner dynamics of Tillich' s system is a necessary prerequisi te to the fulJ. 

exploration into relating bis thought to new issues. Does Tillich's style 

of theologizing contain. an inner cohesiveness? Are there principles within 

it that bring the various stra%lds of bis thought into an aètual.E.and neces

sary inter-relationship? These questions reqUire ansars, for i t is. IlOt 

enough to speak relevantJ.y to new issues if that simply means speaking the 

J.a.nguage they demande If relevance is to be more real than apparent, a 

structure of thought must have the c~abUity of dra~g those issues into 

a larger sphere of meaning which has both consistency a%ld fiexibUi ty enough 

to al10w tor the appropriate contributions of val.id, new views whil.e 

26 Paul. T:lll.ich, The Future of Religions, Jerald C. Brauer (ed.), 

New Yor~l Harper and Row, 1966, pp.so-94; cf. article by Mircea ELiade, p.3l-6 

"' G.B. Hammo%ld, Man in Estrangement: Paul. Tillich and Eric Fromm, ' 

Nashville: Vanderbi1t University Press, 1965 
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re1ating them to the total. endeavor ot man' s understanding bis wrld. 

Without cohesiveness, an apparent relevance would have little value. What 

is ca1l.ed tor now in Tillich studies is the analysis ot concepts that wuld 

reveal the ~cs and the dimensi9ns ot T:Ulieb.' s theology - ontological, 

phllosophical, existential.-phenomenological and biblical _. trom the inside, 

in their interaction. "The purpose lIOuld be to determine 'Whether sueb. an 

interacting has the coherence to make ot it a validapproach tor theologizing 

turther on the questions T:l.1lich lett us. 

2. Contention and Plan 

~ contention is that the concept ot participation represents the 

cohesiveness ot Tillich's theological system in a unique vay. IV plan is 

to examine it in its various contexts analyiical.ly, with· historical reter-

ences to c:Larif'y its meanings. 

At every major turnillg-point ot Tillich's thought'W8 meet partici!,", 

pation. In untolding his understanding ot being and Being-itse1t, he main-
in 

tains that "everytbing tinite participates in being-itse1t and/its ~ 

tinity." (ST I,237) The ontological reterence is but one ot ~ tor 

the concept. Tillidl has recognized its centrali'by"in"the whole consteJ.-

lation ot bis ideas: 

4 symbol participates in the reallty it symbolizes; the 
knower participates in the known; the lover pa.rticipates 
in the beloved; the existent participates in the essences 
which make it what it is, under the condition ot existence; 
the individual participates in the dest~ ot separation 
and guilt; the Christian p&rticipates in the New Being as 
it is manitest in Jesus the Christ. (ST l, 177) 

The individusJ. p&rticipates in bis env.ironment, in history, and can partici .. 
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pate "1n the transcendent union of unambiguous llfe" (ST III, '140) whUe 

the church, or rather, the Spiritual. Cormnnnity can be called holy in 

rlew of its IIparticipating through faith in the holiness of the D1rlne 

Lite." (ST III, 1.5.5) The concept is a key one by virtue of its ubiquity 

in T:Ulich' s thought. 

Participation 1s a key concept in a more important way, however: 

the concept is relationaJ.. To maintain that a being participates in some

thing is to speak of a decisive relationsbip. Now T11l1ch' s ent1re system 

is reJ.ationaJ.. He thinks systematically because bis purpose is to relate 

issues and answers to each other. His metbod is one of correlation and bis 

efforts are constantJ.y to rel.at8 phUosop~ and theology, onto10gical. 

structures and biblical. awareness, the indirldual.· and bis world, the ch~ch 

and secuJ.ar movements, bistory and its end, man and God. We can expect an 

important reJ.ationaJ. term to provide an entrance into the inner ~cs 

of a relationaJ. system of tbought and a perspective from wb1ch to eval.uate 

its cohesiveness. 

Additionsll.y, we shal.l see as we proceed klibat is far from obvious 

now, that participation is a key concept by virtue of the doors it w:Ul 

unlock. ibrough the study of tbis concept, 'W8 shall. see more clearly the 

axiological. principles of T1lJ.ich' s thought on the basis of which a fresh 

interpretation of T:illich' silCloctrine of God, a deepened Appreciation of 

the significance of Christo10gy for bis system, and a keener awareness of 

the central. l'Ole of bis symbo1 thsory will. resuJ.t. 

Wh:il.e it 1s clear to the lDOst casual. reader of Tillich that all 

sections of bis system share the term participation, i t w:il.l become 
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clearer to us that in the participatio~relationship the strands ot . 

T1lJ.ich's thought, ontological., philosopbical., enstentiaJ. and bibJ.ical. 

actuaJ.q cohere. 

3. Participations the Concept ot a Concept 

Cons1dering the trequenc;r vith which the term is used in Tillich' s 

writings as wall. as its centrality, 'N8 must tind 1t cur10us that partici

pation has IlOt rece1ved more cr1t1cal attention. Somet1mes, 1t 1s 

actu.al.l.y 19nored. Fr. Gustave We1geJ., tor example, comp1e~ overlooked 

the te:rm in an article and concluded that Ti1l1ch' s theology 1s Han 

acosm1c panthe1sm toucldnw upressed in terms ot m1sery and hope. H28 

Bad he cons1dered tbis concept caretully, vith 1ts dual. emphases ot dit

ference and 1dentity; he 1IOuld have seen that sometbing other tban pan

the1sm vas invo1ved and liOuld not have made the ser10us error ot maintain-

1ng that T:UJ.ich identifies being and existence, a fact wb1cb T:i1l1ch 

pointed out in bis response.29 

George F. McLean, another Roman Cathol1c assessor of Til.l1ch' s work, 

does not malee the same error. He notes the important p1ace participation 

has in Till1ch's thought, app~c1at1ng 1ts provision of a bas1s in reality 

for re1at1onsh1p with God by givillg upression t,. the dj,vine presence. "No 

religion cm be without tbis without being reduced to a secul.ar movement 

ot pol1ticaJ., educational. or scientific activism.H:30 McLean believes 

the term points to the reality of a rel.igious rel.ationship essentiaJ. for 

any vitaJJ.y rel.igious movement. He sees Tillich mainta:Jn1ng that one of 

28 in O'Meara, J.A. and Weisser, C.D. (eds.) Paul TilJ.ich in 
Catho1ic Thousht, Dubuquea Priory Press, 1964, p. 18 

29 Ibid. p.2:3 . 
:30 Ibid. p.48 



the chaJ' enges of contemporary Protestantism betore the emptiness of 

theological. abstl-actioris and moralistic p].ati tudes is to "restore the 

el.ement of part1cipation in the divine."31 

But Mctean bas bis reservations about Tlll.ich' s devel.opment of the 

concept. In bis view, Tillich's participation is basi~ pantheistic. 

He tries to recover what Luther rejected under the infiuence of the Erfurt 

nomi"aJ :i ste, but in mak1ng God the depth dimension of men he lets the 

"e1ement of pantheism" take control. The consequence is that T:i11ich 

must then posit iDiividualization as a countertorce, and in the pl'Ocess 

the real individua1:ity of both God and man is lost.3~ In the midst of 

meaninglessness, TW.ich stresses a depth dimension which is really on1.y 

subjectivity: "untortunate1y, his solution seeks this participation fl'Om 

within ••• "33 

!mch of the force of Mctean's criticisms disappears because the 

two objections he ruses cancel each other out. The "depth dimension" 

cannat be merel.y subjective if the comprehensive setting is pantheisme 
,. 

McLean does, however, caJJ. for a different kilid of participation, in God 

as a separate entity, supernaturaJ. if you 'Will, which is a matter that 

will require caretul. attention. Schmitz makes much the same demande 

Tillich' s attempt to correct the reduction of God to the status of part-

nership in a personalist I-Thou encounter has become overcorrective. The 

participation concept in TiJJ.ich, as Schmitz v:1.ews it, does not aJJ.ow for 

a real separation of persons· or tbings, so that Creation, the Fall and 

31 Ibid. p • .5J. 
32 Ibid. p.82 
33 Ibid. p.84 
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Redemption are but Moments iD· the Divine Life.34 T1lJ.ich shouJ.d have 

he1d ta a causa1 interpretation of participation, and a supematural Gad, 

as in the Thomist tradition. 

The pantheistic charge is made :in a al;; gbtly d1f'f'erent connection 

by Arnold Come, who claims that 1Ihen T:l.lJ.1cb saya that "man participates 

in alllevels of'111ife,. but he parti~ates fully only in tbat l.evel. of' lite 

wb1ch he himsel:f' is - he bas commlmion only with persons", he is asserting 

that participation" ~does l'lOt trul.y express the unique qua:;L1ty"o~ inter

personal re1ationship, but ••• an additional wrd must be used, ••• ' colllDlWlion. ,,,35 

Since TilJ.1ch is so amd.ous to awid speaking of God as a person, Come 

insists, he allows the relationship of' participation to absorb that of' 

personali"cOmmun1on~ Mai p8rt1C1pates in the divine, "rather tban havirlg 

communion with God. 

W.l. Zuurdeeg makes the pantheist charge in stm. a different context 

and with another concerne To him, Tillich's use of' the participation con

cept is arbitrary, a contention he seeks tosupport with a rather· e1aborate 

argument. The term., according to Zuurdeeg, has its source in Lévy-Bruhl. 

Participation ani object1f'ication stand in contrast ta one another. T1llicb 

migb.t more cogently have added individua1ization as a tbird hllman attitude 

rather than speak of' the ontological polarity between the two tendencies, 

participation and individualization. He did not f'ind this course possible 

because of' Regal's influence upon bis tbjnking, Wicb. requ1red that one 

of' t..lle three terme be lef't out in order to maintain a bi-polar structure. 

". J. Schmitz, op. cit. p. 276f 
35 Arnold Come, Human Spirit and Hol;?; Spirit, phil adel.phia: Westminster, 

1959, p.166 The quotation f'rom Tillich is f'rom ST l, 176. cf. Come, pp.121-2 
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Unfortunately, the tbrust of this argument is lost in the initial. premise. 

As we shalJ. see, Tillich' s theory ot symbo1s has a suggestive paraJ.1e1 

to Lévy-Bruhl.'s, but tbis is not the only source ot the concept tor him. 

The participation concept presentsitsel.:t' .in the dial.ogues of P1ato, the 

onto1ogy of .Thomas Aquinas and the theological. and cultural. analyses ot 

Scb1eiermacher, with a11 ot "Wb:om Tillich was intimately tami1iar. '!he 

dimension of Zuurdeeg's critique that is significa:nt, however, is bis 

assertion that, as the paraJ.1e1 with LéV-Brubl. suggests, Tillich's 

onto1ogy "is a rebirth ot primitive religion" in wbich God or the gods . , 

were identical. wi th the cosmos and along wi th man participated in each 

other.36 We shalJ. need to examine this possib1e connection of T:1llich's 

views with mankind' s primeval rel.igious ~eriences, al~ough we nead not 

therefora accept Zuurdeeg's reductionist imPlication that those views 

are to be discounted.Atter all, the term "primitive", ,along with "m;yth", 
must be ambivalent. These terms may rafer to the pre-scientific or to 

that perennial pre-1ogica1 sub-stratum of awareness,the ''primitive postu-

1ates" that are deeper than logica1 e:xpression. 

The most carefUl anSlysis of Tillich's use of participation bas 

been worked out by Lewis S. Ford. Ford finds five kinds of participation 

discussed in the s,ystem: 

1) causal participation,. as an effect participates in its 

cause in the Thomist system; 

2) inc1.usive participation, as man participatesin the 

subhuman resl.m of pbysica1~ chemical. and bio1ogica1 1evel.s 

j6 W.F. Zuurdeeg, An Analrlical. PhilosophYof Religion, Nashville: 
Abingdon, 19.58, pp.160-1 
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within bim and God participates in ex1sting re&Lities; 

3~ receptive participation, 'Wb1ch is an openness or sensi

tivity toWard that in which one participates, as a knower 

participates in the khown, a lover in the bel.oved; 

4) environmental. participation, referring to the individual's 

re1atedness to alJ. that surrounds him, or symbo1s being 

"imbedded in particu1ar contexte and webs of meaning"; 

5) essential. participation, that is, the relation of the 

particu1ar to the um.versal. as in the Platon1c cosmo10gy. 

As Ford examines the concept in Tillich's theory of symbols, he maintains 

that the apparent cogency of the argument rests on a "silent transition" 

from environmentaJ. to essential. participation. Ford finds this a con1'usion 

of distinctive meanings that is dangerous4r misleading.37 We shall need 

• to determine if Ford' s suggested t~logy will stand and,4 discover, in 

examilling the symbol-theory, whether Ford validly points to an u.."lW8rl"anted 

transition. Actually, va shall be testing the opposing,hypothesis, in 

view of the nature of tbis investigation, from the inside 1 that T:illich' s 

use of participation is remarkably consistent in the development of its 

meaning, which is not comprehended by any of Ford's types. The contention 

based on this hypothesis will be that the complexi. ty of the concept 1ends 

an air of apparent cogency to Ford' s argument, but the inner consistency 

of its meaning refutes i t. 

To summarize the basic issues as these wr1ters have elaborated them: 

we shall need to inquire Whether Till.ich· s ontology of participation is 

Y7 Lewis S. Ford, "The Three strands of TUJ.ich· s Theory of Religious 
Symbols" , in Journal. of Religion, v.46, 1966, pp.104-30 
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basical.ly pantheistic and there'by alien to the biblical. faith and message, 

whether it is an anachronism, a hold-over of a primitive religious ment

al.ity that must be outgrown, and whether its structure as a concept i6 

confused and misleading. In the. course of this inquiry, 'W8 shall be 

exam1ning the converse assertions, that in participation we can observe 

the correJ.ative manl'ler in ldlich biblica1 faith and ph1l.osophic thought 

enrich each other, fulfilling mu.tual potentiaJ.ities of Wlderstanding; 

that participation, analogous to "primitive" religious experience, points 

to a basic ld.nd of relationship with persons, objects and the divine that 

'W8 need to recover; and that the concept is one 'Hhich can be properly 

defined in Tillich's usage and appropriated as a val.uabl.e constituent 

of theo1ogical. thought. 

Tillich himselt gives us seme but :not a great deal. of direct heJ.p. 

In the tw places in-his 'Wl"itillgs where he offers a dei'inition, his treat

ment is too brief to b~ ad8q'.l8.te for aU the cOntexts in which the term 

is found. In the setting of epistemo1ogioal. discussion, he writesl 

Participation llteraJl.y means "taking part", but there is 

an ambigui ty in the meaning of the mrd. It cm mean 

"sharing", as in having shares in an enterprise, or it 

can mean "having in commono, in the sense of the Platonic 

methexis of the individuaJ. in the Wliversal., or it can 

mean "becoming a part", as of a politicsJ. lDOvement. In 

alJ. three cases participation points to an"element of 

identity in that which is d1fferent or of a togetherness 

of that lihich is separated.:36 . .. 
The other definition TilJ.ich offers, as we shall see, close1y paralJ.el.s 

thisone. 

j8 Paul TllJ.ich, "Participation in Knold.edge: Problems of an 

Onto1ogy of Cognition" in Socio1ogica: Frankfurter Beitrllge zur Socio1osie, 

Band 1, herausgegeben von T.W. Adomo and WaJ.ter Dirks, Frankturt am Maiil: 

Europllische Ver1agsanstaJ.t, 195.5, p. 201 
,'If " 71 ~~.~ 
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We must notice carefu1ly that. Tillich recognizes an ambigui ty in 

the wrd. An ambiguity is similar to a ~tery. On the one band, if one 

"explains" a D\V'stery, it is no longer ~sterious. On the other hand, truly 

to "reveal" a iç'stery must be to conceal. it, to preserve its D\V'sterious 

character. Likewise, with an ambiguity: to clar11'y an ambiguity in a 

concept wuld be to demonstrate its multi-dimensionaJ. nature .and ·thus to 

dissolve the ambiguity. On the other band, to point to a real ambiguity 

is to retain it, to insist that no one aspect of the term adeq'.latel.y in

cludes its totality of meaning, that one denotation is not complete in 

itse1f but requires the other connotations to corrvgy its full sign11'icance. 

Tillich clearly conceives the ambiguity. of participation in tbis second 

way, as a pregnant ambiguity. We must question 1ibether this is legitimate. 

Yet even 'With its ambigu1ty, the definition Tillich unfo~ here 

will apparentl.y be unable to include the meaning of finite beings partici

pating in Being-itseU', or the other ontological reterrents of the tenn. 

The definition leaves too Dl81'JY important questions urianswered. Does 

participation m.ean a substantial sharing? ls power imparted in the partici

pation-relationship? Are forms imposed or attributes received? By speaking 

of sharing in an "enterprise" he 1nd:i.cates a ~c 8l'ld open character 

of ontological realities in their participating, but l'lOt very clearly. 

Tillich does, however, point to two basic elements of participation 

here that stand behind its ambiguities and appear to have a relevance for 

the.ontological and other settings of the term - the element of identity 

and. the situation of being separated. Yet surely the term must point to 

more than these. 
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We should note that,\Fordls QI'o1ogy is al.ready in question in 

view of the tb1rd kind of participation T1ll.ich ment'Üm1s here: "becolll11'1g 

a part" of something, 1ike a poU tical. party. A conscious decision and 

activity are required for this which Fordls category of "receptive 

participation" can hardly inc1.ude. Bowever, the def1nition indicates no 

recognition of the possib1e difficul.ty to 'Which Ford caJJ.s our attention, 

that the types of participation suggested, sharing in an enterprise, and 

P1atonic methexis, for ex.ampJ.e, may not reSlly be compatib1e with each. 

other. Even anE.ambiguous term. requires an imler continuity of meaning. 

In examining participation, we are dealirlg with a concept some inter

preters of T1lJ.ich have ignored and others have attacked. 1'iUich himse1.f 

has not dealt, in arry one p1ace, 'With its full compJ.exity. Combined v1:tJl 

the crucial ro1e the œBcePt p1ays in the diverse sections of Tillich' s 

system of thought, these considerations underscore the necessity of a 

thorough 1nvestig'l:~i~n.: . ,',' . 

. ~. . ~ :' 

~-- .' .. "-":'1· 

Before we proceed to T11l.1ch's system itsel.t, however, we would do 

wel.1 to trace the major moments in the history of tbis conc~p't tbrougb. the 

course of Western thought. One reason for doing this is suggested by 

TUlichJs ·reference in his definition to Pla'tOiîic';ilieiJbexis. T1ll.ich. is 

conscious of the historicaJ. development of the terms he uses. The second 

reason is that misconstructions of T1lJ.ich' s meaning may be based on the 

assumption that a meaning fixed in a particular historical era is normative, 

when actual1y Tillich has revalued the concept. 'lhis is, in fact, the case 

wi th participation. We can appreciate the ù.n1queness of T11l.ich. 1 S ap

plication only against the background of the history of the idea. 



CHAPTER l 

TEE HISTORY OF AN IDEA 

Tillich has tol.d of being asked once by a fundamentaJ.ist minister, 

"Wby do we need phil.osopby when we possess all. truth tbrough re~el.ation?" 

The theol.ogian· s comment was that the man did no~. real.ize that in the words 

he used, "truth" and "revel.ation", "he vas determined by a l.ong history 

of phil.osophica1 thought which gave these words the meaning in which he 

used them."i The participation concept has such a l.ong history, with . 

earl.iest origins in the pre-Socratic medica1.writers and a real. beginning 

as a concept of major importance in the Platonic dial.ogues. It bore a 

new emphasis in the thought of Plotinus, reached a climax in the Summa 

of Thomas Aquinas and experienced a renewal. in the theol.ogy of Scbl.eier

macher before i ts appropriation by T:ill.ich. The meanings phil.osophical. 

thought has given it have not always been sel.f-evident. 

l.. The Beginning in· Plato 

The pursuit of a concept tbrough the Platonic writings is soon en

tangl.ed in hermeneutical. circl.es every bit as perpl.exing as those which 

bedevil. bibl.ica1 interpretation. The participation term is to be understood 

in the context of the theory of Ideas which is the crux of controversy 

among interpreters of Plato. Was i t Plato' s purpose to remol.d the question

ing Socratic spirit into a rigid ontol.ogical. scheme? Or vas he, in the 

Socratic tradition, primarlly committed to dialectics? Or, as the Neo

Pl.atonic school. came to bel.ieve, vas he ul.timatel.y a mystic who, as shawn 

in the Seventh Letter, bel.ieved that truth vas neither to be systematized 

i Paul. Tillich, .§, l.0 
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nor defined but apprehended in a fiash ot llluminationl FortunateJ.y, we 

.need not, tor our purpose, become immersed in these issues, except to 

question .the suggestion that Plato was consciou~ buil~ a8.1stem. 

Were the Athenian master' s intention to develop a systematic wor1d.-scheme, 

he would hardly have chosen dialogues rather than discourses to set it 
. . . . . . . .' - . 

forth, and the p~icipation .concept would hardly have had the ~mp1exi:ty 

thatcame to characterize it. 

Aristatle claimed th~t Plato never really Ullderstood what he meant 

by participation. Ta speak ot things participating in Ideas was to him 

"to use empty words ~ poetical metaphors ... 2 . Actually, Plato took some 

pains ta at~mpt to ~icate what. it meant that entities .. in the two orders 

ot ~e~ity had tbis k1nd of re1ationship vith each other. 

Plata's terme, eidos and!!!!!, are both derived trom idein, to see, 

and denote wllat Ritter. calls "die augenfmige Iusser1ichkeit" of a thing 

or nits looks.") The words came ta mean that which gives a thing its 

shape or character, the distinctive quality of an object or s'tate. As 

abstract thought developed, the terme came to be applied to non-sensib1e 

properties o~ patterns. Plato be1ieved that Ideas or Forma were real' 

though their reality was ot a different order trom obse~able phenomena. 

He sought ta determine where they could be located in time and space and 

distinguished them trom the wor1d of things. (Phaedo and the Republic). 

2 Aristotl.e, Metaph.ysics, 9918.zL, Richard McKeon (ed.) The Basic Works 

ot Aristatl.e, New York; Random House, 1941,. p.708 . . 

j in H.C. BaLdry, "Plaw's 'Techriical. Terms'", The Classical. 

Quarter1y, v.31, p. 14U. Werner Jaegeris impressed bY'the trequencyot 

the phrases "looking at sometbing", "with one's eie t'imld on someth1ng" 

in Plata, which phrases "vividJ.y evoke what he means by eidosl:'i"and idea." 

The words were used by medical. wri tars ta describe the common'orm--;;;

appearance ot a number of types ot disease. Paideia: the IdeaLs of Greek 

Culture, London: Oxford, 19Z14, v. II, p~ 162 
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Methexis was the primary term Plato ·used for describing the rel.a

tionship of Ideas to sensible objects. and states. The wrd, meaning to 

partake of, is· itself a composite of·~ and~, to have, hold or 

possess in common. Other words used in a sim:ilar way are koinoneo, to 

have a share of, and parousia, being present in orwith a thiDg. . The 

firth century (B.C.) philosophers and medical writers used these terms 

for re1ationsbips in 'Which properties were shared substantial.ly. They did 

not distinguish between substances and attributes but, as -H.C. Baldry puts 

it, "vaguely regarded qualities as 'thillgs'." A patient's fever shares 

in or partakes of to thermon, the hot, in the Hippocratic writings. In 

the Helena of Isocrates, dated about 390 B.C., metecho can eJq)ressa 

pa.rtald.ng of non.-sensible qualities, like wisdom and justice. These usages 

provided the material. from which Plato fasbioned bis concepts •. One other 

'WOrd used for the relationship of things· to Ideas, mimesis , :imitation or 

likening, has· been taken to imply a more abstract connection. However, 

the earller sense of this word was "embodying" or "representing",· as an 

actoi' impersonates a character in a play. 

Using these concepts, Plato set out to deal with the problems that 

concerned bim. In the Laches, the questioning Socrates seeks Ha common· 

quality" of courage that is the .same in the courageousness of soldiers in 

battl.e, saUors at sea, persons in poverty and pain (191e-192b).,. while in 

the Eutbyphro bis concern is for a defini tion of piety and impiety. The 

Gorgias deveJ.ops a theme of .order, maintaining that "that lddch makes a 

thing good is the proper order inhering in each thing" (506e), and in the 

Eutbydemus Socrates speaks of beautiful things being not the same as 
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"abs01ute beauty but they have beauty present vith eacb' ot them. ft (:301a) 

In the Gorgias, . Plato uses metecbein tor the tirst' t1me. Socrates 

speaks here ot neutral. actions sucb as si.tting, walldng, rumling, sail.1ng, 

or objec~s sucb as ''WOod, or stones, that are not inherently good or' ev1l. 

but "whicb partake sometimes of the nature of good and at: other times of 

evil., or of neither." (477e) This participation is recaptive and does not 

require that what is received must be necessar:iJ.y or intrinsically a part 

of the subject's nature. A contrasting subject in the'~,-however,-br1ngs 

out" another meiming of the terme Meno protesta tbat virtue couJ.d not be 

the same in man and in woman, . who se soci010gical functions are so different. 

Socrates responds by pressing the question: are not temperance and justice 

required in both the male function, of ordering the state, and the female 

function, of ordering the bouse t If men, wmen, ch11 dren and youtb. are to 

be good "then aJ.1 men are good in the same way, and by participation in 

the same virtues." (7:31» This ethical context calls for more°than a 

passive 'partak1ng: participation here is the consequence of ethical.· decision 

and action. 

In Socrates' purported 1ast conversation 'With bis closest friends in 
. " 

the Phaed.o, the Ideas are described as the unseen -realities related to ob-

jects as sou1s are to bodies. Just as sou1s may be" vithdrawn" in themse1ves 

in purity and immortality (79d) or as in this llfe, mixed vith body, impure, 

tainted by passions and desires (67a), s~ Ideas can existin a pure state (BOd) 

or as embodied, "present" in tbings. "Nothing makes a thing beautiful.", 

says Socrates, "but the presence and participation of beauty in whatever 

way or manner obtained; ••• by beauty aJ.l. beautifu1 things become beautifu1. Il (lOOd) 
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In this conten, participation involves the imparting of a quality into 

:that 'Which can receive it. As to the "manner", Socrates admits, "1 am 

uncertain" but of the fact of the convergence of reaJ.ities ot two orders 

in a' sharing be'tween them, he is convinced. 

In tbis dialogue, Plato develops a causal participation theory. As 

a tbing becomes beautifu1 by participation in Beauty, so "the only cause 

of two is participation in duality" and tlthere is no way in which ~ 

comas into existence except by participation in its own proper essence" or 

nature. (101c) The Ideas comprise the real nature of tbings. 

These strands in the participation concept are elaborated more in 

the Repub1ic. The man who lives full.y awake and IlOt in a dream, can dis

tiDguish the Idea f'rom the objects which participate in it. (476d) A basic 

theme of' the dialogue is tbat the just man knows justice by becoming just, 

tbat is, by a just ordering of' bis own lite. '!'here is a kinship betw&en 

the knower and the known. Clearly in this dialogue, tbat which is lmown, 

the Idea, bas th~gher reaJ.ity, above those objects through which we can 

lmow i t. P&rticul.ars are seen as "tossing about" between being .. \and IlOt

being. 0Jü.y the Ideas are resJ., which find their :illumination and the 

ground of their being in the Good. Justice or &'lI3 other virtue 1s known 

in the light of' something greater than i tself, the Idea of the Good 

"which is beyond existence in digni ty and power." (S09b) AU the ldeas 

are ref'lections of the Good,: ;~.~ .. since they are types of excellence. In 

the famous sll.egory of the cave in Book VII, Plato dramatizes the convic

tion that sensible objects are the passing shadows of the real. 

Just when the theory of Ideas and the modes of participation in them 

seem most fully devel.oped, Plato suddenly csll.s them sll. into question 
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in the most perplexing and notoriously difficult dialogue, the Parmenides. 

Objections are raised to Plato' s most cheri shed convictions, without ap-

parent refutation. The criticisme of Parmenides in the dialogue seem te 

reflect discussion wi thin the Academ;.y. Socrates is disturbed about such 

difficul ties as whether there is an Idea of hair, mud and dirt and 'troubled 

about the manner of partaking: "Real.l.y, i t seems no easy matter to determine 

in any way." (1:31e) The significance of the dialogue may be that Plato 

here asserts that while aJ.l. the problems involved in the theory were IlOt 

reso1.ved, in time they.::can be worked out. That might be"':;the meaning when 

the o1.d phUosopher teJJ.s the young Socrates that his difficul.ty is that 

he l.acks "sufficient previous training" and that when phUosophy woul.d have 

a firmer grasp on him, he woul.d see things more cl.ear1.y. (l:3Sd) 

Parmenides' first objection is based on the absurdity of ·regarding 
. ~~ 

a particular as possessing a part or the who1.e of an Idea. He asksA "Each 

thing that partakes receives as its share eitherithe Form as a who1.e or a 

part of it? Or can there be any other way of partaking besides thisY" (1:31a) 

Parmenides deve1.ops an argument of . ridicule in terme of Largeness and 

SmaJ] ness, supposing that one bas a part of the Small., and "Wul.d need to 

bave a 1arger portion of the Small. to be small.er than the Largel The argu... 

ment 'WOul.d ho1.d with a.ny set oi' opposites of degree, such as light and 

dark or hot and cold. Cornford maintains that one 01' the earliest ways 

of misinterpreting the Ideas is refl.ected here. Eudoxus conceived partici-

pation in such a material way: Foms were bodies, divisibl.e, in mixture in 

things. Cl.ear1y, this is not Plato's view in the Phaedo or Republ.ic. 

This first objection is valid orily for those who can think in none but 
,-" 
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spatial and substantial terms. Later in the dialogue, Pqm.enide~ ~es 

an entirely different approach to the .Ideas of SmaJ.J.ness and Greatness, 

insisting theyare not such thatthey can be 1B ~ in a substantiel. 

way. (149dff.) 

. 1he second objection of Parmenides, an argument of infinite p~gression, 

need not concern us, invoJ.ving a~ it does olÜy the Ideas, cl.aiming that, 

arry new act of greatness must revise the Idea of greatness. Socrates. 

responds by sqing that perhaps the Ideas are simply in tlle mind, to which 

Parmenides offers a third objection which does concern usa in that case 

one coul.d orilyt;say tha.t things participate in Ideasif he woul.d maintain 

that things thirikl Bere 1s another misinterpretation of::, the Ideas. Never 

are they, for Plato, simply definitions or J.ogical universals. In alJ. of 

the dialogues, the Ideas have an ontological. reali ty. They are in ·the . 

structure of things. The mental processes of defini tion and . comparison 

simply formulate an understanding of what 1s already there. 

Socrates counters with another proposaJ., that ftwhat is· meant by'. the 

participation of other things in the ideas, is reall.y imi taUon of them. ft 

(J.32d) This provides the setting for Parmenides' fourth .objection, the 

argument of infini te regress. If the Idea and a part1cuJ.ar .stand in the 

re1.ationship of likeness to each other, we must posit another Idea, of 

which both partake, in order to expJ.ain the llkeness, and hence .a fourth, 

rel.ating the particuJ.ar to ~e J.ikening idea, .!!! infinitum •. David Ross 

finds tbis argument sound and claims Plato does net refute i t. Bowever ,. 

Plate did continue te use the theory. TayJ.or and Cornford show that Plato 

was aware of the infinite regress argument in the Republic (.597c) where 

Socrates apeaks of the Idea of bed, insisting there can be orily one ideal. 
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Taylor goes on to indicate the f~acy in ~armenides' argument 1,)y recalJ.1ng 

the view of Proc1us that a copy, homoioma, was related to the originaJ., 

paradeigma, not olÜy as a resemblance but al.so as a derivation~ Mod~ 

and copy are not equa1 partners in the relationsbip; participation in

volves the primacy of the Idea, i ts u1 timacy and ideali ty. 

In Tay1or's view, the gravest objection to the two worlds of Soc

rates is presented laàt by Parmenides - that such dualism 1eads to complete 

skepticism. (133a-135c) Our existence in a wor1d of shadows can only 

offer partial. knowledge: "we are prec1uded from knowing what real. good 

4 is ••• " But if· WB could hear directly from Plato himselt, we could expect 

that the author of the Divided Line passage of the Republic wo~d say. 

that though our senses only report shadows, we know they are shadows •. 

The skepticism is directed toward the senses, not the minci of man.· 

The next curious step in the dial.ogue seems to undermine alJ. the 

objections Parmenides has made, as he tells Socrates that bis ditficu1ties 

simp1y show the need of more schoo1ing in logic. Parmenides is then 

persuaded to demonstrate his logical. method, which comprises the remainder 

of the conversation. But most curiously, one of the primary principles 

of that method was comp1etely neglected in the treatment of the Ideas and 

the problem of participation: that is, the consideration of the opposite 

of the original thesis. They did not weigh whether the deniaJ. of the 

Participation theor,y might not invo1ve even worse ditticu1ties and 1eave 

~ of lite's experiences and perceptions unexp1ained. 

Cornf'ord believes that some of the 1ater passages in the dialogue 

". A.E. Taylor, Plato: The Man and His Work:, 2nd. ed. New York: Dial, 
1927, p.3.58 
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are decisive in ev81uating Plato's own position. B.Y refuting Zeno'~ 

max:l.Di that what is one camlot 8lsobe ma.rJy, Parmenides is reflecting 

on his earller argument against participation. (145) He affirms here 

that "a 'One which is' is both one and m&J'JY, wbo1e and parts." It is 

.2!l! and it i!. What is more, ma.rJy things' are One. Comford writes: 

Unity mUst be somehow dividedand distributed among 
lIUU\Y things; ••• the mere assertion of a One Being at 
onceimplies that there are ~ beings, each of which 
!! .2m Or partakes of Unit Y • 

Participation as an unavoidable fact is the prem:ise ot much ot the argu
:m 
ment. As Parmenides speaks ot the Unlimited, he estab1ishes how things 

partake. (1,58e-2591» Corntord summarizes the trend in the dialogue: 

"the unit Y (entities) l!!!! is net the who1e or a part of the Form, Unit y 

itselt, but an element ot Limit imposed upon an unlimited. nature, which, 

concei ved in abstraction, would be bare multitude wi thout any sort of 

~ty."6 Each object or instance partakes of Unit Y or Singularity or 

it would net be what it is. This factor of its reaJ.ity is shared with 

every other object or instance, as every man shares the fact ot individuaJ.-. . 

ity with every other. For Plato, participation was net a term dea1.ing . . . 

on1.y with a logica1 re1ationship; it had a causa1 significance, describing 

a factor in the shaping and forming ot the very nature of things. 

Interpreters differ as widely about the meaning of the Parmenides 

as they do about the who1e of Plato's phiJ.osopby. Vanhoutte judges that 

"when the Parmenides comes to question seriously the nature ot participation 

i tselt, everything tumbles in." 7 Ross believes that participation is an 

g F.M. Cornford, Pl.ato and Parmenides, London a Routledge,1958,p.146 
"Ibid. p. 212-3 

7 Maurice Vanhoutte, La Methode Ontologique de Platon, Louvain and 
Paris: Nauwelaerts, 19;6, p. 39 
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uJ.timateJ.y 1ndefinab1e metaphor.8 Cornford. seems the soundest when he 

decides that "it is naive to conclude that Plato himsel.t regarded the 

objections as seriously damagi!ig bis theory, although the nature of 

pArticipation is obscure and bard for our ~ginations to conceive. ,,9 

Neverthe1ess, he believes. that . we can say some things about participation 

in the Parmenides ina general wayz 1) it is not to be understood in a 

gross, materiàL sense;' 2) a Form has an independent.existence, not just 

in the minci - participation is not simply an intellective. process; 3) 

individual instances stand in a re1ation to the Form an8logous to tbat of 

a copy to an original, 1drl.ch~;.includes the relation of 1ikeness but is 

not confined to it. 

Significantl.y, the theory of Ideas is not abandoned by Plato in 

bis 1ater dialogùes. The Ideas as patterns find an important pace in 

. the cosmo10gy of the Timaeus. And in the Sophist participation is found 

in an interesting onto10gical setting. The Stranger is estabJ.ishing the 

position that not everything that is, is visib1e, nor is the distinction 

between the visib1e and the invisib1e so great as to 1eave an unbridge-

ab1e gul:f. 'Wbi1e a11 things do not have coDmllUlion with al1 other things, 

(which had been the view of Anaxagoras), surely "some things communicate 

with some things." (252d) Refiecting the Divided Lina image, he considers 

the ontological status of truth and falsehood, deciding that there cou1d 

be no fal.sehood Ul'Ù.ess l.anguage, opinion and imagination "partake of not

being." (260e) The principle is set forth that things that are partake 

of baing and that even not-being is a form of being. (258d) 

'What are we then to conclude concerning Plato' s concept of partici-

8 David Ross, Plato's Theo" of Ideas, OJc1ord: Clarendon, 1951,p.231, 

cf. P~'.M. Cornford, op. cit. p. 95 
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pation? SUrely, the dialogues offer more specifie content for the term 

tban AristotJ.e lorould have us believe. Nevertheless, bis charge that it 

is a poetic concept cannot be altogether deniedo 

. Participation for Plato expressed 'the intimacy of the relationship 

between things, states and phenomena of the world of the senses and the 

world of Ideas. The term indicates that thereare points of identi ty in 

spite of the separation between things and Ideas and among things them

selves. Further, participation underscores the primacy of the Ideas and 

the derived nature of the objective 'WOrld. Things gain their reality from 

the Ideas. Though not in a crude, substantial mmmer, objects of the 'WOrld 

of appearance are nevertheless dependent in a real, causative way. Partici

pation has a recepti ve side, in which. things are open to the character

forming reality otthe Ideas and l'et, in the etbical context, participation 

involves decision and action on the part ot the individuel. F1na"y, it 

reflects the kinship ot the knower and the known. For Plato, participation 

became a complex idea. He launched i t wall on its long history. 

2. Plotinus and the Neo-Platonic Tradition 

The participation tormula is notl'~iddely in evidence in the genera

tions that 1mm.ediateJ.y tollowed Plato. We have noted Aristot1.e' s reserva

tions about i t. The stoics rarel.y used the term because their ontology 

does not require it. For them, the universe is comprised ot matter and. 

force.. Godis the inherent power in things, the source ot life, motion 

and the Logos which gives them shape. Things aftect each other by air 

currents. AlJ. things appear to have acorporeal character, including the 
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souJ. and God.
10 In a unified universe, in which uJ.t:imate power vas d11'tused 

among aJ.l things, the participation formula was unnecessary. The tem is 

found rarely among the early Church Fathers 'Who had other preoccupations. 

Justin Martyr, however, wrote of bis conviction that Plato, the stoics, 

poets and bistor1ans each had a "Participation of the seminal. Divine Ward. "11 

The full impact of He11enistic ontological. thinking did not reach 

Christian theology until after Plotinus, who gave it an especially creative 

reshaping in bis own thought. Plotinus consciously sought to re-detine 

what he took to be the real philosophy of Plato in relation to the issues 

of bis dq, incorporating, in the process, some of the perspectives of 

Aristot'le and the Stoics al.ong with a very great measure of the reJ.1gious 

intensity of the mystery religions. It was in the fom he gave it that 

Neo-Platonism shaped Christian thought for the nen eight hundred years 

but bis concepts are not always ea6Y to define, p&rticularly, in Dean 

Inge' s opinion, "the very difficuJ. t Platonic doctrine of 'participation.' .el2 

The synthesis Plotinus proposed vas founded on the three ~stases. 

The One is the source of a1l things, al though the One is apart from the 

wor1d. The InteUect, or nous, emanating fram the One, 18 the seat of - -

an Aristotel1an kind of self-contemplation and of the Ideas of the Platonic 

type. The aJ.1-pervading Soul is the source of pravidential governance of 

the universe, the immanent order of tbings, in the manner of the sta1cs. 

10 Eduard Zeller, The S'teics, Ep1cureans and Skeptics, O. T. Reiche1, 

trans. London: Longmans, 1870, p.l2lt 
- 11 Justin Martyr, Second Apol.og,y, 2.1:3 in The Writings of Justin 

~fart:yr, in The Fathers of the Church, J .B. FeUs, trans., New York: Christian 

Heritag!~ -1948, p. 1:3:3 
W.R. ~e, The PhilosophY of Pl.otinus, London: Longmans, &reen, 

192:3, v. I, p.12:3-



Individual. things, in bis view, participate in FOrD! (Ideas), Upity and 

Existence, all. of which emanate from the Good which is the 0ne.l.3 . Fo~ 

are "autbentic existences" in which participation follows the Platonic 

pattern. Unities are possible by the second kind of participation" "a 

participation in the prima1 unit Y with the participants ~ajning distinct 

from that in which they partake."14 The entity does, not participate in 

part of the principle of Unit y, but nonly as e~tirety with entirety.n1.5 

In a parall.el. way, things participate in Being. 

The ontol.ogy of Plotinus reflected the science ot bis Clay, which 

fixed the sun as the center of heat and l.ight, which l.ost notbing of itself 

;n radiation. In his system, according to Dean Inge, HSpirit Cèlll aet 

upon Soul. and Soul. upon Mat"'er without l.osing ~ in the process •• ,l.6 

The One radiates Goodness and Being. But it radiates against Matter ,which 

has the capacityof resistance. Matter, which is ,evil., has only an ap

parent participation in 'ê.he Ideas or the Good; were its participation 

authentic, it woul.d be changed. As gold can be mol.ded in various patterns 

wi thout arry basic modification, so the worl.d of matter is intrinsicaJ.l.y 

17 
unchanged. 

The corporeality of man, how.ver, is not so utterly resistant. In 

man, participation means "that the corporesl. has approached soul." which 

in turn gives it something of i tseU .18 .All. resli ties have, however, a 

lj Plotinus, The Enneads, McKenna, t".ans., revised, B.S. Page, New 
York: Pantheon, I.7.2 

14 Ibid. V • .5.4 
1.5 Ibid. VI.4.8 
16 W.R. Inge, op. cit., p. l.96 
17 P-ktinus, op. cit. III.6.11-2 
18 Ibid. VI.4.l.6 
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certain p1ace on the scaJ.e· of being according to their ab:Ui ty to partici-

pate. The Authent1c A11, he maintains, is present ta everyth1ng! but it 

nenters as the participant' s power may al1ow. n 19 " 

The structure of participation is consistent in Plotinus in a way 

simUar te the Platonic outline of the concept. Things in this visible, 

changing wor1d participate in reaJ.i ties that are invisib1e, uncl1aDged, 

eternaJ.. That 'Which is "lowern p&rticipates in that which is transcendent. 

Plotinus will say, for examp1e, that "Being does not participate in the 

other four principles (Motion; stabUity, Identity and Difference) as its 

genera: they are net prior to Being; they do not transcend it. n20 In b6th 

Plato and Plotinus, participation is a re1atîon8l concept"that co~ects 

one kind of reaJ.ity with another. l'Body", Plotinus h01ds, n ••• ~s partici

pant does net participate in boW; body it has; its participation must be 

in what is net body. n21 

The difference between .the two presentations, PlatOnic" and Neo

Pl.atonic, is that because of the Stoic and Aristotelian influences on 

bis thought, Plotinus cou1d not feel comfor"table with the dichotomy 

between phenemena and the Ideas that Pl.ata described. Wh:Ue one kind of 

reality participates in another, which requires their separation, there 

is That which binds them: n.~.we are not separated fromBeing; we are in 

it; nor is Being separated from us: therefore all. beings are one~n22 The 

Oneness of Being containe all.. The key sentence of Plotinus is "A11 that 

is Yonder is also Here. n2:3 

19 Ibid. VI.4.3 
20 Ibid. VI.2.8 
21 Ibid. VI.4.13 
22 Ibid. VI.S.1 
2:3 Ibid. V.9.1:3 



On the oth~r band, Plotinus reveals an element in bis thiDking tbat 

is not present among the stoics or the Peripatetics. According to Paul . 
Henry, Plotinus differed from these primarily in bis understanding of 

that single, all.-powerfu1 ctynam1s which the stoics had found diffused 

tbrougb a perfect world. Plotinus saw it concentrated in one supreme 

reaJ.ity, the One, the Absolute, which is distinct from tbat 'Which comes 

below or after it but is nevertheless the source of everything.24 It was 

perhaps an intensive religious experience tbrough the DJS'ster". religions 

tbat brougbt him tbis sense of the intensity of the Being of the One. In 

the participation ontology of Plotinus, that One is the Primary on whom 

all. things depend. The relation of reali ties to the One is int:imate and 

real.;118 might cell it a kind of spiritual substantiality. 

The Neo-Platonic ontology, along wi th the participation formula, 

entered full and regular standing within the fellowship of Christian thought 

tbrough st. Augustine. Of course, there were important modifications. The 

One of Plotinus became God the Father of the Judeo-Christian tradition, 

whi1e the nous of Plotinus became the Augustinian verbum or the Word made -
nesh. The implicit d.ual.ism vas remolded in viewof the creation doctrine 

so that matter was no longer intrinsicaJJ.y evil "for aJ.l existence as such 

is good." The participation in which matter vas involved ris not simply 

apparent but actual because, Augustine pointed out, "matter participates 

in something belonging to the ideal world, otherwise it would not be 

matter. ,,25 

24 Paul. Henry, Introduction in Plotinus, Enneads, op. cit. 
25 Augustine, "De Vera Religione" in Au stine: Earlier Wri t s, 

Library of Christian Classics, Philadelphial Westminster, 195:3, p.2 



The structure of the participation-relationsbip in Augustine again 

showed something lesser tald.ng part in something greater. God does not 

participate in greatness but is. greatness itselt, as i8 the case with 

goodness, eternity, omnipoten~e ~ 26 Good things ·are good beeause they 

participate in goodness. Augustins advisesl "See then if you can pass 

beyond the things which· are gO()d by virtue ·of ·their . share (participation) 

in goodness and rise to the vision of the Good whose partial. presenc;:e 

makes them good," which Good is God. 27 

Ultimately, for Augustine, ·God is Being par excellence. He Iuls 

created things frem nothing andgiven them more· or 1ess being, arranging 

their essences in .varying degrees.· GUsonexplains that " ••• the inequality 

and the hierarch1caJ. arrangement of essences' is . based on ,the inequali ty of 

their possible participation in Being, and each··essence i8 represented .. 

by one of God's ideas.H28 ·Developing the position' of Plotinus, Augustine 

understood the wrld of Ideas as located in the mind of God, the Creator, 

29 
as the eterna1 patterns through which all tbings. vere . formed. -. Everything 

is 'What it is because it participates in God's ideas, througln~wbich all 

thing=:; are held together. The What of things is by participation in God's 

26 ct. "De 'l'rinitate", ibid. ::N .10 
27 Augustine, De Libre Arbitriô, n.l:3.35, Londonl seM, p. 42 
28- Etienne Gilson, The Christian PhUosopb.y of st. Augustine, transe 

L.E.M. Lynch, London: Gollancz, 1961, p.210 . 
29 The m~st direct expression is in De LXXX]!] cliversis guaestionibus,. 

Quaestio XLVI: De ideis in F&, Migne (ed.) v.XL, co1.29-:31 where Augustine 
writes: "SUnt namque ideae principaJ.es formae quaedam, vel rationes rerum 
stabUes atque incommutabil.es, quae ipsae formatae non sunt, as per hoc 
allternae ac semper eodem modo sese habentes, quae in divina intelligentia 
continentur. Et cum ipsae neque oriantur, neque intereant; secundum eas 
tamen fomari . dicitur. omne quod oriri et interire potest, et omne quod 
oritur et interit." 
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ideas; the That by participation in God's Being. "There is, then, a 

ChastitY-Ûl-!itself, and by p81. ticipating in it al1' chaste soul.s are 

chaste," as Gil.son points out, and' a Wisdo~in-itself, a BeautY-in-itself, 

etc. It is at this point that Augustine goes beyond the Pla'tonic and 

Neo-Platonic formulae to desCl'ibe an especialJ.y Christian content in the 

participation pattern. For " ••• if all. tbings are what they are because 

they resembJ.e something else, tben tbere must be a Resemblance and by 

participating in it all. like things are aJ.ike. This primary Resemb1ance", 
, 30 

as Gilson interprets Augustine, His none otber than the Word." , Augustine 

thus presented. a ChristologicaJ. solution to the onto1ogicaJ. problem. 

The onto1ogicaJ. problem for Augustine ws the separation of creature 

and Creator, man and God, demanded by the Jud'-4-Cbristian re1igious experi

ence, refracted in bis own, invo1ving the glory and grace of God and the 

sin and gui1t of man. The ontologicaJ. scheme of Plotinus, with its 

participation in a spj.ri tuaJ. substance inf'using all. things but passiveJ.y 

resisted by them, was inadequatefor the inc1.usion of these existentiaJ. 

reaJ.ities. AJ.thougb creation was basicaJ.ly good, tbere vas a sp1it in 

reaJ.ity'Which the Plotinian scheme coul.d not al1ow, for man must be acknow-

1edged as free to reject bis Creator. With this radical. eJ.ement in Augus

tine's system, the Plotinian infusion-participation reJ.ationsbip needed 

rep1acement. Participation is no longer a naturaJ. property or capacity in 

tbings: it is the gift of God's grace. The Son i8. the image or 1ikeness 

of the Father to perfection. He is a ttparticipation-in-itselftl by whom 

everytbing that exists can be. 

;30 E. Gil.son, op. cit. p.2lJ. 
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The complication ot this new onto1ogicaJ. structure vas caretul.ly 

thought tbrough· by Boetbius, Augustinian in taith, Neo-Platonic in ap

preciation, and Aristotel.ian in logicaJ. clari ty gained trom translating 

the Organon. Following the only use ot methèx1s Aristotle allowed, 

Boethius detined participation in one direction onlya "A thing that exiiSts 

can participate in something e1se, but abso1ute Being can in no wise 

participate in anything.n31 Everything participates in two ways: tirst, 

in Being, in order to be; second, in determinations, in order to be some -
thing. The pure torma or Ideas are within the Divine Minci, and things 

va see in the sensible wor1d are what they are because ot participation 

in them. 

Exa.mining the Neo-Platonic tradition' s identification ot Goodness 

and Being in the light ot the Aristote1ian distinction between substance 

and accidents on the one band, and the Augustinian gu3.t between a good 

God and sintu1 men on the other, Boethius asks if things are good by 

substance or by accident. In th~ Quomodo SUbstantiae he rejects both 

aJ.ternatives. Were things good by substance they 'WOu1d be totally good 

y"
1 and totally God. That wou1d deny some,ot the most obvious tacts ot human 

existence. Nor can things be considered accidentally good by participation, 

tor they wouJ.d then be not-good in themse1ves which wou1d deny the good-

ness ot the Creator, who is the Prime Good. Boethius tound bis wq out 

ot the dilemma by pursuing the Augustinian approach, through the distinc-

tion between Creator and creature. "The Prime Good is essentially good 

31 Boethius, "Quomodo SUbstantiae" in Tractates, transe stewart and 
Rand, London: Heinemann, New York: Putnam, 1918, p. 41 
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in virtue of Being; the secondary good is in its turn good because it 

derives fl'Om the good whose absolute Being is good." In the Prime Good, 

Being and Goodness are identicaJ.; God is One, essentiall.y simple. But as 

creatures w are not simple. We are good by the choice or 'Will. of the 

Prime Good. Creatures are basicsl.ly if not substantiall.y good by -.7'.rtue 

of being part of the creative action and purpose of God who is goodness

itself.32 The distinction Boethius bas drawn between Creator and creatures 

in terms of absolute simplicity. became decisive for Christian tbought, 

reflected as the split in beings between essence and existence over against 

their identity in God. The esse of creatures is different fl'Om tbat-which--
i§., the id guod est. .An existing subject is other than its essentiaJ. 

nature. Wi th these carefulJ.y-drawn Boethian distinctions in mind, the 

beautiful expla.M.tion of PhUosophy in bis Consolation of PhiloSOp& cm 

be properly understood: 

Since men become happy by acquiril'lg happiness, and since 

happiness is divinity itself, it follows that men become 

happy by acquiring divinity. For as men become just by 

acquiring integrity, and wise by acquiring wisdom, so 

they must in a similar vay become gods by acquiring 

divinity. Thus everyone who is happy is a god and, 

aJ.though it is true that God is One by ~3ure, still 

there may be mal'JY gods by participation. 

Nowhere is the Neo-PJ.a.tonic heritage more visible in Christian thought 

than in the writings of Pseudo-Dionysius. The participation formula is at 

32 cf. L.-B. Geiger, La Participation dans la PhUosophie de S. Thomas 

d'Aguin, Paris: Vrin, 1942. Fr. Geiger draws the distinction cJ.early: "On 

dirait volontiers que la bonté wst attribuée.' la substance non pas 

essentiàliter mais per causàlitatem." p.44 
323 Boethius, The Consolation of PhllosophY, trans. R. Green, New York: 

Bobbs Merrill, 1962, p.63 . 
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the center of his D\Vstical. system. His classic ontologicaJ. statement is 

esse omnium est superesse deitas, the being of an' things is the Deity," 

above being. He continues: "things living pàrticipate in its l1fe-giving 

power, above alllife; things rational. and intellectual. parlicipate in its 

self-perfect and pre-eminently pertect wisdom, above aJ.l reason ~ mind.":34 

Pseudo-Dionysius is not troubled, as Boethius was, by the identifica

tion of Being and the Good, with its implications. Everything that is, 

participates in the Good, "for that which is al.togëther without partièi

pation in the Good, neither is ~ nor is capable of ~.HJ.5 

Similarly, things are beautitulin view of their participation in beauty. 

The Pseudo-Dionysian scheme was hierarch.ica:l, with things having their 

place on the scal.e of Being and Goodness by'degree of participation. 

Ange1ic minds, for example, are above other beings "and think 'and know, 

above sensible perception and reason and, beyond aJ.l. the other existing 

beings, aspire to,. and participate in, the Beautiful and the Good; they 

are more around the Good, participating in' It more abundantly, having 

received larger and greater giftsfrom It."36 The participation formUla 

as used here implies the Plotinian kind of "spiritual. sùbstantial.ity." In 

the participation-relationship, Being, Goodness, or Beauty i8 infused 

into the participant. 

The concept does, however, point to the separation of the real.i ties 

involved in the "reiationship, a~ well as their relative identity. Pseudo

Dionysius formulates three ways of predicating about the transcendent 

j4 Pseudo-Dionysius, The Works of Dionysius the Areopat.te, 
J. Parker, London: Parker, 1897, "On the Heavenl.y Hierarcby" .1 

35 Pseudo-Dionysius, op. cit. "On the Divine Names", 4.32 
36 Ibid. 5.J 

transe 
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Deity: positive, negative and superlative. The participation concept 

had tbis trianguJ.arity in its structure in bis system: the ëlenœnts:;~ef 

identity, separation and transcendence. 

The basic view of John Scotus Erigena, 'Whotranslated Pseudo

Dionysius into Latin and introduced him to the West,is very close to bis 

subject's. Two distinctive points of emphasis, however, live participation 

a different coloration in bis thought. The one is a stress on the capacity 

of man to enlarge or deepen bis participation in the div.ine existence 

in which he partéices, thus distinguishing himself from anim&L nature: 

" ••• through bis reason and intellect and bis thoughts of the Eternal, he· 

sbares in celestial. being." With tbis part of him, God nholds converse in 

men that are worthy.n3'l 

The other stress in Erigena bas its origin, according to Gilson, 

in Erigena's writing Latin but tbinking Greek. Gilson observes that 

Erigena sounds like a pantheist, for God is p~ll~ent in the immaterial. and 

material substances "as in bis participations." But "participations" 

really Signifies "distributions" 1 i t did not mean that the creature was 

a part of God. Actual. existents are imperfect images of their true ~ 

realities in the Div.ine Mind. Through these reaJ.ities, God is present in 

the existents, the effects of bis creativity. If the participation formula 

in usage tends to be weighted toward one or the other side of i ts polarity 

of elements, either towards separation or identity, it is fair to say tbat 

in Pseudo-Dionysius and Erigena, the balance tips toward identity, though 

'31 John Scotus Erigena, "De Divisione Naturae" IV' .S, quoted in 
A. Gardner, Studies in John the Scot (Erigena), LOndon: OXford, 1900, p.33-4 



the separation is never lost. 

Much the same is the case with the other medieval. Platonists, in 

the ontology of st. Anselm or of G:1J.bert de la Porne. However, the 

latter, by again emphasizing the Boetbian distinction between the id guod 

!!! and the !!!! of an ent.ity, stresses the separation. As tbis tradition 

of tbought reached its· c,ùmination in st. BI)naventura, this 'element is 

again apparent. 

The distinctive character of Bonaventura's recasting of the Platonic 

the ory of tdeas, in G:1J.son' s view, is to be obse~ed in the DWlY images 
r . . ~ '1 . ,1: " .... 

~f.productivity and generation which he uses ~ describe Ideas as ~ 

pressions of God and the tbings of the sensible world, in· their turn, as 

the expressions of the Ideas. God is "pure act", as he was for Thomas 

Aqu1nas"but in Bonaventura's writings he ismore a productive source than 

a theoretical. necessi ty. The participation of existents is the consequence 

of God's continuing creative action. 

Bonaventura is insistent upon the separation between creatures and 

Creator. If being were affirmed univocalJ.y of them both, "finite tbings 

would participate in God really and substantively,and being wuld be a 

third term com.on to God and creatures."38 Participation in Bonaventura's 

ontological. scheme is a matter of resemblance rather than substantial.ity. 

Even the human will, which would have a much greater resemblance to God 
; . . ; 

than material. tbings', "does not participate in resemblance' to Goa as the 

3e E. Gil.son makes this assertion in The Phil.osopbl of St. Bomrventure, 
London: Sheed and Ward, 1938, p.208, citing two references: "Sim:1J.itudo ••• 
dicitur: UnD modo secundum convenientiam duorum in tertio, ,et haec est 
simiJ.itudo secundum univocationem" (1 Sent. :35,1) and "Est similitudo uni
vocationis sive participationis et sim:1J.itudo imitationis et expressionis. 
SimiJ.itudo participationis nulla est omniii9,quia nibil est commune (sc. 
Deo et creaturae)" ad 2. 

, .• ~" .~ .~ ... ' ,j 
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swan and snow participate in the same whiteness, but only' as the mirror 

participatesin the resemDlance ot objects~"39 We seehere the Âugustinian 

categories again, ot likeness or resemblance, rather than substantial 

sharing. This is not to say, however, that tor Bonaventura the partici

pation-relationship was extrinsic andunreal. On the cont~ary;, '!ïhe resemb-
,. ".. ~.. . ....... : 

lance ot Father and Son has demonstrated that resemblance isthe' central. 

reaJ.ity in existence. In the llght ot that Resembl.ance, the individual. 

can look vith attentiveness and. intensity into his own soul. and. discover 

his ("'ID participation in the Divine, which constitutes his being. 

3. The Participation 'l'heoloq ot st. Thomas Aguinas 

In the systematic thought ot st. Thomas Aquinas, the participation 

formula appears more broadly, more specificall.y defined, and ·even more 

frequentJ.y than in the directly Platonic tradition ot medievaJ. theology. 

In the worO.s of one commentator, "if the Summa be considered in one sweep

ing view it mq be seen that the author has envisioned a comp1ete system 

ot participation."4O The concept appears at the cri tical. junctures of 

the Thomist system, as Aquinas speaks ot logicaJ. participation of species 

in genus (following AristotJ.e and Boethius); the participation of substance 

in its accidents and ot matter in for.m; and the participation ot affects 

in the perfection ot their causes. Recent Thomist scholarship has placed 

an increasing emphasis on the Platonic elements in Thomist thought, citing 

the participation formula as an especially evident vestige ot them.
41 

:39 Ibid. p.216 
40 M. Annice, "Historica:L Sketch of the Theory ot Participation" 

in The New Scholasticism, v. 26, 19.52, p.49 
41 E. GiJ.son, The Christian PhllosophY ot st. Thomas Aguinas 

London: Gollancz, 1957, p. 74. Arthur Littl.e has written on The Platonic 



Fr. L.-B. Geiger, in a detailed study of the concept in Aquinas, concl.udes 

that participation· is the key to his thougbt, that his tfphilosophy of 

participation" is founded on the participation of existants in the Primary 

. 42 
Perfection acoording to an hierarchicaJ. structure. 

In the Commentary on the De Trinitate of Boeth1us, Aquinas detines 

the concept: 

to p&rticipate is to receive a part: in every· situation 
in whicb a being receives in a particul.ar way, from 
another, that ldliœ belongs to it, it is said to part1ci
pate in it. Man participates in an:lmaJity - he does IlOt 

Heritage of Thomism, Dllb1in: Golden Eagle, 1950, saying that ~ether 
wittingly or unwittingl.y, he taugbta Platonic doctrine rejected by Aris
tot1e men he taught participation." Charles A. Hart speaks oi the work 
of st. Thomas as "a highl.y original synthe sis with Platonic influence· 
superseding that of Aris:totle," in "Participation in the Thomistic Five 
Ways" in The New Scholasticism, v.26, 1952, pp. 267-82. . G.r. lO.ubertanz, 
in st. Thomas Aguinas on .Ansl.ogy, Chicago: Loyola, 1960, p. 21, presents 
a chart of the frequency of Aquinas' use of the participation formula. 

l Sentences (1.254-6) 7 
De Veritate (1.2,;6-9) 4 
De itentia (1.259-68) 6 
Contra Gentiles (l.261.-4) 11 
Summa theol.ogiae 

prima pars (l.266-8) 
Metap~sica (1.272) 

55 
4 

126 
42 L.-B. Geiger, op. cit. p.451, sums up: "Au terme de ce travail., 

si nous essayons de dégager quelques conClusions générales, nous 
devrons dire tout d'abord que la philosophie de S. Thomas peut 8tre 
appelée ~ juste titre une philosophie de la participation. La 
participation, surtout sous la form d'une pure hiérarchie formelle, 
y joue en r6.Le de tout premier plan. L'univers, en sa structure la 
plus profonde, est essentiellement une participation de la Perfection 
Premiére et simple dont 11 procéde. n est avant tout le refiet et 
l'imitation d'un exemplaire absolument parfait, tout comme 1es 
individus n'étaient aux yeux de Platon que la participation l. des 
Idées immnabl.es." Another full-length study of the subject 1s by 
Cornelio Fabro, La Nozione Metatisica di Participatione secondo S. 
Tomaso d'Aquino, Milan, 1939 



possess the nature ot animality in its totality. In 
the same way, Socrates participates in man-ness.4:3 . . 

Aquinas goes on to speak ot participation ot substance in accidents am 

ettects· in their causes. The concept in Aquinas must be interpreted sub-

stantial.ly. Socrates receives a part of man-ness. The August1n1an idea 

re1ating participation to the eternaJ. generation ot the Word or divine 

Wisdom by the Father appears, substantive1y understood. "This nativ1ty," 

according to Aquinas, "is the beg1nning of every other nativi'o/, as it is 

the onlyone invol.v1ng perfect participation in the nature of the genera-

tor: but all. others are impertect according as the one generated receives 

either a part of the substance of the generator. or onlya similitude: 

trom this it tollows that from the aforesaid nativity, every other is : < .. :;., •. ~.<. 

deri~ed by a kind of imitation.~ Perfect partièipation ~s ~bstant1al; 

the imperfect participatl.ons of everything other than the Divine Word 

are more or l.ess substantial. and l.ess or more imitative according to 

their degree of reality, theirpl.ace in the hierarchy ot Being and 

Perfection. And yet Aquinas wants to avoid crude1y substantial. con-

notations. He remarks, refiecting the science of his day, that whiteness 

participates in col.or though it does not receive col.or substanti~. 

In deal.ing w.i th the Boethian dUemma. of things participating in 

4j st. Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on the De Tr1n1tate ot Boethius: 
"Est autem participare quasi partem capere; et idee quando al.1quid 
particulariter recipit id quod ad el.terum pertinet universal.iter, 
dicitur participare illud. Ita homo dicitur participare animal, 
quia non habet rationem animalis secondum totam communitatem; et 
eadem r~1;.ione Socrates participat hominem ••• " Cap.2 in Geiger, op. cit., p.172 

~ st'lfThomas Aquinas, The Trinit y am the Unicity ot the Intellect, 
transe R.E. Brennan, st. Louis: Herder, i946, p.10 
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goodness essentially or accident~, Aquinas seeks to advance beyond sub-
. .'" .. 

stantiality wbiJ.e incl.uding it. As in Boetbius, the goodness of things is 

dependent upon their Creator. But in Aquinas, this princip1e receives 

a special and characteristic twist. A being is good not b.1 its essence 

"Which is its potentiality nor b.1 its accidents but b.1 its existence, b.1 

virtue of the fact that it is rather than by virtue of what it is. Its - -
goodness is in its participation in the total Perfection, ldrl.ch requires 

existence and 'Which is of God. As Geiger emphasizes, "un être est donc 

bon, premêrement et immédiatement, par son existence, par sa réal.1té, 

non par son essence."4S Beings in the Thomist system, then, parlicipate 

in their Forms, in Being-itself, and in Perfection. 

A cardinal. Thomist principJ.e is that "God himself is bis own being, 

which CaD be said of no other being."46 God alone, we read in the Contra 

GentUes, His being by bis very essence; al1 other tbiDgs p&rticipate in 

being.n47 The ipsum esse formula is a basic axis of the Thomist system. 

God is pure Act; the actualityof things is derived from him. In the 

Summa Theol.ogiae, Aquinas draws a parallel. between the participation of 

an individual. man in hllIllm nature and that of every œ;eated being in the 

nature of being. God alone is His own being.48 He tUpands this principl.e 

in another place. The divine.!!!! is "subsistent and absolute" while being 

is predicated of all creatures by participation. "No creature is its own 

43L.-B. Geiger, op. cit. p.60 
46 st. Thomas Aquinas, Qu.estiones disputatae de spiritualibus creaturis 
47 st. Thomas Aquinas,Contra Gent:U.es, 15.J.6 . 
48 st. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, q.45,a.5 
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existence, but rather 15 a being whicb. bas existence. In the same way, 

God is essentiall.y good, because He .!! goodness itself; creatures are 

call.ed good by participation because they !!!!! gOodness."49 The goodness 

of thingss ~ng w:i.th their being, mq be thought of as substantial in 

that these are reaJ., but they are derived and IlOt intrinsic to the order 

of real.ity in whicb. beings find their place. "That whicb. bas fire, but 

is IlOt itself fire, is on fire by participation. n
50 

The even .more crucial. side of the Thomist use of the participation 

fo:rmul.a is its causative cb.aracter in the great synthesis of Aquinas. _ In 

bis schema, the mul.tiple causes of Aristotl.e are united in God 1iho is the 

First Being and Perfection and is, at once, the efficient, for.mal., exemplary, 

and final. cause of aD. tbings. Aquinas holds that "what is essentiall.y so 

is the efficient cause of things that are so by sharing (participation).n51 

Things are diversitied by their diverse participations in beiDg, but are 

aD. "caused by one First Being, who possesses being !DOst perfeCtl.y."52 

In this connection, he quotas "the Phll.osophern ldlose principl.e vas that 

whatever is greatest in being or truth is the cause of being or truth • 

.Among the five classic arguments for the existence of God in 

Aquinas, the fourth is based on the participatio~ formul.a and the gradation 

of tbings. This praof vas outl.ined in an anticipatory wayas follows: 

Bince aD. tbings which are p&rticipate in existence and are 
beings by participation, there must necessarily be a being 

49 Quodl.ibet, 2.a.3 
50 Summa Theologiae, q.14,a.9 
51 Contra GentUes, 2.15 in T. Gilby, transe st. Thomas Aguinas: 

PhUos0Sf-ca1. Texts, London:· OXford, 1951, p.59 
Somma Theologiae, q.44,a.1 
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at the summit of aD. things who is existence by bis very 
essence, whose essence is identical. with bis existence. 
This being is God, the sufficient, most honorab1e, and 
perfect cause of aD. existence, from whom 'àll things 
'Which are participate in being.53 

C.A. Hart deveJ.oped the thesis that alJ. of the arguments must have the 

fundamentaJ. participation principle at their core if they are to terminate 

with God.54 The first two arguments, from motion and efficient causation, 

both depend on the causal. principle. Ef'ficiency - or effectiveness -

is actualJ.y an aspect of the perfection of existence in the Thomist view. 

Similarly the third argument, from necessary existence, is based on the 

greater perfection of that wbich necessarily must be, while the fifth, 

fram design, should be understood in terms of God as Infinite Intel.-

l1gence, in the perfection of lIhose design things participate. We need 

not follow Hart an the way to acknowledge two important facts: that the 

five proofs have a consistency with each other and that the participation 

formUla is a way of designating that consistency. 

In the view of Aquinas, the participaticm concept has some pro-

. tective functions. It guards against identifying one kind of reaJ.i ty with 

another. Light may he said to be10ng to a lighted object by participation 

but it bel.ongs to a separately existing light by essence.55 Further, 

the formula. guards the basic priority in the relationship of beings to 

Being. There is no mutual. participation of God and beings. The strllC

ture of the concept avoids the difficul ties of pantheisme Gilson colllIl\ents 

that the participation term, 

5.3 In Joann, 26.1 
54 C.A. Hart, op. cit. 
55 QuocUibet, 2.a.3 
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far from 1mpl.yiJlg any pantheistic signification ••• on the 

contrary, aime at removing it. Participation expresses 

both the bond uniting the creature to the Creator, which 

makes creation intellig1bl.e, and the separation wb1cb: 

prohibits them from inte1'mingl.1nge 

To p81'ticipate is to derive and receive being from another and "the fact 

of- receiv1ng being from God is the best proof the receiver is not God.".56 

Al.ongs1de this fundamentaJ. axis of participation of beings in 

Being-itsel.f in the 'l'homist system is the re1ationsbip of beings to their 

Forma or Ideas. Aquinas expllcitl.y rejects the separate e:x1stence of 

Forma apart from sensibl.e reaJ.ity, opting for the Aristotellan position 

that Forma are in rebus.57 The formal1ty of tbings is embodied 'W1thin 

them, though not perfectl.y. The participation in the Fom is defective; 

the perfect Form is, as for Augustine, in the m1nd of God. Thus, things 

are more truly themselves in God than they are in themselves. Nevertbeless, 

placing the Forma in the mind of God does IlOt separate· them from the 

structure of Being. God, as s1ngl.e u1timate princip1e, encloses 8JJ. per

fections and is their ul.timate source.58 God's perfection implies that 

he knows things notoonly in gener-al., in their Forma, but aJ.so in particular, 

for he ''would IlOt know bimself perfectly did he IlOt also lmow how bis 

perfections coul.d be shared. n59 The Thomist system presents not only a 

structure of Being but an hierarchical. structure of Perfection. 

God, the fundamentaJ. cause of aU things, is not only Being-itsel.f 

but Perfection-itself. For Aquinas, " ••• the divine essence exce1s alJ. 

36 E. Gilson, The History of Christian Phil.osoPhl in the MidcD.e Ages, 

New York: Random Rouse, 1955, p.373 
57 SUmma Theologiae, q.o,a.4 
.58 R.J. -Henle, st. Thomas and Platonism, The Hague: Nijhoff, 1956 

p.384 
59 SUmma Theo1gia, I,14.6 in Gilby, op. cit. p.l04 



-48-

creatures" ~o have their proper likeness according to the diverse ~ 

60 
they participate in it and. 1mitate it. That which is "ess~ntially 

~ome perfection" is the ''Proper cause of that 'Which has perfection through 

participation.n61 The Forms are perfections within Perfection. Yet 

8lthough things have perfection to a degree and are not perfection, -
their perfection-by-participation is intrinsic rather than externaJ. to 

them, for its foundation is in their existence. Aquinas can say that 

'WhUe no one creature can adequately refiect the perfection of God, the 

totali ty ofthings in the universe !more perfectly participates in and 

represents the divine goodness."62 

The participation f~rmula in relation te Perfection is reflected 

in other contexts: our wisdom is a participation in the divine wisdom6:3. 

and there are degrees of participation in lite - 'gegetative, sensitive 

and rational. - rooted in the First Cause of lite who is lite essentially. 64 

Likewise, God is Will and Truth simply and perfectly while· creatures 

have these by participation. Are then things ev:U by participation in 

a highest cause of evil,! Aquinas answers, by no means: "No being is 

called evU by participation, but by privation of participation. ,,65 

The question of the privation of participa:t1oil; briDgs to light 

the essentiaJ. structure of the thomist ontology 1Ùlich holds that the 

diversityof things is a dimension of the perfection of God. In Aquinas 

60 Ibid. q.14,a.6 
~1 Contra Gentiles, 15.21 
62 SUmma Theologiae, 1,17.80, cf. Contra GentUes, 15.22 

:3 Ibid. II-II,:32.1 
64 Ibid. 1,17.5 
65 Ibid. 1,49.:3 
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we do not findAsubstance ..... resists participation, as in classical. 
. . 

Greek phil.osophy. To the Pythagoreans, the Infinite vas a form:Less mass 

'Wb1ch vas limited by number. Parmenides held tbat vere the totality of 

Being unl.imited, it tmuJ.d be imperfect and unfinished. Plato riever called 
. . . 

the Idea of the Good "Winite" but abso:Lutel.y one and simpl.e. In Aristot1.e, 

form is a princip:Le of llmit~ and ~telligibiJ.ity. In the Greek view, 

matter or potency is undetermined untiJ. it receives the imprint of act 

or l.imi tation of lorm, which i t inherentJ.y resists. Plotinus comp~etel.y 

reversed tbis position. For him, the Infinite is above beings rather than 

beneath them; the infirlite-finite dichotomy now corresponds to the perfect

imperfect. Bruschvicg put it succinct1.y: t'Le Divin change de camp: il. 

passe du fini h. :L'infini ... 66 PhUo had been the first to ascr1be inf1n1ty 

to God, callinghim "uncircumscribed." Plotinus, using the old Greek word 

apeiron, made it centraJ. to his synthesis, describing the Infinite as a 

p:Lenitude of perfection compared with the :L:i.Io.ited participations beneath 

it. Proc1.us put the Plotinian view into a rigid schematization which 

profoundl.y infiuenced medievaJ. thought through Pseudo-DiolV'sius and. the 

Liber de Causis thought to have been AristotJ.e's. There we read that: 

••• the first Goodness pours down goodness over all things 
by a singl.e infiux. But each thing receives of this infiux 
according to the measure of i ts own power and its own being. 
The goodness and. gifts of the First Cause are diversified 67 
by virtue of the recipient ••• some receive more, others :Less. 

66 From Le raïe du Pyt.b.gorisme dans :L'evo1ution des idées, Paris, 
1937, p.23, cited in W. Norris Clarke, "The Limitation of Act by Potency: 
Aristote:Lianism or Neo-Platonism" in The New Scho:Last.icism, v. 26, 1952, 
p. 184 

67 Cited in Clarke, op. cit. p.188 . 
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The originaJ.ity of Aquinas was in avoiding the consequences of 

making finitude and 1imitation correspond ·with evil.. An abs01ute pl.enitude 

.~".~ ::' .~. :~. ~ ,~1;1 

of Perfection is in God. Beings participate in the' Perfection. Their 

l.1m1tations are good for only through the diversity of the Creation 

coul.d the utter perfection of the 'Creator be rènectèd. Aquinas cm thus 

acknowl.edge llmitàtion by species and 'affirm it, 's~ that "every 

creature has its own proper species, according to 'Which it participates 

in some way in the likeness of the cnvine essence.,,68 And he cm at-

tribute 1imitation to ·the capacity of the participant, without 81V' connota

tion of inherent evil. ItNowparticipatèd existence is llmited by the 

capacity of the participator, so that God aJ.one 'Who is bis own' existence 

is pure act aDd infinite."69 The very limitation of creatures enhances 

the Perfection of the' Creator. . Anton Pegis suggests that the Thomist 

. doctrine of creation was "in its metaphysical. spirit and meaning' something 

genuinaJ.y original. in the h1story of Christian thought" because of the 

total. and unique depenàence' of . all. th1ngs, by participation, on God.70 

The development of the participation concept reacbed a watershed in 

Aquinas. Participation is found. more' frequen1;J.Y and at more crucial. 

junctures 'in Thomist thought than in any other system until. Till.ich· s. 

In Aquinas, the term bas an ontic as wall as a formal. application. 

Ontic participation in the tradition of Parmenides, Pl.otinus and 

G8 SummaTheologiae, I,15.2 
.69 -Ibid. I,75.5 . 
70. Anton C. Pegis, Thomism as a Phi1osophy, W.Harttord: st. Joseph 

College Press, 1961, p.24 
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Neo-Platonic Christian thought invol.ves the 'participation of beings in 

Being-itsel.t'. Beings participate in Being-itsel.f in order to be. Beings 

are dependent on B8ing-itsel.t'; they à!.!! Being but are not Being. Aquinas 

speaks of participation as meaning having Ha part of"; beings do not have 

the totaJ.ity of Being-itseli' but they do have a part, according to their 

pl.aces on the scaJ.e of Being." NevertheJ.ess,· 'Wh11e ontic participation 

is a substantiaJ. matter in the Thomist system, Aquinas is no pantheist, 

because he emphasizes the distinction betw8en God, identicaJ. in essence and 

existence, and created things which are note Further, he consistent1.y 

maintains the utter dependence of creatures on the Creator. For whil.e 

ontic participation has a substantiBl dimension, it Blso has a causative 

one. Being-itseli' is the First 'Cause of beings, the Creator of the created. 

The other strand in the Thomist concept of participation is formal. 

Withthe modifications we have noted to accommodate the theory to the 

views of Aristot1.e, Aquinas accepted PJ.ato' s Ideas or Forma and the partici

pation of entities of sensibl.e reBlity in them, following Augustine. In 

this formal participation both substantial and causative aspects are again" 

evident. Aquinas speaks of Socrates receiving a part of man-ness. The 

Form is an element of l.imitation or determination that is effective in : 

setting out the boundaries of an eXistent. Located in the mind of God, 

that is to say, in the divine creative activity, the Forma have cl.early a 

causative function, enabl.ing things to be what they C'e, just as the ontic -
causation determines ~ they are. Things are not, however, perfect embodi

ments of their Forma. At this point, Aquinas allows for evil.. Neverthel.ess, 
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human action cannot be so .cont7;ary to human idea1.ity that it can negate 

:the goodness of creation as an image .of the Perfection of God. The 

diverse participations of tbings in their ldeas are indicative of the 

pl.enitude of the divine perfection. The participation formula takes 

on .uniquely new meanings in the tbought of Aquinas, consonant with the 

central. ral.e it plays in his original. system. 

4. Participation in the Modern Era 

The virtuaJ. disappearance of the participation concept, or at 

l~ast its retreat frama forward position in Western tbought atter 

Aq~s, can be attributed to two major factors, the one philosophical 

and the other theological. •. PhUosophicaJ..l.y, of course, the decisive 

deveJ.opment vas the ascendance o~ nominal.ism following WiJJ.iam of Occam. 

Occam' s razor eut away ~ not absolutely. necessary to the under

standing .of the individuel things and events we experience. The concern 

of thought came to be with the enteJ.ecby not the ideal.ity of tbings. In 

,ontological. terms, this perspective is manitest in the Monads of Leibniz, 

where each develops out of its own Gestalt and none can reaJ.J.y infiuence 

ànother.More often, however, ontology has been eschewed entireJ.y by 

this tradition which conceives the phUosophic task as building olÙ.yon 

empirically verifiable foundations. The Kantian divorce of experienced 

things fram the mind which experiences them vas an event of great magni

tude, resul. ting in the inabil.i ty of the lmower really to know the Ding-an 

-sich. In i ts attermath, a participation concept seems to be an anomaJ.y. 

In nominalism the element of separation is carried to the point of break-
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ing the tension that, is in the participation concept. On the other band, 

in the idealist tradition, the el.ement of identity 'is so 'dominant that the 

concept is unnecessary. A forerunner of this 'school was SpinOza, Whose 

ontology vas one of complete order, wereinttiridiViduaJ. thingsare modes 

by which the attributes of God are' expressed in a certain and determinate 

manner; that is to say, they are things which -express, in a certain and 

determinate manner, the power of God, by 'Which He is and acts."71 For 

Spinoza, there can be no "substance" beside God, that is, "nothing which 

is in itse11' and is conceivedtbrough itself."72 The princip1e is similar 

to the Thomist one, that only God ~ Being whil.e things h!!! being. But 

in Spinoza, the el.ement of identity in substance ,is so dominant that 

the participation term cannot appear. Si mil arl.y in Hegel, the Real. does 

not simply participate in the Rational., it 1! the Rational.. 'Realities 

are al1 aufgehoben, elevated and inc1.uded in the Idea. There is too 

1itt1.e distance between Nature and Idea for participation to be required. 

The plrll.osophic reason for the general. disappearance' of the participation 

concept is that its necessary ontologica1 sûbstructure, with el.ements of 

, separation and identi ty, vas removed, from the nominaJ.ist', sidè in the 

direction of separation andfrom the ideaJ.ist, of identity. 

The theological factor came with the Reformation. Justification 

by grace through faith impl.ied a radical. break betw'een creature and 

Creator. Reformation theology saw no p1ace in the Thomist system for the 

7i Baruch Spinoza, Etbic, Pt.III,prop.vi, SPinoza Sel.ections, John 
Wlld (edi ), New York and. London: Scribner's, 1930, p.215 

7 Ibid. Pt.I,prop.xv, p.l08 
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full -rea:Lityof evil. In the medievaJ.: sYrithesis, evil. ns but "privation 

of participation," ,marely being less than good. For 'Luther and CaJ.v1l'1 

this did -justice neither to the depth and pervasivenessof human sin nor 

to ·the purity.of the good. These ~ormers insisted on such a distance' 

betweenman .and ·God that human participation in the image, 'wisdom, li1'e 
'. 

or nature of God as a naturalaondition was incomprehensible. The Reforma

tion event placed at leastProtestant. theology in a new situation, in 

which .ontological am/or formal participation vas no longer -a viable 

concept. 

Nevertheless, in spite of these generaJ.' trends, the participation 

formula .did continueto have soma currency.In the medieval. !l\YsticaJ. 

tradition, an ontology of being remained. Nicholas of Cusa wrote of the 

participation of· finite substances in èternaJ. reaJ.ity.73 Edmond- Vanstee~ 

berghe wri tes: 

••• Cusa consid~re pl.uMt les choses dans leur rapport 
avec ~eu, et alors il eJtPose la théorie platonicienne 
de la participation. Tous les Stres, dit-il, participent 
diversement de la réaJ.ité divine, soit en eux.-m8mes, et 

. alors ce sont des substances, soit par l.~termédiare 
des substances, et ce sont des accidents. 

While we would anticipate the concept being carried on in the !l\Ystical. 

tradition, our expectation would be that, rejecting an ontologica1 and/or 

forma! participation in the Classic formulation, the Reformers would use 

73 Cusanus Konkordanz, Fduard Zell.inger, (ed.), MBnchenl Hueber, 1960, 
13, 69f. ,203. "AJ.iaa sunt entia immediatius entitatem maximam in seipsa 
participantia: ut sunt emplices finitae substantiae. Et sunt al.ia entia 
non per se, sad per medium substantiarum enti~tem participantia,· ut sunt 
accidentia ••• ita maximum omniUm quaJ.itercumque div~rsimOde participantium." 
in "De dactà ignorantia", I.xviii 

7 Edmond Vansteenberghe, Le Cardinal Nicolas de Cues: L t action la 
Pensée, Fr8llkfurt am Main: Minerva, 1963 (2nd.ed.) p.327 
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the concept sp~, if ~t all.· LiberaJ.-humanists of the period,. sueb 

as Osiander, who. believed man possessed an "es~entia1 ~ghteousness" ~ 

with his potentia1s for sin migh~ be the exception. . Act~,. in the 

classical-Reformation tradition, the participation concept i8 to be op.. 

serv~, but ldth a new comp1exity. 

Luther,. with bis profound awareness of ~e gulf between creat~ 

and Cr~ator, avoided using the ,term in the ontolQgieal ~ntext in spite of 

bis equall.y vivid sense of the immanence. of God. in the c~ation •. He 

woul.d say that God is "present entirely in every smal.1 kerne1 of grain and 

at the same time in aJ.1, above all., and Qutside aJ.J. creatures.,,7S ;rn his 

commentaries on New Testament passages in which the term appears, ~ch as 

l Corinthians 10:16, he speaks of partaking but he shuns regular usage 

apparentl.y because t'participations" coul.d be purchaaed in masses said in 

~nasteries or sacred places where one coul.d not attend, an arrangèment 

he, of course, vigorously denounced.76 He . does, however, use the concept 

sacramentally because i t was crucia1 for him soteriologicalJ.y. Commenting 

on Ga1atians 2:20, he revea1s the.essence of the relationship of the 

believer and Christ: " ••• Christ and l must be SO Closely attached that He 

lives in me and l in Him. tl77 The dynamic~ of his soterio1ogy are Clear as 

he introduces the argument of Ga1atians by distinguisbing between tw kinds 

of righteousness, the "sctive" righteousness of the law and its warks and 

the "passive" Christian righteousness which the believerhas "abov~ tbis 

transe 
'73 Luther as quoted in Heinrich Bornkamm,. Luther' s World of Thought, 
Bertram, st. Louis: Concordia, 19.58, p.188 
76 Luther's Works, st. Louis: Concordia, v.36, p.35,n.79 
77 Luther's Works, v~26, p.167 
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l.ife" which bas, in the Spirit, sanctifying power. In this righteousness, 

good works are done spont&neousJ.y, in the Spirit. These are the dynamics 

of participation in Christ. 

CaJ.rln :;~~ys the concept more exp1icitly in the same contexte The 

soteriologicaJ. relation is sustained by the mysticaJ. union of the be1iever 

'With Christ. He writesl 

The sum of the who1e is this - that Christ, 'When he 1llumin
ates us with faith by the power of. his Spirit, at the SaIne 

time ingrafts us into
9
his body, that WB may become partakers 

of al.l his benefi ts. 7 
. f';"Ip,.;~ 

CaJ.vin reverses the traditionaJ. order, insisting on the 11 ! dl ... of 
el/v Jvi.~~~' . 

sanctification" Christ is "given us by the goodness of God, is apprehended 

and possessed by us by faith, by a participation, of whom we receive 

especially two benefi ts," wbich.~e reconciliation. and regeneration.80 

Sanctification in his Spirit is not a process that coœ:nences after justifi

cation bas been established but is part of the same ess~ntial act of .. "grace. 

The beJ.iever is 50 united 'With Christ that he is not only a tlpartaker of 

his Spirit" but "of his humanity, in which he rendered complete obedience 

to God his Father, to satisf'y our debts. 1I81 The believer participates in .. 

the character of Christ, in his obedience.. The soteriological relation 

is nurtured by Word and Sacrament. He maintains that the Body of Christ 

His indeed absent in respect of place, but that we enjoya spiritual 

participation in it, every obstacle on the score of distance being Bur-

ifS d Ibi • p.9 
79 John C~vin, Instit1tes of the Christian Religion, trans.J.Allen, 

Phil ade1ghia; Presbyterian Board of Education, 1936, III,II.:35, v.I,p.6:39 
8 Ibid. III,XI.1, p.792 
81 John CaJ.vin, TheologicaJ. Treatises, transe J .K.S.Reid, PhiJ.a

de1phia; Westminster, 1954, p.146 
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For Peter Martyr, a D\Ystical. union 'With Christ 1s ag:û%l the driving 

force of the Christian life; the Holy Spirit is " ••• calJ.ing man to faith 

and uniting him to Christ.1I8:3 In his Commentaryon l Corinthians, he 

descr1bes the rel.ationship 'With God "unto 'Whom we are joined in spirit by 

faith, hope and charity. and al.l. virtues, together with al1 bel.ievers in 

Christ.,,84 In the sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist, "we receive 

Christ and are renewed in spirit and body," the former being the sacrament 

85 
of regeneration, the 1atter of spiritual. nourishment. In the cJ.assicaJ. 

Reformation tradition, participation bears the nature of the ldnd of 

"spiritual. substantial1ty" we have observed in the Neo-Platonic strand of 

medieval. thought, onl.y the context is the be1iever' s reJ.ationship to God 

in Christ. It denotesan ex1stential. invo1vement, a receptiveness, and 

an active, decisive response. 

The history of the participation concept is more difficu1 t to trace 

in the writers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, for reasons 

we have noted. In soma, however, we can discern the essential. components 

of the onto1ogical. version of 'l::he formuJ.a, though the term itseJ.f is IlOt 

present. The German D\Ystic, Jacob Boehme, who wrote a great deal. about 

the Ground of Bein,g, does IlOt say that nature is God but does say that God 
. . 86 

gives power to every lite according to its desire, for he himse1f is All.. 

82 Ibid. p.270 
8:3 Joseph C. McLelland, The Visibl.e Words of God, Grand Rapids: 

EerOlllan~,. 1957, p.124 
~ Cited in ibid. p.124 
85 Cited in ibid. p.147 
86 Jakob Boehme, Signatura Rerum, vii.42 
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To bim, the creation is a ~estation of the all-essential, unsearchab1.e 

87 . God. In the work of others, it may be argued that participation is a 

necessary concept for the adaquate expression of their thought thoqh, 

again, . they themse1ves ~ not employ the terme Tillich argues this vay 

concerning the Monacia of Leibniz: though independent of. one another in a 

most extrema way, each has the same structure of independent being. ,Each 

is a micro co sm, participating in some vay in the structure of al.1. The 

formul.a is present in both components and expression in Descartes, for 

whom an effect participates in its cause, for there .is nothing within it 

that does not pre-exi.st in that cause. Descartes' ontological. structure 

demands the undergirding of God in whose power of Being things participate. 

"If God ceased from his co-operation, everything that he has created 

would at once vanish into nothing."88 

Prior to TUlich, the ontological 8lld formal. types of participation 

of the Platonic and 'l'homist trad! tions and the exi.stential and soterio-

logical. types of the Reformation experience, came togethe~ in one writer -

Friedrich Scbleiermacher. Tillich reveals that he hacl from his earliest 

study found Scbleiermacher tlcongenial.H89 However, more than congeniality 

of temperament draws the two men together. Tillich has dso said that 

Scbleiermacher confronts every attempt at theological thinking wi th a 

decision, ei ther te seek the deve10pment of a s,ynthesis in which e1ements 

of contemporary culture can cohere with the Christian message or simply 

te restate orthodox positions with some new teminology. "Itr decision," 

87 Ibid. xvi.1 
88 Rene Descartes, PhUoso hical Writ s, transe Anscombe and 

Geach, Edinburgh and New York: Ne1son, 19 ,p.269 
89 Paul Tillich, tlAutobiographical Ref'lections" in Kegley-Bretall, 

op. cit., p.6 
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, , 

the tormer.' (Pers. 91) 

In ScbleiermaCher's thought, the·for.m&l type'of partic1pation-is 

the wiildow' tbroUgh ldrl.Ch the ·ontol.ogical.' type may be obsei'ved.' Thè, man of 

humble, committed and béJ.ieving spirit' tlembraces an human nature", in" his 

own nature. 'Schl.eiermaCher addresses suCh an indiV1dual with thé startUng 

Challenge that "thewhol.e of h~ty l.ives and works' in you. n90 What- is 

morè, not only is humanity inits' ideal.itY embodied in suCh an· indirldual., 
. '. . 

'but he is in a microcosmic vay, the manifestation of everytbing. 

, Philosopby, exaJ.ting man to the 'consciousnessoof bis, 
reciprocity. with .the wor1d" teacbing him to know himsel.f, 
notas a separate ilidividual. bÙ.t ~as a living" operativé, 
member of the Whol.e, will no l.onger endure to see the 
man who steadfastly 'turns' bis eye to his 'own spirit· 
in search ,of, the Univ,erse, pine in poverty and need. 
The anxious wall. of separation is broken down. The 
outer worl.d is only another inner worl.d. Everytbing 
is the renection 'of his own spirit, as bis spirit 

, is the copyofall tbings.91 , , 

The individual. man neeas to recognize himsel.f as .the pl.ace in ~Ch n:ature 

achieves,sel.f-consciousness. In this participation in h~ness, he 
. '.. . ~ '. 

recognizes his participation and grounding "in the eternal. being that '. . . 

bas united itsel.f with time in Man" as Richard Niebuhr interprets ScbJ.eier-

maCher's view. Niebuhr hol.ds that at ,this point, the rel.ation between 

TilliCh and Scbleiermacher is most obvious, a fact ldrl.ch is understandable 

particuJ.arl.y because here the el.ement of SChelling' s innuence is manife~t. 92 

90 Friedrich Schleiermacher, On ReJ.igion: Speeches to its Cul.tured 
Despisers, transe J. Oman, New York; Harper, 19.58, p.79 

91 Ibid. p.141 
92 Richard R. Niebuhr, ScbJ.eiermacher on Christ and Religion, New 

York: Scribner's,1964, p.6S 
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Scbleiermacher is too much a son of the Reformation to conceive· of 

this ontological -participation in an entirel.y natural and substantiaJ. way, 

however. In view of the distance between creature and Creator, the finite 

and the Infinite, the full'illment of participation must be mediated.lt 

is nei ther a given of human existence nor an achievement of the human_ 

spirit. In his epochaJ. On Religionl Speeches te i ts Cul tured DesRisers, 

Schleiermacher commends Christiani ty as the highest torm of religion 

because at its center is a mediation between the Infinite and the finite 

which "must belong to both sides, participating in the Divine Essence in 

the same way and in the same sense in which it participates in human nature.H93 

To this soteriologicaJ. type of participation in whiCh the be1iever partic1-

pates existentially, we must return as we analyze TilJ.ich' s position. 

Rere it is important only té recognize i ts presence in the nineteenth 

centur.y theologian. 

At least two other types of participation are evident in Scbleier-

macher as welJ.. The be1iever participates exi.stentially in Christ. In 

the Speeches, re1igion's despisers are told they need to be participants 

in a religion if they are to understand the phenomena wall enough to 

criticize.94 Through the Reformation principle of faith, a universaJ. 

_ aspect of religion is discovered. A fourth type of participation in 

Schleiermacher is the cuJ.turaL. In Die Weinachstfeier: Ein Gesprllch, 

he holds that only by participating in the Christmas festivaL can one 

93 Scbleiermacher, op. cit. p.247 
94 Ibid. p.223 
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appreciate :the ,:ru;u. significance of the Logos-made-f;Lesh. Cult~al. forma 

may have a limiting inflJ1e~ce by constricting the horizons of the ind1~duaJ., 

but on the other band" ,participation in them, i,s a ne,cessBZ7 means for the 

development of, the Geft!h:L (feeling) that is :the ehannel for contact with 

real.ity. Th,e individual. hasan underivable selfho~d, an Eigenthtlmlichkeit, 

that stands over against the community but not in contradiction to it., 

A participation-relationship with the community, a Gemeinschaftlichkeit, 

makes feeling, "the original. expression of an immediate existence.relat;ion-
. . "-

ship," possible.95 CUltural. participation is,rooted in participation in 

community, and participation ~ community takes the fom of participation 

in its culture. 

Reading and listening to Tillich against this background,. one finds 

it easy to see why he employs the participation concept with such frequency. 

Tillich acknowl.edges that he thinks in the Platonic tradition. Be bears 

'Witness to the decisive. significance of the Reformation. Be affirma, a. 

congeniaJ.ity with Schleiermacher, in tradition as wel.l as task. And he 

consciously deaJ.s with the basic problems of Western thought, as Aquinas 

had, the problems of beings and Being~itself. 

Nietzsche has written: 

The unhistoricaJ. and the historicaJ. are needed equally for 
the heaJ.th of an individuaJ., a people, and a culture ••• 
(men must) know how to forget at the ~ght time as wall 
as how to remember at the right time. 

We shall now be able to observe what Ti11ich has "rememberedlt and what he 

has "forgotten", what he has retained, rejected and transformed in his own 

use of participation. 

93 Cited in Niebuhr, op. cit. p.121 
96 Cited in WaJ.ter Kaufiann, Nietzsche, New York: Meridian,19S6,p.123 ' 



CHAPTER II 

THE PARTICIPATION OF BBmS IN BEnIi 

There are riotions whiCh resist definition and ~se 
meaning C811 onl.y be shown by their configuration w.L th 
other notions. The basic onto:Logièal. concepts faJJ. in 
tbis category. The philosophical. task w.Lth respect 
to them is not to definethem but to :1llulninate them 1 
by showing how they appear in different constelJ.ations. 

If Paul. TilliCh has nowhere given.an .adequatedefinition of the concept 

of participation that covers the muJ. tiple meanings of the term as he 

empl.oys it, he has, at least,given a reason for not doing so. Onto-
. . 

logical. concepts are so basic, serving as pre~osi tions of every 

experience and eaCh attempt to clari:fy them, that on the one band they 

are too primal. and on the other,. too omnipresent for precise identifi

cation. Concepts like Being, J:ruti,vidual.ization, Participation are so 

.elemental. in Tillich' s system that a:ny attempt to say a.tJ1thing about 

them wi th precision seems to narrow their significance. On the other 

hand, their pervasiveness in bis thought multiplies the connotations·, 

they carry to the degree that every at.tempted comprehensive statement 

about them is frustrated. The al.ternative to definition, which might . . 

perhaps become a prelude to definition, is the task T:Ul1ch suggests. 

We shaJJ. seek illumination on the concept of participation in the dif

ferent constellations in which it appears in Tillich's system, beginning 

wi th the constellation wlrl.ch he sees as primary, the ontological.. The 

poh,ts of navigational. reference within this constellation inClude the 

question of Being, the concepts of the Ground and Power of Being or 

1 Paul. Tillich, ''Reply to Interpretation and Criticism" in Kegley
Bretall, op. cit., p.330 
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Being-itsel.f, the negation of Being, the self-world ontologicaJ. struc

ture, the polarities within that structure; . the matter of analogy between 

the being of beings and Being-itse1t and the nature of the divine trans

cendence. If the participation concept takes on diverse colorations in 

these configurations, we- should nevertheless aLso expecta ·s,ystematic 

consisten~ among them. 

1. The Question of Being 

Ta say that something participates in the power and strUcture of 

Being is the inevitable corollary of saying 'that it !!' according to 

Tillich. Every being participates in Being-itself and its structure, 

having this re1ationsbip in common with ·everYtbing else that is. Partici

pation in being is the ontological foundation of Tillich' s s,ystem. 

The anthropologicaJ. foundation is made secure aJ.ongside it, for 

though everything IIpar"ticipates in the structure of being ••• man alone 

is immediately aware of this structure." (ST 1,168) This is not orilY 

true of man qua man, but of each person. In The Courage ta Be, where 

Tillich unfolds the ontologicaJ. structures as they are revealed in the 

existential realities of human lite, he maintains that par"ticularly iD 

the moments when a man experiences the threat of non-being, in terms of 

the anxieties of gtiUt and condemnation, fate and death, or doubt and 

meaningl.essness,he is aware of his participation in Being-itself'. (CB,1,56) 

It is at such moments that a man asks, in one fom Ci:' another, the 

ontological questions, why am Ii why-is anythingi 'What does it mean ta bei 

In such a Nullspunktsituation, a man asks the_ .ques.tion whose 



ph1l.osopbic bistory goes ·back as far ,as Parmenides 8lld. the pre-Socratics, 

the question ot Aristotle's "first phi1osophy", the question ot being. 

The fact that though everytbing participates in being, only man asks its 

question, seems to indicate a specia1 qua1ity in bis participation. For 

Til.l.ich asks us· to consider what it .means to ask questions. Does it not 

impl.y that we do not have that for which we ask? And yet, is it not true 

that in order to be abl.e to ask for something, we must have it in part, 

or it coul.d not be the object of our quest? "He who asks. bas and has not 

at the same time." (BR,11) 'When man asks the question ot being, he is 

separated from it 1drll.e be10nging to it. We recall that participation 

"points to an el.ement of identi ty in -6hat which is ditferent." The fact 

that man asks the question about the iDfinite to which he':'.beJ.ongs is a 

symptom both ot his be10nging to and separation from the infillite. (ST I,61) 

In the interpretation· of· Edward Farlay, having experienced the shock of 

non-being, man flgoes from thing to thing, discontent with all tbings, 8lld 

s9arcbing for something more. Ontology. thus is .. the systematic eJ.aboration 

of natura1 curiosity and existentia1 involvement."2 The question as 

Schelling restated it, "why is there something, ~ not notbing?" carries 

man above everything given in nature. The foundations ot man's thought 

are bis participations. 

Ontology is thus the "center ot aU pb.il.osophy" for Tillich. (BR, 6 ) 

Ontology is the location, on the one band, ot points of conjunction and, 

on the other, ot points ot departure between pb.il.osophy and theology. 

Pb.il.osophy is tlthat cognitive approach to rea:Lity in which reality as such 

2 Edward Farlay, The Transcendence of God, Pb.il.adeJ.phia: Westminster, 
p.82 
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is the object." (ST l, 18) In appl'Oaching reality as such, as a whole, 

it asks the question of the structure of being. It anaJ.,yzes, ontologi

cally, the presence of being and its structure in. the various realms of 

being, in man, history, va1ues, knoliledge and in religion. (BR, 8) 

But while philosophy dea1s with the strllcture of being in itse1f, 

theology "dea1s with the meaning of being for us." (ST l, 22) Both are 

concerned with being but they differ in attitude and sources. The phil.oso

pher is detached in. attitude and finds the source of· bis concl.usions in 

reality as a whole and its Logos structure. The theologian is exis

tentially involved and finds the basis of his thought "where that:',which 

concerns him ultimately is manifest." (ST l, 23) The pbilosopher's 

purpose is to provide an answer in order ta understand; the theologian's, 

an. answer that hea1s and redeems. The complexityof the relationship 

between the two in Tillich' s thought is rooted in the mal'lY purposes he. 

carries into his ana1ysis. He seeks to avoid a conflict by giving them 

separate roles, yet deDies the possibUity of a synthe sis betwgen them, 

by insisting on their qualitative differences. He wants to allow for the 

independence of each whereby neither will find a basis for the incl.usion 

of the other in itself but he insists on affirming their convergence in 

man's ultimate concez,l, with. Being. His aim is to advance beyond the 

contemporary confl.ict between the two, not by returning to a former struc

ture that makes either s"Q.bservient, but by establishing a system in which 

they can complement one another. OUr question is what happens to the 

participation concept in all of this complexity? Is it a philosophica1 

concept or a theological syrt'.bol? It is used on both sides of Til.lich's 
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boundary of thought. Does it have one meaning in the philosopbical 

configuration and another in the theologicaU Or is that boundary too 

uncl.ear for such an attempted anal.ysis? 

James Luther Adams finds this to be the case. J. Heywood Thomas 

belleves TilJ.ich argues fal.sel.y, by means of definition, in cl.aiming i-b-t 

ever.y phil.osopher's existence is essenti~ a rellgious matter and tbat 

each is a crypto-theol.ogian in that he catinot escape from the special. 

community 'Which mediates the Logos to him.:3 At this point Tillich appears 

to be saying that·;.the philosopher can properl.y fulflll. bis function 

onl.y when he becomes no l.onger a crypto- but an ackncndedged theologian. 

Tillich is here transgressing one of bis boundaries, 'Which seeks to affirm 

the autonomous function of phi1osopby. He is l.ed to this transgression 

by bis desire to disclose and emphasize the fact that ever.y man is 

rellgious in the sense of having an ul.timate concern. He might have said 

more simpl.y that the philosopher, too, is biddenl.y or openJ.y a religious 

man, though not necessarily a theol.ogian. There is a distinction between 

being committed rel.igiousl.y to a community with its worl.d-view and taldng 

the Ultimate as the starting-point of llfe and thought. In the first 

instance, rel.igiously, the ul.timacy is a quaJ.i ty of one' s concern and the 

emphasis is on the depth and pervasiveness of that concerne The concern 

could be ul.timateJ.y for that which is not ul.timate. In the second instance, 

the emphasis is on the Ult.imate and the exclusiveness with which one is 

real.l.y concerned with the Ultimate a1.one. 

Apart from this transgression of the boundary, however, the rel.ation-

j J oH. Thomas, op. cit., p._ft" 
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ship between philosopby and theology in Tillich' s thought seems, however 

complex, to be clear. PhiJ.osopby elaborates its understandings from 

the context of human existence and reaJ.ity ·as it is known, while theology 

begins beyond the reaJ.ity-structure that presents itsel1' in historicaJ. 

traditions, finding its point of departure in revelation. Theology has 

a kerxgmatic element; phUosopby a scientific. Philosophy deaJ.s with 

meanings of real.ity that are contiguous with the structures of the human 

minci, its reason, in relation to the universaJ. structure of Logos. 

Theology discloses meanings that are transcendent over reaJ.ity as it is 

ordinaril.y known, that summon the human mind to ecstasy l'lOt to destroy 

i ts structures but to open them to their depth. The philosopher tinds 

that he speaks ot his u1 timate concern in terme ot a question;. the stru.c

ture ot reaJ.ity takes the torm ot questions tor him. Man is his own 

question and, at the same time, the center in 'Wlich the question ot being 

is raised. The philosopher creatively grasps and shapes the question, 

uncovering it in the contents ot his culture - what does it mean, to bei 

'What James Luther Adams, then, sees as a change in 'l'illich's view ot the 

relationship between philosopby and theology is more accurately to be 

described as a development. In his early writings, he portrayed phUosopby 

as deaJ.ing with the principl.es ot meaning. The change, according to Adams, 4 

is that in his later writings, philosophy's pl.ace came to be the examining 

ot categories ot thought and being and raising the uJ.timate questions, to 

which theology gives the answers. Actuall.y, the meaning philosopby dis

covers in human existence is that man's nature and purpose is to ask the 

4 J.L. Adams, op. cit., p.260 
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questions. He is the door to the deeper levels of reaJ.ity. The door 

is hinged on bis questions. 

The theologian needs phUosophy in the.t he can only speak meaning-

. fully in terms of the questions just as he can only speak significantly in 

:5.0: ;r.far as bis answers originate beyond them. But at the point of the 

theological answer, Tillich' s method of correlation, by which philosophy 

and theology are set in their independent but complementary interpla:y, 

is carried to a new level. For "under the impact of God's answers" man 

asks further questions. (ST l, 61) There is an interpenetration and 

influence between questions, answers, and questions reformulated. The 

question of the contemporary situation is, according to Tillich, the search 
, .. 

for New Being. Under the impact of the divine answer, a man must ra-
."' .' 

formUlate that question: am l re~ for participation ~ it? Looking at 

the participation concept from the standpoint of this correlation, we 

must expect the term to bave an overlay of phUosophic and the~log~caJ. 

meanings which have some influence upon each other. 

A ver.y serious problem arises from Tillich's definition of phUos-
" : 

ophy in ontologicaJ. terms: 1s he not taUoring phUosophy to suit his 

system? ls this not a false correlation founded on an autono~ 1IlOre 
, 

pretended than reaJ.? Are there not significant schools of phil.osophy that 

cannot be included in this ontological definition? Does not the nominaJ.1st 
: ' 

tradition deny the relevance of ontologicaJ. terminology or arry part1ci-. " . 

pation of any individual. reaJ.ity in anything beyond itself? 

T:LlJ.ich 1s, of course, full.y aware of the fact that empiricists and 

positivists will not fee1 at home in the ontologicaJ. setting he gives 
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pbll.osophy. ,He refuses, however, to bear the respons1bility for the 

estrangement. He finds 1t diff1cUlt to understand how a scbool tbat has 

turned away from twenty-f1ve centuries of phiiosophicaJ. development can 

justJ.y claim to be included in arq def1n1 t10n of what philosophy 1s. 

David Roberts commends TilJ.1ch for' the manner in whicb he "solves the 

problem of nominaJ.1sm, Il that the knower is l'merely externally related" 

'to the known. S The nominal1st ontology which maintains that only the 

individuel has real.1tyand that universels are verbal. signs pointing to 

s1milar1t1es among individuels, 1s at the basis of empiric1sm and 

pos1t1v1sm though these, in the1r insistence that pbll.osophy 1s concerned 

only w.i th ep1stemolog1cel questions, do not recognize their ontological. 

presuppositions. But'tpure nominalism 1s "untenable", for the emp1r1c1st 

must acknowledge that everything that can be known must have "the struc

ture of 'being knowable', Il a structure that includes a "mutuaJ. partici

pation of the knower and the lmown. Radical. nominalism is unable to 

make the pro cess of knowledge understandable." (ST l, 177) Nom1nal1st-

oriented philosophies have an unresolvable ep1stemologicaJ. problem and 

a h1dden ontoJ.og1cal. assumption. They cannot evade the ontologicel 

questions because they represent lia view of reality as a whoJ.e." (BR, 17) 

J. Heywood Thomas sees the d1ff'icul.ty elsewhere. Itl1es in 

"the confusion in Till1cb's understand1ng of' this fundamental concept 

in his philosophical. theology, the concept of' being.1I6 Tillich has ' 

committed "a categor.y mistake" in using the phrase "being-itself'" as 

something "over and above particUlar beings.ti At this point, it must 

3 Ii#dTlWiiifSt)pinde~il-ey.~etall, op. cit., p.116 
6 J.H. Thomas, op. c1t., p.36 
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be Thomas who confuses the issue. No'where does Tillich speak of being

itself' as nover and. above" beings. If anything for Tillich, it is .!:!2! 

an entity el.ongside of or beyond other entitiesll Thomas' critique betrqs 

a nominaJ.ist varietyof circular thiDking. Nothing can be spoken of uriless 

it is an entity aJ.ongside, above or apart trom others; therefore, if one 

speaks ot being-i tse1t, i t must be measurabl.e, locatable and detinabl.e. 

Thomas uses the illustration: 

It is very l.ike the man who, on being shown the Colleges 
ot Cambridge, asks, 'But where is the University?' 

On nominaJ.ist presuppositions, the university c8lUlOt be. Interestingl.y, 

Tillich when speaking at a dinner in bis honor commemorating bis seven

year tenure as University Protessor at Harvard exprèssed bis appreciation 

of what was to him an e:xperienced tact, that Harvard was a university' and 

had not become a mul.tiversity. Faculties within it maintain dia10gue on 

common concerns. The sense of the whole, the structure ot being a university, 

wi th a common aim ot learning in which each segment participa.ted, imparted 

a reality to aU. 

The nominal.ism refiected in the empiricists and the realism retlected 

in TilJ.ich force a choice, between an exclusive emphasis on individua1i-

zation or a scheme that includes an appreciation of the unique character 

ot the particular, the individua1, within a view that also includes an 

understanding of how particul~s can participate in reali ty as a whole. 

The more inclusive system can account for more dimensions ot reality and 

meaning. T:illich' s ontologiçal reading ot philosophy is not meant to ex.

clude anyone. Nominalist-oriented positions are welcomed into dialogue, 

provided they are 'Willingl.y aware ot their pre suppo si tions. 
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'!he question of being, then, is what does it mean that beings, 
. . 

indiv1dual1y, have be~ in comment ''What is the meaning of beings 

participating in being? If· any rdationship of one being to another is 

te be conceived possible,' the participation must be more than verbal. 

"'!he dament 'of participationguarantees the uriity of a disruptéd 'WOrld 

aild makes a universal 'system"of relations possible." (ST l, 177) In . 

The Courage te Be, 'Tillich parallds the description of participation 

we have examined earller.7 ttparticipation ~eans ,taÏd.ng p~'" in the 
. .' . 

sense of sharing, methexis, and ''being a part", as of a po1itical move

ment. (ca, 88) Our question now is what kind of sharing is invo1vedi. 

Is the rdation of beings te Being in TilJ.ich's view a substantiaJ. one, 

that beings participate or share in the stuff of Being in order to be? 

Or are we to think of the re1ationship in causative terms, that beings 

participate in that which causes and enabl.es tham to be? And more 
" . 

basical1y, we must ask about the k1nd of onto1ogicàl. structure partici

pation refiects in Tillich' s thought. 'What enab1es us te speak of the 

being of beings? The question of being is the que~tion of the Gro~ of 

being. 

2. The' Ground of Being 

'In the participation-onto1ogy of Tillich, "every person and every 
in 

thing participates in Being-itsdf, that is,/the ground and meaning of 

being. Without such participation it wou1d not have the power of being." 

, (ST I,118) Persons or things cannot be what they are, either independentJ.y 

7 pp.16-8 above. 
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in themsel.ves or as parts of groups, communities or species, without that 

wh1ch 1s described by this curious word., participation. 

Being-i tsel.f in Tlll.ich· s usage 1s not "Pure Being" which is mixed, 

in greater or 1esser degrees in tbings to give them their substantial 
. . 

character. The image is not that of a va~t reservoir from which evèry 

real.ity takes what it requires or can absorb; 1t is rather one of the 

ul.timate ground, the depth of all things. Being-itse1f is not a segment 

of real.ity that imparts reâlity to persons and things; rather, all reaJ.ity 

is dependent on Being-itsel.f, the ground in which all reâlity participates, 

w.tthout which it woul.d not be • 

.Al.though "Being-1tsel.f" is an abstract term., that which it identi-

fies is neither abstract iiPr static. The tarm itsel.f, trans1ating the 

ipsum esse of the Medieval scholastics, is usabl.e for its phUosophicaJ. 

clarity but T:aJ.ich prefers "power of being" as more &~ressive of the 

actual Character of Being-itse1f, which is not to be understood as the 

actus purus of Thomism. It may be argued that T:ill.ich is mistaken in 

attributing a static character to the concept in Aquinas; in ~ case, 

nei ther term., ipsum. esse nor actus purus, carries naturally the dynamic 

connotations required. 

The dynamic character of Being-i tsel.f is the key to understanding 

it as the origin of that 'Which is, on which reâlities are dependent. 

Were it a static concept, another factor woul.d need to be introduced into 

the onto1ogy as that which enabl.es participation to oceur. Being-itself' as 

the power of being is the ground of the participations. 
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The re1e.tion of' beings to Being-i tself bears a dependence-modali ty 

on the side of beings and a transcendence-modality on the side of Being

i tse1f. "The power of being must transcend everytbing that participates 

in it." (ST I, 2·31) It is the Beyond on which aJ.l that is depends. 

Being-itse1f stands in relation to beings, as the UnconditionaJ. stands 

in re1ation to the conditioned. In The Protestant Era, Tillich 'writes of 

the power "of sometbing uncondi tional. which manifests i tself to us as the 

ground and judge of our existence." (PE, 163) Maintaining such e. trans

cendent relationship, Being-i tself or the ground of being is beyond the 

distinctions of essence and existence. "The ground of being cannat be 

found within the totaJ.ity of beings, nor can the ground of essence and 

exis~nce participate in the tensions and disruptions characteristic of 

the transition from essence to existence." (ST I, 205) Being-itself is 

beyond these contrasts. 

But what can be said of this Ground other than that i t is aboriginal 

and transcendent, and. that things are by participation in iti 'What cm 

be said of its nature and, thereby, of the character of that participation? 

In speaking of the ground of reve1ation, Till.ich call.s "Ground" a 

symbollc, not a categorical terme tilt oscillates between cause and. 

substance and transcends both of them." (ST I, 156) As he then elaborates 

the meaning of the concept in the ontological context, he more specificaJ.ly 

questions the full appropriateness of both substance and causality as 

comprising the basic meaning of the Ground of being. 

At 1east three difficUlties plague ~ attempt to consider the 

ontological participation of beings in Being-itself in a substantiaJ. way. 
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First, the category of substance makes reaJ. change unintelligible. Dit. 

fering attributes may give the appearance of change, but the substance 

is basicalJ.y the same in a static system. (cf. ST· l, 197) 

Second, a substantiaJ. relationship between beings~and Being

itself faUs to account fOÏ'i the quaJ.itative distance bet'ween creature 

and Creator. The Thomist system demonstrates the manner in 1dlicb. a sub. 

stantiaJ. participation blurs the distinction drawn between the God ~o 

has aseity and creatures whose being is derived. The end resu1t is a 

continuum of being between man and God. This leads to a tbird difficul ty: 

in a substantiaJ. re1ationship between beings and their ground, the 

autanomy of beings is denied, al.ong 'With the possibility of radical. evU, 

a reaJ. rejection of the Originator by the originated. 

On the other hand, the category of substance is implicit in an:y 

encounter or re1ationship in reaJ.i ty. A participation that is wi thout 

substance is wi thout meaning. The concept must inc1ude the category of 

substance but not be confined to its limitations. 

Neither is causaJ.ity as a category, entire1y appropriate for the 

ground. of be~, according to Tillich. Christianity has preferred causal.

ity to substance because it avoids the pantheist difficuJ.ty by indicating 

the dependence of the world on God while maintaining his independence 

from it. (ST I,238) Josef Scbmitz believes that Tillich errs in avoiding 

causal.ity. An emphasis on causative participation would preserve the 

transcendence of God from the jeopardy into whicb. it fall.s in Tillich's 

system, as SCbmitz sees it. SChmitz defines the reason for the danger: 
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Diese Gefahrist b'ei eilier Interpretation der biblischen 
Gotteslehre durch das ontalogische VerhUltnis von Sein 
und Seiendem immer dann gegeben, wenn Gott als das Sein
SeJ.bst beziehungsweise als. Gruni des Seins, an dem alles 
Geschai'fene p&rtizipiert, verstanden wird und dieses 
P&rtizipationsverhntnis.nicht durch den Sch8pfungs
gedarJken, der ja: gerade ein KausalverhlD.tnis im Unter
schied zum aJJ.gemeineren Grund-Folge-Verhntnis in 
hBchster Potenz besagt, differenziert wird. Durch ' 
sol che Differenzierung aJJ.ein k8nnte verhtltet werden, 
dass das p&rtizipierte Sein als rein immanenter Grund 
und das Verhn tnis zw.i.schen. Gott und Scb8ptung als 
gegenseitig~ Implikation verstanden wird, was immer 
zu einer pantheistischen Gottesvorst811ung ~zu einer 
Verg8ttlichung des Seienden als solchen ftthrt. 

For SChmitz, the causal relation between God and creation is essential. 

The reason Tillich holds causality as fa:iJ.ing ta be an adequate 

category is that i t does not· actually allow the' independence of·:~the 

Creator that i t pretends. Causes may be prior ta but are bound by their 

effects. By referring to God as cause, one brings him into the endless 

chain of causes:and effects without a transcendent point of reference 

above them., Further, the deteminist schema of cause and effect is 

theoreticaJJ.y impossible when it comes ta understanding man, his nature 

and freedom. (ST l, 183) Causality must be included in the understanding 

of the Creator-creature relationship, but i t cannat be the decisive ' 

category. 

Tillich suggests that va can think of the relation of the Ground 

of being to beings more adequately in terms of a metaphor and a symbol 

theory. In Love, Power and Justice, mere he asks if we can do nothing 

more, in talking of being, than elaborate its categories and polarities, 

8 Josef Schmitz, op. cit. p.277 
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Tillich answers diaJ.ectically, No and Yes. Being cannot be detined for 
, , 

arry definition· would presuppose being. But "being can be characterized 

by concepts which depend on it. but which point to it in a metapboric:al. 

way." (LPJ, 35) The metaphor he suggests bas a: history that spans 

Western thought from Aristotl.e to Nietzsche and Heidegger - Power. Being 

as the power of Being has the actuaJ.ity but not the materiality of sub-

stance and the influence but not the 1imitation of cause. As he fills 

his onto1ogica1 .structure with existentiaJ. meanings in The' Courage to Be, 

Tillich speaks of the insight of Spinoza in seeing that seJ.f-affirmation 

is grounded in the divine seJ.f-affirmation. The individua1, souJ. sbares in 

the divine power. "Perf'ect seU-affirmation is not an isol.ated act whicb. 

originates in the individual being but is participation in the universa1 

or divine act of seJ.f-affirmation.1t (CB, 23) Every thing actusJ.izes its 

highest good in seJ.f-aff'irmation, that is, in its power to be itseJ.f •. In 

that seJ.f-aff'irmation it is not, however,. operating in, opposition to the , 

uJ.timate purpose in things but. on the contrary, this is precisel.y the pur

pose and meaning in things~ In its sharing, in its f'~ participation, is 

its power. We may know that in acts of courage we are affirming the power 

of being or we may not, but in either case, we participate in it. Courage 

is the "key to Being-itse1f." (CB,. 181) 

Tillich' s e1aboration of this power-ontol.ogy is often misunderstood. 

Lewis Ford is perp1exed by it: 

Participation cannot be rendered precise within Tillich's 
framework. Finitè beings participate in the Divine power 
of being; they a1so possess their own intrinsic power of 
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being. But i t is never comp1eteJ.y c1.ear whether these 
tlio concepts 'of the power of- being ditfer onl.y in 
degree (inf'inite power of being in contrast to finite 
power 'of being)9or whether they radicaJJ..t and irreducibl.y 
differ in ldnd. . 

The apparent ambigui ty Ford finds in Tillich 1s rooted in a relations~p 

that parallels in its complexity what Donal.d &111:1e has called the "para

dox of grace." The Christian acts, standing under grace, aware that it 

is not simply he who acts but God who is active in him. The dilemma for 

Tillich is resolved here in the principle of self-affirmation, as the 

principle in which the power of being is expressed. In affirming himself, 

the individuaJ. is in touch 'Wi th the fundamental. aim of being. Were there 

no eJ.ement of bis own involvement, it could l'lOt be self-affirmation. Were -
there no eJ.ement of identity with the ul.timate power of being, the self

affirmation would be superficiel, sût-destructive rather than affirmative 

in character becau~e of isolation from its world and lack of participation. 

Ford's difficulty is that he uses the Thomist conception of participation, 

in substantiaJ. and causative categories, as normative. Tillich's thought 

cannot be confined to those terms. 

In bis ontology of power, Tillich can describe the reJ.ation of all 

things to Being-itself as a double one: they are transcended by it, infinite

ly, and yet participate in it. (ST l, 2:37) Being-itself, that is, the 

power of being, is both Ground and Abyss of beings. The creative nature 

of the power of being is the source of the participations of thingS; the 

abysmal. nature points to the inf'inite mmmer of its transcendence over 

things. 

9 L.S. Ford, The OntologicaJ. Foundations of Paul. TilJ.ich's Theory 

of Symbols, dissertation, YaJ.e University, 196:3, p. 120 
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Clearly, then, the participation of beings in the power of being 

is neither simply substantiaJ. nor causative. It transcends these cate

gories. We see itstrue character when Tillich speaks of "Ground" as a 

symbole The fact is that in the last anal.ysis, we have here a symbolic 

participation, in the very particular sense Tillich gives that terme 

Its cogency we must examine later in detail. Here we can indicate its 

basis in the principle that in order to be something, one must mean - -
something. 

3. The Negation 'of BeiAg 

The ground of our being is that which "determirDs our being or not

being." (ST I, 21) It is bis consciousness of the possibility ofnot-

being that drives man to ask after the presence and character of being. 

We have noted that, for Tillich, the distinguishing feature of man is 

his ability to ask the question of being, bis own and alJ. being. That 

which impels him to ask that question is bis capability "to look beyond 

the limits" of bis being and "envisage nothingness." (ST I, 186) In 

order to be able to look at bis being and ask about it, man must in 

some way separate himself from it. Such a separation i5 actual. because 

"man participates not onl.y in being but in non-being." (ST I,187) In 

speaking of beings as created, we imply that they might not have been 

created; in asking the question of being, we presuppose the actualit,y of 

non-being. And in undel'stëw"lding Being ... itself through the metaphor of the 

power of being, we can discover the same presupposition. For power 

presupposes tI ••• something over which it proves its power." (LPJ, 37) 

It is ~e power "which resists non-being." (ST n,11) 
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The theoretical necess1 ty of coming to terme w1 th non.-being and 

man' s relat10nsbip with 1 t 1s matched by the' ex1stent1aJ. demande In 

courage a man may withstand the fear produced by an object because the 

object has a real1ty through wh1ch object and man share a common partici

pation. Anxiety, however, 1s qu1te another matter. What makes 1t so 

trying for human courage 1s that 1t cannat be rel.egated to the influence 

of some object; 1t 1s rooted in nothing and bears the threat of non

being. (CB, 36) Non-being 1s the source of all. the existent1al threats: 

against'man's ont1c self-affirmation," in terms of fate and death; against 

"man's spiritual seU-affirmat1on," in terms of emptiness and mean1ng].ess-

ness; against "man's moral seU-affirmat1on," in terme of guil.t and con

damnation. (CB, 41) At these bound.ary-s1tuat1ons, before these existent1aJ. 

threats, man becomes consc1ous of bis participation in the power-of-being. 

(BR, 62) Arry refiect10n on temporaJ.1ty as an essent1al. e~ement in human 

or natural. existence again immediately pos1ts the subject of non-being, 
. ~.d"' nO -~11't! 

for time 1s a movement from a j' b E & whicb 1s 1 J 3 l, through a present 
r-iv,-e V'~;t-yftT. ,Q3 

which 1s, to a pMt wh1ch 1s ~I F. (ST l, Ill) Tbere can be no 'WOr~d, 

TilJ.ich ins1sts, without a diaJ.ect1caJ. participation of non-being in 

being. (ST l, 187) 

Of course, Tillich 1s in the central Christian tradition, think1ng 

in terme of the finitude of man. Onto~og1call.y, he defines that finitude 

in terms of non-being. Everything finite has a portion of non-being and 

part1c1pates in the "her1tage of non-being." It 1s from non-being that 

things come, and toward 1t that they go. (ST l, 189) The amb1gu1ty of 

existence 15 that it expresses being and contradicts 1t at the same time. 
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(ST l, 20:3) Tillich thinks of Plata as existential.ist in point of view 

in that he maintained that man' s existence iD a transi tory world contra

dicts bis essentia1 participation in the eternal. world of Ideas. (CB, 127) 

Man's existence is lived in the twilight zone where being aJld. non-being 

are mixed and intersecte Being-itself, in the Till.ichian system, is 

beyond the contrast of essential. and eXistentiel beillg; Being-itsel.f does 

not participate in non-being. (ST l, 2:36) 

The startJ.ing thing in 'l':illich's ontology, which gives a special. 

caste to the participation concept, is that Tillich posits non-being 

within Being-itse1f, that is to say, the ultimate source of non-being is 

in God. He is able to do this by the power-of-being metaphor with its 

requirement of that over whi.ch i ts power is eJqlressed. Standing behind 

him in the "heritage of non-being" tradition are Boehme, Schelling and 

Nietzsche. Boebme 'Wl"ites of "the contrariety and 'combat in the Being of 

aJ.l beings" and how out of the Nothingness in Being, Will arises.
10 

. -
Schelling believes that i t is easier to explain the dynamic character of 

. . 
existence by positing an original. contradiction which seeks to be overcome 

than a primaJ. unity which reaJJ.y would have little reason to act. In 

bis dissertation on Schelling, T:iJ.lich wri tes of the importance of non-

being for bis "Positive Philosopby": 

Sche1ling's significance in the bistory of philosophy can be 
seen direc.t1y in the comprehension of this notion, the .2E!:!! 
philosophiae fram Parmenides to Hegel. He determined posi
tively and concretely in the irrationaJ. will the amphibolic 
cha1'acter of what is not: it is the principle of freedom of 
God and man, it is the nought from ~ch the world is created, 

10 J. Boebme, op. cit., 2.1, p. 1:3 
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and i t is that which shoul.d not ba, which consti tutes the 
power· of sin and error. Schelling' s presen'tflion of the 
first potency is an ontology of ltZbat is note 

Nietzsche, in bis parable of the madman in the town square caJling for 

lanterns to be lighted. in the morning asked, "Are we not straying as through 

an infinite nothing?"12 The threat of non-being provided. the impetus 

for the will.-to-power in his thought scheme. 

Incorporating non-being into the very center of an ontology resuJ.ts 

in a dynamism that a methodical. rationalism could not generate. James 

Luther Adams caJJ.s this tradition an Hat times subterraneantt line of 

Western thought, which views the world "not as a unified structurelt but as 

one "constituting an interplay bet'ween fo~creating and form-destroying 

processes. tt1:3 

ethers object to the crucial. place non-being is awarded by Tillich. 

Robert C. Johnson Claims that the consequence of this emphasis is a basic~ 

Hege1ian understanding of sin as estrangement and separation which becomes 

the controlling motif rather than Biblical. assertions. 14 However', Edward 

Farley demonstrates an important contra st between Tillich and Hegel. In 

the face of non-being and in the situation of estrangement, Tlllich uses 

the participation term "to show that man continues in and for God,in spite 

.2! bis estrangement." This relationship differs from tbat in Hegel for 

whom estrangement never destroyed. thessaving efficacy of the natural. 

development of the· 'WOrl~historicaJ. process .15 

11 P. Tillich, Die religionsgeschichtl.iche Konstruktion in Schillings 
J2.2,.Sitiver Philosophie,Breslau: FJ.eischmann, 1910, pp.17-8 

12 F. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, 125 in Nietzsche: an AnthologY, 
Manthey-Zorn, (ed.), New York: Washington Square, 1956, p.94 

. 13 J.L. Adams,op. cit. pp. 202-3 
14 R.C. Johnson, Authority in Protestant 'Iheology, Philadelphia: 

Westminster, pp.119-20 . 
15 Edward Farley, op. cit. pp. 101-2, underscoring mine 
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Sin is not simpJ.y to be identified with non-being in Tillich, as 

estrangement is not to be J.abelled as inherently eviJ.. Non-being may 

be the occasion and consequence of sin but there is anotber side to both 

non-being and estrangement. They are also part of the structure of freedom 

and. human selfhood. Guyton B. Hammond writes of nthe other side of 

alienation. ft Estrangement provides the situation in which man in his 

freedom can be justified ~ faith and reconcUed with God. ,Estt-angement, 

as symboJ.ized in the Fal1, may confront man with a terribl.e danger, but 

it also provides him with an unparallel.:édü opportunity. 

The amphiboJ.ic character of non-being is seen, then, from the human 

side as offering the occasion of J.ife's greatdrama, its ul.timate questioJi 

and ul.timate answer as well as confronting man with the ul.timate threat. 

In the context of the doctrine'Jof God, non-being is that which "maltes God 

a J.iving God" by its challenge to the power of his being. (CB, 180) 

'What type of participation is it that is invoJ.ved in this dark side 

of Tillichian ontoJ.ogy? How do persons and tbings participate in non. 

being? Surely neither substantiall.y nor causativeJ.y, for such reJ.ation

ships would require non.being to be a positive factor which wul.d yieJ.d 

to contradiction. Participation in non-being must be understood similarJ.y 

to participation in the power of being • symboJ.ically. 

4. Beingl s Microcosmic Expression 

At every point in Tillich's ana:Lysis of being, it is cJ.ear that man 

is the being in whose nature the basic principJ.es of being are refracted. 

Man is the being who is seJ.f.conscious of being. He can ask i ts question. 
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In his l.ife the tbreat of non-being is confronted in its fullest force, 

and overcome. Man is "the door to the deeper level.s of reality." (ST I, 62) 

Onl.y in his e:x:i.stence can existence i tsel.f be approached. It 1s he who 

"experiences directly and immediately the structure of being and its 

elements." (ST I, 169) This central significance of antbropology in 

Tillich's ontological thought is decisive for his view of the concept of 

participation. The character of the ontological el.ements and hence of 

their relationship is to be understood in terms of persons rather tban 

things. We have seen that the concept had its origins in the physicaJ. 

theories of the Greek medical wri ters. In Plato, the Forms or Ideas were 

elements of limi t ,and participation the rel.at1onship that" def~ed matter 
1.... ~. . t. 

into actual entities. The ontological type of participation of beings ~ 

Being that was present as the other basicr: strand in the early and Medieval 

use of the concept we saw was substantial in character. Participation' 

was conceived in terms of reference drawn from the wrld of things, of 

objects in their definition and physical forces in their interaction. The 

concept was almost mechanisticalJ..y understood. Now in the ontology of 

Tillich we discover a different orientation. 

While there are "micro co smic quali ties" in everything, man alone .à:! 

microcosmos, for Tillich. (ST I, 176) This does not Mean, of course, 

that the totalityof cosmic reality is refracted in the individual. Man 

is microcosmic in quaJ.itative rather than quantitative tems. (ST n, 121) 

This means that in man' s e:x:i.stence.'.the basic ontological stru.cture in 

its primary elements, rather than the whole of reality, is present, vis:i.:ble, 

and determinative. 

Tillich parallel.s Heidegger' s concept of Being, where Being is known 
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in terms ot human Dasein, which is Being-in-the-'WOrld. Tillich' s tormu.

~ation is that the seU-'WOr~d po~arity is the basic structure ot being, 

in which everything participates in varying degress ot approximation 

toward one or the other po~e. It is not the entire 'WOr~d in which the 

self' participates in the precise sense, but those sections ot it that con

stitute the scope ot its 'WOr~d-re1ationship. The self' develops only in 

the context. ot a ~r~d ~ and a 'WOr~d is present tulJ.y only to a::self'. 

jl.J. beings have something corresponding to selthood, in that each is cen

tered andeach has its participation in the powerot being. But the more 

self'-re1atedness a being has, the more it is abl.e to participate in its 

wor~d without ~osing its identity. Indeed, identity can only be gained 

in reterence to a wor~d. Man participates, theretore, in the wor~d ot 

nature and, transcending nature, in community and its culture. (CB, 90-1) 

Tillich' s kinship wi th nature is one ot the unique aspects ot his 

thought in a phi1osophicaJ. and theo~ogical. 'WOr~d that tinds this curious. 

Probabl.y this is a cause ot his senseot aftinity with' Teilhard de Charciin.16 

The natural 'WOr~d and man participate mutually in one another. (STI, 261 

and ST II, 43) Man cannat so transcend nature as to deny his partici-

pation in its ~ite, and nature cannat so include man as to mitigate his 

distinctiveness. 'What is more, nature tinds in man that reaJ.ity toward 

which it is driven. The Spiritual and the Natural. are not to be set in 

exclusion or opposition to one another. On the contrary, every cell ot a 

man's body participates in his treedom and spirituality. The very t'move-

16 In the Introduction to ST III, Tillich writes ot his pJ.easure in 
having read The Phenomenon ot Man, indicating a ~arge measure ot agreement. 
ct. aJ.so file Future ot Religions, p.91 
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ments of· the atoms in Shakespeare's body" participated in the spiritual 

acts that produced Haml.et. (GW ri, 123) Tillich finds tbis principle 

underscored by the Greek concept of arete, 'Which combines both· strength and 

val.ue. (OB, 83) J.H. Randall., Jr., among others, is disturbed by 

Tillich' s use of the micro co smic concept. ls Tillich following the early 

Heidegger in finding the structure of· being in man, ldlich is the method of 

ideaJ.ism, or is he holding that nthe structure of being is found Hz man 

.!!! his encounters wi th the world" 'Which is the ontology of "empiricaL 

naturaJ.ismtt ?17 Apparently, Tillich is seeking a position that transcends 

both. The sel.f-world ontologicaJ. structure is consciousJ.y discovered on1.y 

in encounter but it i5 discovered as a structure that has been implicit· 

an aJ.ong, at every leve1 of being. 

Again, the character of this ontologicaJ. participation in the se1f

world structure fits neither the category of substance nor that of causaJ.ity 

whil.e i t incJ.udes both. Surely the substantiaJ. dimension is not negated. 

Man's participation incJ.udes materiaJ.ity, the pbysicaJ. side of the world. 

Cert~, the causative relation is present. ~~'s awareness of being a 

self is dependent causatively upon having a world. But just as obViousJ.y, 

another dimension must be incJ.uded. There i5 an e1ement in man' s se1f-

world participation that cannot be accounted for by the objectivity of 

the material. world and that element is cruciaL: it is meaning. A man's 

'WOrld means something to him, or it would net be his 'W'.)rld. !gain we are 

discovering a qua1.ity of participation here that we can only caJJ., in 

Tillich's terms, symbolic. 

17 J.H. Randall, Jr., in Kegley-Bretal1, op. cit., p.l,54 
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This interpretation is substantiated by the course of Ti1J.ich' s 

thought when he comes ta âiscuss spirit. His determining definition of 

the nature of Spirit is that of a unity of power and me~. , The el.ement 

of poWer is present in centered personal.ity, se1f-transcending vitaJ.ity, 

and::.:self-determination. Meaning is impllcit in universaJ. participation 

(that is, participation in one' s worl.d), the foms and structures of 

reallty, and l.imiting destil:\v. (ST I, 249-.50) Life.as spirit includes 

mind, body, soul., etc. Rere is lI'DltuaJ. participation. But l.ife as spirit 

is found on1y in man, where the structure of being, its self-wrl.d 

character, is full.y reaJ.ized. Were it not for the misl.e~ connotation 

normally associated wi th the word, we might call. this type of ontol.ogical. 
. . .. 

participation spirituaJ., for its full. reaJ.ity consista precisel.y in 

including both·~the eJ.ements of power and meaning. 

In a suggestive interpretation of TilJ.ich's system, Guyton B. Hammond 

maintains that to account for the dynamic nature of Tillich' s concepts, 

we must think of Being-itself as life. The self-world polarity, in 

Hammond's view, is rooted in the ability of being as l.ife to transcend 

. i tself, to go out from i tself .18 Hammand carefully documents bis theory, 

which is surely correct. 'Wha.t our discussion suggests here is simply this: 

that there is a reason wby life seeks self-transcendence. In self-

transcendence man seeks'i;to discover and express the meaning that summons 

him in the structure of being. 

18 Guyton B. Hammond, :r.lall in Estrangement, op. cit.,p.92 
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.5. Elements in the Polarity of Baing 

The ontologicaJ. structure of self and world, which expresses i tself 

in terme of the subject-object dichotomy, has within i1# elements that 

stand in polarity over against each other. These inc1.ude <%Ynamics and 

form, and freedom and destiny, but the polari ty that concerns us particu

larly is that of individuaJ.ization and participation. These polar ele

ments are present in beings at every level. They are most visible, and 

reaJ.ized, in man. 

'What is c1.ear from our anal.ysis so far of the participation con

cept is confirmed by Tillich's treatment of this polarity. For Tillich, 

individua11zation and participation are not pure, unambiguous, terminal. 

factors in the polar relation. We have observed that the participation 

concept consistentJ.y disc1.oses i tself in terme of two components, an 

element of identity and an element of separation. We wculd not expect 

the polarity of individuaJ.ization and participation to comprise two factors 

tota11y incapable of Mediation and inter-infiuence, an immoveable object 

planted at one extreme with the drawing power of an irresistible force 

at the other. Tillich asserts that participation is present on the level. 

of complete individua:lization, in man, in its fullest intensity for every 

human being is unique because each can participate, as be ~elieves the 

Stoics held, in the univers al. Logos or, as the Christian church proc1.aims, 

in saJ.vation. (ST l, 175-6) The ontology of Leibniz confirms this 

interpretation of interdependence in that, as concerned as it is w.i.th 

preserving the individualityof the Monacis - ...... the infiuence of one 
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monad upon another" in the view of Leibniz, His pur~ ideal."- the 

ontol.ogy demands the braader contexte Leibniz therefore maintains that 

"God al.one is the primitive unit Y of the original. simple substance; of 

'Which an created or derived monads are the products and are generateci, 

so to speak, by continuaJ. ful.gurations of the Divinity fl'Om moment to 

moment.1I19 The task of individual.ization cannot be real.ized apart fram 

the context of participation whUe the relationship of participation is 

impossible without individual.ized entities to comprise it. 

Man is observed in bis micro co smic nature again here in the tension 

of tbis polarity. Man's participation is obviously limited. by the factors 

of bis physicaJ. and cultural. environment. Neverthel.ess, w.2.thin the 

framework of these 1imi tations, by becoming open to the structure of 

being, the rational. structure of real.ity, man can participate universally 

in all tbings. 

Agam, not ow.y is man seen as the microcosmos, he is the paradigm 

of beings. The elements of individual.ization and participation, which are 

in aJ.:L things, reach their perfect forms in him in bis personhood, on the 

one band, and bis communion, on the other. Communion is the fullest 

reaJ.ization of the components and relationship that comprise participation 

- separation and identity in their inter-influence. The participations 

of other kinds of being are but anticipations of this one. "Bommunion 

is participation in another completely centered and complete1y individual. 

self." (ST 1; 176) 

19 Leibniz, Monadoloq, #51 and :JI47, in Leibniz Selections, Wiener, 

(ed.), New York: Scribner's;, 19511/ pp.542-3. Tillich discusses this 

point in Leibniz' thought in CB, 115. 
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The doctrine of the individual' s participation in the rational 

structure of reaJ.i ty is attributed by Tillich to the S'toics in their 

Logos theory. Generally speaking, this is surel.y correct, though Tillich's 

reac:iing of "participation" into Stoic thought is inexact. As we have 

seen, the staics lacked the el.ement of separation required by the partici

pation concept. 20 Their doctrine more precisely was the identity of 

the structure of the human mind with the structure of reaJ.ity in mutuaJ. 

rationality, a position with profound influence on Western thought. In 

the light of this identity, the staics recognized a basic human prob1em: 

men are in confiict with their own rationality. (cf. CB, 16) 

The confiict threatens to destroy the relationship that makes lite 

meaningful. In his finitude, as Tillich views him, man bas the anxiety 

of losing tbis ontological. structure. Finite self-hood is in à;ynamic 

tension wi th fini te participation. The break of their uni ty becomes 

actual ~en self-relatedness becomes loneliness and communion is lost. 

(ST l, 199) The self that is eut off from participation in its 'WOrld 

is an empty shell. Aseity belongs to God aJ.one. When man seeks it, he 

is destroyed because the structure of his being disintegrates. (CB.:;. 151-2) 

Threatened with the loss of this structure, which is the threat 

of non-being, man is called upon to find the courage of self-affirmation 

which has t'WO sides, the affirmation of the self as self and. the affirmation 

of having a 'WOrld, of participation in it, w.i.thout which there could be 

no self. (CB, 86-7) In bis attempts to cope with the anxieties generated 

by this threat, man seeks sources of that courage ~ere they appear to be 

20 pp. 29-30 above 
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readily available. Thus, in "democratic conformism" man seeks to aJJ.ay 

bis anxieties by "the courage to be as a part" of the great, productive 

society, or as in Romantic individualism, be looks for "the courage to 

be as a self" 'Without arJ3 obligations. (CB, 107,117) ~e tension cm be 

broken in eitber direction. None of these sources of courage 1s fully 

adequate to sustain the person before the tbreats of death, meaningless

ness, and guilt. The courage to be,.::_as a sill and a part, needs to be 

l'Ooted in the ground and power of being. 

The individualization-participation polarity is the most visible 

expression of the polari ty wi thin the polari ties, which Tillich calls 

tbat between the el.ement of the self-relatedness of being and that of the 

belongingness of being. (ST l, 165) These are implicit in the polarities 

of freedom and destiny and dynamics and fom as wall. .Al1 beings share 

in tbem, but only in man has se1f-relatedness the fuJJ. depth of individuali

zation and bel.ongingness the full comprehensiveness of participation • 

.Again we wonder about this ontological participation in the polar 

elements: 'What is its char·acter? We can expect it to be most clearl.y 

refracted in its highest level - in communion. Surely communion bas all 

the actuaJ.ity of substance, thougb not confined to tbis category, and aJJ. 

the influence of causali ty, thougb not l.imi ted to this one. The clue is 

in that factor that transforma an encounter between two persons into a 

communion. The factor again is meaning. The ontological participation in 

the polari ty of being retains i.he consistentJ.y symbolic character. 



411-

6. The Anal.og;y of Being 

Among the questions Tillich raises in Biblic8l Re1i&ion and the 

Search for mtimate Real.ity, is that which asks if there is not a be.sic 

incompatibilit,y between an onto1ogy and bib1ic8l religion because .the 

re1igious background of the former is a "mystic8l participation" whil.e 

the 1atter presupposes a distance between God and man as a religion of 

ethicaJ. command and obedience. (BR, 47) Does not a creation doctrine 

wi th an imp1ication of the radical. gul.f' between Creator and created deny 

the possibil.i ty of arry participation of the one in the Other? From i ts 

publication, Tillich was deep1y impressed b.1 Rudo1f otto's Classic phenomeno-

1ogical. description of encounter with God in The Idea of the Holz. He 

finds it decisive for bis thought. But in an ear1y review of the work 

and since, Tillich bas made one cri ticism. The God who is only "Whol.l.y 

Other" couJ.d not be acknoldedged by us as God; in fact, we couJ.d not 

encounter a Real.ity with 'Whom we did not share some point of identity. 

Jü.though man is in actuality separated from the infinite, he couJ.d not be 

aware of it, did he not participate in it potentially. (ST n, 9) The 

e1ement of identi ty on which mysticism is based cBmlOt be absent from 

arry re1igious experience. (OB, 160) What gives the real. force to ·the 

experience of God as Wholly Other is that we recognize him as Basically 

Same. The anthropomorphisms of bib1icaJ. re1igion are symbo1s of this 

ver.y e1ement of identity. 

Once this is said, i t is necessary to re-assert the other side of . 

the divine-human re1ationship. An emphasis on identity has serious dangers. 
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Rel.igion can deteriorate into magic, as it often has, when men seek to 

participate in divine power so as to manipul.ate it for human purposes. 

(ST l, 213) The absol.ute dimension of the divine ethicaJ. demands can be 

mitigated and the divine transcendence dissol.ved so that God becomes 

just another entit,y in existence, a subject subservient to the subject

object dichotomy. A wrong stress on identity can l.ead to the misguided 

notion that God's existence can be proved by deduction from the factors 

of existence as it is known, making God dependent on the constructions 

of human thought, against 'Which Tillich strongl.y protests, as did 

Kierkegaard before him. 

In the compl.exi ty of Tillich' s analysis, there is an insistence on 

the via negativa and room for the via positiva. Man is an individuaJ. 

person, Who participates universally. Be is dynamic, self-transcending, 

free, participating in a d.~iStiny. He naturally sees the divine l.ife in 

terms of his own - personaJ., dynamic, and. free. But 'the reJ.igious mind 

recognizes the meaning of the symbol.s on the other side of the pol.ari ty. 

If God has the distinctiveness of being personaJ., heis One 'Who is at 

the same time an absol.ute participant. If he is dynamic, he is soin 

union with form; if free, he is united wi'th his destiny. (ST l, 2.4}-4) 

There is both ontologica1 continui ty and discont1nui ty between man and 

God. Both participate in the el.ements of the structure of being, but 

in absolutely different ways. Both participate in space, but God's 

participation is transcendent, as indicated by the "symbol of omnipresence. 

Both know, but our knowing experience has a fragmentary character, whil.e 
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God .is truth, as indicated by the ~l of divine omniscience. (ST I, 

277-9) The diaJ.ecticaJ. complexity of Tillich's doctrine is made pes-
. , 

sible by bis use of Schelling's principle 01' identity. On tbis basis, 

Tillich can appreciate an identity in God that includes diversity and 

. an identity between God and man that includes ditferenee. In either 

Schelling' s statement of identi ty as a logical. principle or ~s a predica

tion of the Absolute, identity is not te be confused with uniformity. 

In bis second dissertation on Schelling, Tillich describes bis view: 

Aber IdentiUt ist nicht gleich Einerleiheit. WIre das 

Absolute Einerleiheit, so k8nnte es nichtIdentitit 

genannt werden. Identi Ut setzt Duplizi Ut voraus. 

Das Absolute idIdentiUt, das heisst: Das Abso~u~ aJ.s 

Subjekt ist gleich dam Absoluten aJ.s Objekt. (FR, 59) 

The structursl principJ.ell' that is consequently behindTilJ.ich' s 
. . ;. ~ 

view of the God.-man relation is the classic anaJ.ogia entis, aJ.though 

in bis system it has a post-Barthian, or more exaetly, post-Reformation 

charaeter. In the classie view, as we fiOO· it in Aquinas, the anal.~gieaJ. 

reJ.ationship bet'ween ereaturesandtheir eréator is "an aJ.ternative to 

the equivoeityand univocity of medievaJ. scholastie ~ntroversy. The 

type 01' anaJ.ogy involved was, it must be noted, t'WO-term rather than 

tbree-term.It 'WS not that God and man were anaJ.ogous sinee both ~ 

being, as a man and a borse wouJ.d be anaJ.ogous because of a common 

animal. nature. Rather, for Aquinas, as one commentater puts it, in 

things described anru.ogieally "the common notion signified by the name is 

not shared equally by alJ. the things which reeeive the name; onJ.y one 01' 

the. ana10gates is signified perfectly ••• ft The name "Beingtl can onl.y 
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signify God in perfection. One of the analogates is in essence what the 

other is by participation. Aquinas w,rites: "The creature is not said ta 

be similar ta God as though God participated, in the same form which the ...... ., 
creature shared. . Rather,. the reason is that God is the very form sub-

stantially, while the creature participates in this form -Utrough a kind 

of imitation.,,22 The doctrine of analogy in Aquinas involves the same 

substantial ar&Ci causative dynamics as does the participation concept •. 

From Tillich's perspectives, two basic difficti1ties keep us fram 

using the doctrine of the analogia entis in its traditionaJ., classic 

forme The first is that it suggests the possibUity of a naturaJ. theology, 

founded on inductions fram nature and human experience which, by projec-

tion, refer ta God. The consequence cannot be tolerated: either in medievaJ. 

or nineteenth century (RitschJ.ian) formu1ations, naturaJ. and human 

exp,erience sets the terms of reference in which God is understood. With 
. 

Barth, with Luther and with Cal.vin, Tillich insists that revelation cannet 

be confined to terms drawn from the pro cesses of human knowl.edge. That 

is the prote st of the Protestant principle. 

The second. basic difficul.ty lies in the substantiaJ. and causative 

categories empJ.oyed ~"'l the tradi tional doctrine. We have seen that con-

sistently Tillich has sought to inClude but transcend these categories 

which wrong1y draw God into the. structure of existence, making mm an 

object among objects and a cause among causes. He is the "First" in the 

ClassicaJ. explanation, ta be sure, but he is nevertheless subjected to 

21 Ralph M. McInerny, The Logic of Anal.og:y: an. Interpretation of 
st. Thomas Aquinas, The Hague: Nijhoff, 1961, p.76 

22 st. Thomas Aquinas, De. Ver. 9.:36 
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principles more inc1.usive than himself. 

How then does Tillich reformul.ate the analoda entis doctrine? The 

key princip le ~ be tound in the opening chapter ot Csl.vin's Institutes. 

Ca1vin speaks there ot the connection between the knowl.edge ot ourse1ves 

and the knowl.edge ot God: 

The knowl.edge ot ourse1ves, theretore, is not o!Üy an 
inciteInent to seek atter God, but llkewise a considerab1e 
assistance towards tinding him. On the other band, i t 
is plain that no man can arrive at the true know1edge of 
himseJ.f, 'Without having tirst contemplated the divine 
cb.aracter3 and then descended to the consideration of 
bis own.2 . 

Ca1vin insists that a man cannot arrive at an understanding ot God' s being 

through an ana1ysis ot bis own being but rather by a diaJ.ecticaJ. process 

in which the crucia1 point is that man comes to understand bis own being 

onJ.y in the light ot God' s. The anaJ.ogy is not one of natura1 continui ty 

but of divine disc1.osure and grace. It becomes tile basis neither of a 

naturaJ. theology atter. the ~mist pattern nor of a fideism,tolJ.~~ Barth, 

but of corre1ation. We can speak of God not li teraJ.4r but symbolicall.y, 

according to Tillich. (ST I:;. 131,239-40) The principle of anaJ.ogy forms 

the basis of a participation that is, again, symbollc. 

In ms treatment of the' c1.assica1 doctrine; TilliCh thus inc1udes 

the Barthian critique of arry natura1 know1edge of God whlle resolute1y 

standing against Barth's early rejection of analogia entis. In 1941, 

Tillich spelled out bis position wi th c1ari ty: 

But whil.e accepting the method of ana10gia entis, l cannot 
accept arry attempt te use it in the way of rational. construc-

23 John Ca1vin, Institutes, op. cit., I,I.1-2, p.48. Tillich cites 
this passage in one of bis rare footnotes in ST l, 63. 
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tion. The symbolic, 8.ffirmative concepts about God, bis 
qualities and bis actions, express the concrete form in 
which th9 lJ\Y'ster1ous ground and abyss of· being bas become 
manif'est to a being as bis ul.timate concern in an act which 
we caJ.1 "revel.ation." The Special symbols are dependent 
upon the concrete situation and configuration in which the 
lJ\Y'stery of the ground appears to us. The knowledge about 
God arising from such a concrete manifestation of the 
unconditioned is true, althougb it may be a relative, 
prel.iminary or distorted. truth. But it is not theoretical, 
i t. is an existential truth, that is a truth to which l 
must surrender in order to exper1ence it. In this sense 
the "symbols provide no objective knowledge but yet a 
true awareness", name1y, the ~stery of the ground, which 
never can become an object for a subject, but which draws 
the subject ~ the object thus overcoming the cl.eavage 
between them. 

While man's being is anaJ.ogous to God's, in the Thomist two-term analogical 

vay, a man does not know trul.y who and what he is until he knows God, bis 

ul.timate concern, the ground and ~stery, in revelation. 'When he knows 

God he knows he is God' s. He knows then not olÙ.y bis being but the . 

meaning of his being. He participates in the being of God,; no:w. ~t another 

level and wi th a new fullness. '!hus Tillich can say, 'When a man discovers 

God, he discovers himsel.f, infinitely transcended. (TC, 10) 

The hope of eternaJ. life is a paradigm case of the manner in which 

Tillich' s dialecticaJ. understanding of the Go~man relationship works 

out. That hope is based not on a substantiaJ. qualityof a man's soul. but 

on his participation, by grace, in the eternity of the divine lite. (ST I, 

276) The cl.assical doctrine~of analogy is thus, along wi th the cl.assical 

concept of participation, reformulated in the 1ight of the prophetie

Protestant principie. 

24 Paul. Tillich, "Symbol and Knowledgetl in Journal of Liberal Religion, 
v.3, 1941, p.203,cited in J.L. Adams, op. cit., p.271 
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7. The Transcendent Beine; of God 

Tillich's doctrine of God has a special. bearing on bis view of the 

character of participation in its ontological application. It brings 

the issues we have been eXBndning into foaus, and provides the setting 

for a use of the concept that is unique in its history. The central. 

issue is defined by Tillich as the confiict between the personal. nature 

of the biblical. understanding of God and the ontological. principles in-

volved in the sta'tf'ement. that God is Being-itse1f. In the~ biblical. under

standing, God is personal.. (BR, 23-4) But ontology raises a radical. 

question: is not a personal. God at being among others who cannat be the 

object of ultimate concern1 (BR, 27-8) God as a subject, even a trans

cendent subject, cannot be free fromthe limits of theontological struc-

ture. He must be interpreted in the light of a bigher principle, as 

Kant saw in positing the question God must ask himself - why am 11 In 

that case, he woul.d not be ultimate. Tillich sees the confiict between 

the personal. reciprocity of the I-Thou relation and ontological. partici

pation beginning in the Bible itself. (BR, 82) This is the problem that 

has troubled Nels F.S. Ferré more than a:ny other in Tillich's theology. 

Ferré bel.ieves that the personaJ. God, necessary to the bibJ.ical. under-

standing of revelation, sal.vation and the act of prayer, is eliminated 

by Tillich's ontological. assumptions. Tillich meanwbile has insisted 

that the God concept and ontol.ogical. considerations are interdependent and 

require each other. 

Tillich's statement is that God is not a person but is personal., 
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if that quaJ.ification is app1ied careful.l.y. God is the ground of the 

personal. (ST I, 245) Being inCludes personal being; God i8 the "Personal

itsel.f." (BR, 83) Guyton B. Hammond has defended Tillich against the 

charge that bis concept of God is static and lire1ess. He bas deve10ped 

the position that Tillich's onto1ogy is actualJ.y "derived from and con-

structed upon the experiences of se1fhood and sel.f-consciousness, under

stood as self-transcendence."25 Under Close investigation, he fiMs the 

term Being-itseU means Life-itsel.f. Hammond's argument, however, does 

not necessarUy lead ta the conClusion he tries ta establ.ish, tbat there 

is an Ultimate place for the divine-human encounter as a person-to-Person 

encounter in Tillich's scheme. The concept "Life" need not be interpreted 

personaJJ.y. Tillich himse1f has stated that the attribution of lire ta 

God is symbolic, for God's lire is not subject to the terms of rei'erence 

of existential 1ife. 

Tillich' s tal.k of "the God above God" adds wight to the suspicion 

that a:ny personal God who finds a p1ace in Tillich' s doctrine is but an 

acconWdation of the real Gad to the limitations of human knoldedge and 

experience. Further, Tillich quite Clearly underscores bis view that 

God cannot be called a seU, for tbat concept implies "separation from and 

contrast ta everything which is not self." (ST I, 245) We need ask what 

"personal." can mean if selfbood is prohibited? Tillich asserts that a 

"pantheistic e1ementtt is necessary in the Christian doctrine of God. (ST I, 

234 ) The issue is, if God is not a persan, how can the pantheistic e1ement 

25 G.B. Hammon:;, "Tillich on the Personal God", in Journal. of ReJ.igion, 
v. 44, 1964, p.292 
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be kept from dominating the doctrine, as we have seen George F. McLean 

and Josef Schmitz, among others, insist it does in Tillich's thoughti 

The manner in which this di1ennna is resolved in Tillich's mind 

can be seen characteristically from two sides: the perspectives of onto~ 

logical. structure and human experience. Ontologicall.y, God includes, 

fulfills and transcends the elements in the structure of being. In him, 

dynamics and form, freedom and destiny are united. Similarly, in a kind 

of coincidentia oppositorum, God can be called "the absolute individual" 

on condition that he is also "the absolute participant." This is a unique 

ontological application of the participation concept. In the history of 

the term, it has always faced in the other direction. The ''1ower'' partici

pates in the "higher", sensible objects in ideal foms, beings in being

itself. The Boethian formula has been consistently followed, that beings 

participate in Being-itself but Being-itself does net participate in 

anything. The partial. exception is in Scbleiermacher, who speaks of 

Christianity's mediator as participating in both "Divine Essence" and human 

nature. Tillich goes further; he completely inverts the tradition. Being

itself does participate. It participates universally - in everything. 

"God is net God without univers al. participation." (ST l, 24.5) The divine 

lite participates in every lite as its creative ground and aime God has 

community with everything; he shares its destiny. From his parousia 

nething is fully separated. This is not to be thought of as a spatial. 

or temporal. presence. It is symbolic, but no less real. 

Tillich has insistedtbat the individualization-participation polarity 
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in human lite demands an interdependence of the two elements.The 

individuel. is not trul:y a sell' unless he is a participant,Snci onlY selves 

can trul.y parlicipate •. ·Under ·the conditions of human existenèe, hOwever, 

these reaJ.izations are fragmentary.. The polarities are el.ways in 

tension. To be a person involves them both but is an unachieved idéel.. 

In the divine lite, on the other band, the two eJ.ements are ful.:filled in 

each other. God can be understood as Absolute Person beèause he has àll 

the depth and intensity of the Absolute Individuel. (as with the One of 

Plotinus) as wall as the comprehensiveness and involvement of the Absolute 
\ 

Participant. God is not a self but is centered. In him, the centeredness 

that is part of the structure in which all things participate, is ful-

filled - by its utter, infinite inclusiveness. .All things can be in

cluded in God, f'or in bis agape all things can be aff'irmed in themseJ.ves. 

Tillich's ontological answer to pantheism. is. pan-en-theism. (ST III, 421) 

Human experience discloses a similar transcendence. 'When the 

individuel. relates himself to the ground of' being, bis experience· is 

dominated by the participation side of' the polari ty and has a mystical. 

character, according to Tillich. "When he f'inds himsell' in the:diV1ne-

human encounter, bis experience has a persÇ)nal character. In faith, both 

are accepted and transcended. (OB, 1.56-7) Absolute f'aith goes·beyond 

the subject-object condition of' personsl encounter as wall as beyond 

mysticel. experience. An e1ement of' skepticism wi thin i t transcends 

mystical. identi ty while the awareness of' God as beyond the subject-object 

scheme carries it beyond personalism. (CB,177) Ontology demands and 

f'aith experiences the transcendent God. 
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New it is eas.y to understand how a personSlistic faith can be 

"transcended" by a mystica:L el.ement, by mystica:L union wi th the Ground 

which is Beyond. But what can "transcend" an e~erience of mystical union? 

From the perspective of Neo-Platonic philosophy or Orienta:L religion, 

nothing can. But in the context of biblical faith, there is another 

possibility. The faith-situation transcends the mystica:L union which 

swaJJ.ows selfbood and submerges as wll as devalues human reSlity and 

experience. The faith-situation ful.fills selfhood, heals rather than 

erases the tensions of human existence, and places a sacramenta:L valua

tion on the objects and e~eriences of this ·world. In the encounter with 

the God above God,as Tillich describes it, the self ·receives itself 

back. (OB, 187-8) The transcendent human e~erience is that in which 

the Divine Spirit is present in the human spirit, in which the human 

spirit participates in the Divine, finding there its ground and aim •. 

. 'What TiJJ.ich has done in his doctrine of God, though hiS"~Yways are 

sometimes obscure, is to el.evate the person-hood of Godto ·a transcendent 

level. While profoundl.y aware of the depth of the persona:L, as his 

writings relating to ciBpth ps.ychology show, he is always sensitive to 

. the dangers of a persona:Lism that can éasily sever the self from real 

relationship with others as wall as with non-persona:L rea:Lity, cutting 

i tself off from reali ty as a whole and diminishing God to a being in a 

largely a1ien universe. The answer to Ferré's critique is that the ultimate 

affirmation about God is not that he is Person but that he is Spirit. 

Ferré expresses satisfaction in what he calls Tillich' s "switch" to Spirit 
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in the third vol.ume of the Systematic Theol.ogy. Perhaps wefind here 

not a switch as much as a fulfillment. .All al.ong, ~irit ,is the deter-
, , 

,mining category for the nature of God. strategicaJJ.y, Tillich' s system 
t ". • • 

had. to begin with ontol.ogical.,concepts, however, for to have begun with 

Spirit wou1d have had,;even greater dangers. Spirit, in its popu1ar 

contrast with body or matter, is s.a misleading as Being-itseli'. hom 

the begihning" of Tillich t s system, 'bis stress has been . on power and. meaning, 

which ilitheir unit y comprise Spirit. The concepts'oi" the earlier volumes 

prepare for those of the last. The answer to Arnold Come t s charge that 

in Til.l.i"ch the participation concept' swal10ws p'èraonâl communion is t~

fold. First, while communion is the highest fom of participation, i t 

cannot be the most comprehensive. If' God be God, he must be present to 

all aspects of created reality, able to make arry of them sacramental.. Even 

the hairs on each head are divinely numbered. Second, the fact that 

communion is the "highest" expression of participation in Tillich indicates 

that consistently his ontology is determined b.Y human and personal rather 
, " 

than natural factors. The swallowing that occurs in this usage of the 

participation formula, if a:rry, consists of the ontological being taken into 

the personal. 

In the context of the doctrine of God, again, Tillich' s concept 

of participation includes but transcends the substantial. and causative 

categories. Participation is again in this setting, nothing less than 

symbolic. For participation in its highest,ontologica1 fom is p~t~ci

pation in the Divine Spirit, a union of power and meaning. To the analysis 

of our knowledge of the meanings of things we must now turne 

26 Nels F.S. Ferr6, op. cit., p.16 



CHAPTER THREE 

THE PARTICIPATION OF THE KNOWER IN THE KNOWN 

The participation concept can be seen with new facets of signifi

cance in a second constellation of ideas and princip1es in Tillich's 

thought: bis analysis of cognition. "1 belleve that in every cognitive 

. re1ation an e1ement of participation is invo1ved," he writes in bis res

ponse to the interpretation and critiques inCluded in Kegley and Bret811's 

symposium on bis theo1ogy.1 In ~ contexts, he insists that the knower 

participates in that which he knows. Writing in 1952, he reveals that 

the question of cognitive participation is "a problem which has come onJ.y 

recentl.y into the foreground of 'III3' thinking. tt Nevertheless, Tillich had 

been thinking through the concerns of epistemology and its broader settings 

for a number of years in a way that tmplied the participation concept and 
2 . . 

its constituent elements. In 1955, Tillich pub1ished an artiCle on 

"Participation and Know1edge" which he characterized as "an initial approach" 

to the prob1ems of an "ontology of cognition. ":3 

1 Paul. Tillich, "Reply ••• " in Kegley-Bretall, op. cit., p.:3:32 
2 Ibid. Cornelius Loew, Tillich' s graduate assistant when §z!.:. 

tematic Theo1ogy l was pub1ished, recal1s, in a letter, a conversation 
wi th Tillich in 1948-9 about cogni ti ve participation in which Tillich 
spoke of bis· interest in developing this more full.y. Frau Gertraut 
St8ber, director of the Kreis der Freunde Paul. Tillichs E. V., confirma 
the fact, in a letter, that "Partizipation" is not to be found in Tn-
1ich's ear1ier writings. She writes: "Insofern also stimmt Ihre Ver
mutung, dass dieser Begriff erst um 1948 auftaucht." "Tei1nabme" does 
appear occasionaJ.ly in writings before that date. 

:3 Paul. Tillich, ttpal'ticipation and Knowledge" in Sociologica: 
Frankfurter Beitr e zur Soziolo ie, Band l, T.W. Adorno and Walter Dirks, 
eds. ,zum O. Geburtstag Max Horkheimer, Frankfurt am Main: Europtlische 

VerlagsanstaJ.t, 1955. The artiCle deserves wider attention. It is 
cited hereafter as PK. 
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Ti1l.ich' s point of departure in man as the asker of the question 

of being makes possible two starting-points for bis theologic81 s,ystem 

or an an8lysis of it. Introducing his Systema.tic Theology, he discusses 

the virtues and liabil.ities of beginning with either the ontologic8l or 

epistemologicaJ. sections. The justification of a.nsJ.yzing the problems 

of knowing first, as he did, vas that it had become the tradition in 

modern times to ask as the first question, how do we know? How does man 

know about being in order to ask, and believe he can find an answer to, 

its question? A preference for an initial. approach to ontology, on the 

other band, can be based on the recognition that ever,y epistemologic8l 

method has ontologic8l presuppositions. The question behind ~ epistemo

logy is ~at is the structure of being that makes asking possible? For 

our purposes, we might have begun from either side, for participation is 

the key to both. Having chosen to look at the ontologic81 constellation 

first because participation is generalJ.y identified, bistoricaJ.l.y, as a 

term with a predominantly ontologica1 application, we now turn to cogni

tion. Our quandar,y is simple: does participation take on a different 

meaning in this different context? Wil1 it continue to have both elements 

of separation and identity? Will it best be understood in a s.ymbolic 

way, transcending but including the categories of substance and caus81i ty? 

Or is cognitive participation appreciably differen:\i..: from its ontological. 

counterpart? 

'When Tillich writes of the human search for the "really re81, Il he 

is describing the driving power within the human search for knowledge. 
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(BR',' 12-3) As soon as the human concern is detined in this way, the 

diaJ..ecticaJ.. nature of man's rel.ationship with the reaJ.. is evident. Did 

we not participate in the reBlJ.y reaJ.., we would not be abl.e to know 

enough of it to seek it; were we not separated from it, had we %lOt l.ost 

it, we would have no cause te attempt to find it. Then let us suppose 

that we come to that moment in which the tlreaJ.l.y real." opens itself to us; 

what then? Do we not surrender to it! seeking a participation in a new 

intensity and power? For Tillich, the search for the really reaJ. is 

the factor that draws together the II1Bll\Y forma of cognition inte one search 
, ' -

for knowledge. The dynamic diaJ.ectic is at the heart of the process'.' 

In comprehending the pl.ace of participation in Tillich's "onto-

l.ogy of cognition", we will need to examine the various kinds of human 

knowledge, their ontologicaJ.. presuppositions, the total. ontological. frame

work which acts of knowing disc1.ose as their basis, the setting of know

ledge in the !Laires, its foundation in the Logos, ~ the nature of the 

identity of thought and being. An investigation of the place of partici-

pation in the verification process w.llJ. complete our view of this con-

stellation in Tillich's system. 

1. The !{inds of Knowipg 

1>1an is one who knows, who knows that he knows - and that he does 

not know. His knowledge is of severaJ.. kinds" and i t is Tillich' s desire, 

in bis theory of cognition, te "roll up the iron curtain" between them. 

(PK,209) Tillich's first full-sized book after World War l was on 12!! 

System der Wissenschaften, with the intention of describing the pl.ace of 
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each science in relationship to others and a larger ~le. He had already 

become convinced that lia system of the sciences is not only the goal. but 

also the starting point of an knowledge." If one is to develop a 

cri tical. understanding of scientific knowledge, he must be aware "of the 

scientistes place in the tota1ity of knowledge." Indeed, it is as impor-

tant for the scientist as for the theologian or philosopher to have a 

sense of the connection between bis work and the entire cognitive task.
4 

Adams finds the origins of Tillich' s classification of the kinds of 

knowing in Fichte's "idea of knowledge" in its trip~ite division. 

Different types of knowledge are appropriate for the various elements 

of reality: in the realm of thought, the science of philosophy; in that 

of existence, empir:i.caJ. science; in that of spirit, cultural. sci~mce.5 

Within these basic divisions TiJJ.ich classifies the various sciences, from 

biology to history. 

Writing some thirty yearS later, Tillich refers to Max Scheler's 

distinction between He~ssen, Bildungswissen, and Herrschaftswissen 

as three types of knowledge, saving knowledge, educational knowledge and 

controlling knowledge. Confiating the second kind with the first, as' the 

two share a common aim, Tillich describes a polarity between the exis-

tentia1 type of knowledge at one end of the scale and the controlling type 

at the other. (PK,204) The existential. label supersedes "receiving 

knowledge" as described in the first volume of bis Systematics, being 

without the misleading passive connotations of "receiving." (cf. ST I, 97-8) 

4 In @erman in FH, p.111; English translation in Adams, J .L., op. cit. 
p.121 

5 J.L. Adams, op. cit. pp.132-3 
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Controlling knowledge results from the scientific method. It 

makes of its object a conditioned and calculable thing. The term "con

trolling" indicates the inner connection between scientific discover,y and 

technical. application. The scientif1c method 1s one that discovers know-

1edge by contl'Olled experimentation. Its naturaJ. expression is the in-

creasing contro1 over the e1ements of the enviromnent. 

ID 1eve1s of reality, however, do not yie1d themse1ves to this 

kind of contro1. Some realms of knowledge require a method: other than 

that of objectification, a method more appl'Opriate to their natures. 

Furthermore, nothing can be comp1ete1y objectified, for al.1 things,U::.Boi'iar 

as they participate in the structure of being, have a se1f-re1atedness 

that makes them more than simp1y "objects." Things are "interesting" in 

their se1f-relatedness. A metal is interesting in this vay and in view 

of the things that can be pl'Oduced from it, the too1s and materiaJ.s. But 

i ts se1f-re1atedness, while being capable of extension, deve10pment or 

transformat;ton, is not to be utter1y violated without its actual dest1'l1c-

tion. Scientific knowledge is contl'Olling knowledge, which maintains an 

e1ement of detachment and is distinguished from immediate knoldedge, . but 

it is not pure Objectification.
6 

ExistentiaJ. know1edge, at the other po1e, has multip1e forms. 

Tillich distinguishes the existential attitude from philosophicaJ. or 

artistic existentialism, defining it as basically "participating in a 

situation, especially a cognitive situation, with the who1e of one's 

existence." (CB, 124 ) In every cognitive act there remains an element of 

6 Ibid. p.126 
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detacbment; otherwise one wou1d not know that which is other than onesel.f. 

Detacbment is one element withinthe embracing act of cognitive partici

pation. But in existentiaJ. knOldedge the element of participation or 

involvement is dominant. 

That is not to say that participation is absent from control] i ng 

knowledge. As we have seen, Tillich insists that anything that is known 

participates in "being knowable." Ever.y reaJ.ity participates~in the 

structure of being, in self-relatedness~ SUch participation points to 

a basic correlation between knower and known which makes knowing possible. 

Another participation is the basis of the knowing act itself. Both 

object and subject are involved in bringing what is required to a mament 

of consciousness in which a phenomenon is known. In the reaJ.m of con

trolling knowledge, these participations are not aJ.ways self-evident. 

In existentiaJ. knowledge, however, they are increasingly cl.ear. 

The knowledge of persons, histor.y, spiri tuaJ. creation as wall as rellgious 

knowledge aU have this existentiaJ. character. A person is not simply 

to be known - he is to be understood. Words used for understanding show 

an awareness of' the participation element: ver-stehen and comprehendere. 

The tw components of understanding are both participative, empatby and 

interpretation. 

Empathy is essentiaJ. to knowledge of persons. Tillich writes: 

"One of the consequences of the predominance of the principle of separa

tion in modern theories of knowledge has been that man bas tried to des

cribe his understanding of others as an inferencefrom .his understanding 

of himself." Actually, ei ther the understanding of one self or of others 
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is secondary. "The primary phenomenon is the understanding of the 

situation of encounter in WhiCh both oneself and others participate ••• 

Participation precedes objectivation." (PK, 20,5-6) The human reaJ.ity is 

te be understeod not in iso1ation nor in objectification but in meeting. 

When knoliledge of another becomes controlling, the communion of exis

tentiaJ. understanding is broken. 

In re1ation to onesel.f, i t is again not a controlling knoliledge 

but a participative one that provides the insight Which hea1s, as in 
. . 

depth psycho1ogy. The person is not detached from bis own past but rather 

that past is reactivated and he participates in it. Neverth~ess, here 

again an e1ement of detachment is required. "Insight" can become dis-

torted inte a fanaticaJ. seU-assurance and understanding of others into 

wisbful. thinking. Elements of separation, detachment and verification 

are needed te protect against distortions. Til1ich concludes that what 

is required for a proper understanding of persons is "right participation": 

Here the cognitive criterion coincides with the ethica1 
criterion: true knowledge of the other person is possible 
oru.y te the degree in Which the re1ation te him is, nei ther 
blinding passion nor beautifying wish nor distorting hata 
but rather a criticizing and accepting ~ which is 
detached and involved at the same time. (PK, 206 ) 

Â s:imil.ar rel.ationship to oneself is the basis for insight. A lack of 

such an emphasis on participation in the process of knowing has been a 

major factor in the de-humanization of man in contemporary society. (ST l, 99) 

Participation has a shaping and transforming effect, a ful.filling conse-

quence, for the resul.t is "a participating know1.edge Which changes both 

the knower and the known in the very act of loVing know1.edge." (ST nI, 137) 
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The interpretative side of understanding relates especiaJJ.y to 

the cul.tural. sciences. The prefix inter points to the participative 

factor, that one must be "between" in order to understand. To under-

stand. and interpret a painting, Tillich maintains, the viewer must he 

taken into it, be deepl.y grasped by it, and' ~ive in it. "I recogilize, 

in this moment in which l am emotionall.y moved, a dimension of reali ty 

oi' which otherwise l would never be' aware, and a dimension in ~sel1' 

'WOuld never be opened up except through participation in the painting." 

(Pers, 104 ) Onl.y by an entry "inside" the painting, can this happen. 

More objective materiaJ. is usu~ present in philo~ogical inter

pretation but the participation e~ement is just as necessar.y. The philo-

~ogicaJ. side of the interpretative act must i'ollow the stricte st herme-

neuticaJ. rules.' There is, however, another po~e to every- genuine inter-

pretation, i'or a text becomes ''meaningi'ul. only to the degree in which 

the creation of the past is taken Cinto) the present creativity of the 

interpreter or speaks more generall.y (to) the interpretative potentiaJ.ities 

* 
oi' the present period." (PK,207) In the interpretation of history, the 

historian must participate in that 'Which is the object oi' bis research. 

The object is thus not simp~y distant or unchangeable. Creative under-

standing can transi'orm the past, 'With its potentiaJ. meanings becoming 

actual in present interpretation. Tillich uses the examp~e of the manner 

inwhich every succeeding period, while separated from classicaJ. Greece, 

reinterprets it, discovering and actuaJ.izing potentiaJ. meanings in new 

ways. AlJ. the cultural. sciences are invo~ved in a sim:Uar pattern oi' 

separation and participation. 

* "Into" and "in" here transposed. 
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This role of pàrticipation in cognition hasbeen a point of 

emphasis with John Dewey as he anaJ.yzes the nature of human expenence. 

A human being,. according to Dewey, . is participative, not, simply ego

centric. He can put himsel1' ·~at·the standpoint of a situation in which 

t'WO parties share."· The nature of language is that i t comprises a 

common inclusive undertaking which at least two different "centers of 

behavior" share.7 A person can participate in thè situations of an 

historic person. He Hparticipates in the. genesis of every experienced 

situation."B Tillich comments on Dewey's insistence that alJ. knoldedge 

be united with practical activity in the educational process 'in the course 

of 'a discussion ·of Marx, for whom the principle was even more basic~ 

''We cannot know the trnth about the human situation without existential. 

participation in the social strncture in which·we are :Living. We cannot 

have trnth outside the ·actual.ity of the human situation." (Pers, 189) 

Truths about human lite are not to be deduced.abstractly froma priori 

principles but are to be lmown in and through active involvement in the 

personal experiences (Dewey) and social structures (Marx) of human lite. 

In classifying the various types of knowledge, T:i1.lich meticulously 

avoids subsuming religion under the more general: heading of· cul. tural. 

sciences. The fact is that religious knoWledge has a qualitatively 

differenv" element, al.though while saying this, Tillich wants also to 

insist that it not be separated entire1.y froIn the other types. 

'This distinct:i:dn witliin relationsbip is':'ma:ae 'po:ssible by a special. 

explication of the participation concept ~chTi1lich employs at this 

7 John fal' Experience and Nature,Chicago: Open Court, 1926, 
pp.177-8 and 188-

8 Ibid. p.246 
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point: a "tota1, person-centered participation which one might ca:iJ. 

cognitive commitment." (PK,208) The Greek term gnosis in its later 

deve10pment sugge~ts what this means. Tillich identifies three mearâ.ngs 

prevalent in the New Testament period: lIt9"sticaJ. union, sexualinter

course and a know:J.edge that is not episteme. The word carries the con

notations of erotic and mystical surrender. Religion is the experience 

of u1timate concerne Religious know:J.edge will thus carry the dimension 

of u1timate commitment. "Participation within cognitive commitment 

me ans being grasped on alevel of one's own'reaJ.ity and of reality 

generally 'Which is not detemined by the subject-object structure of 

finitude, but 1drl.ch underlies this structure." (PK,208) One is grasped 

by the ground of being, the power of being, by God. That does not mean 

that one surrenders to a highest being; rather, it means "the partici

pation of the whole personality in that lddch transcends objectirlty 

as wall as subjectivity." (PK,209) 

With the transcendent thus described as the focus of religious 

know:J.edge, a serious question must be answered. How is know:J.edge pos

sible of such transcendent being? y.~at is left of separation, objectivity, 

and verification in this kind of encounteri Tillich' s answer is that 

knoliLedge is subject to~the categories of being, particularly to time. 

In religious knoliLedge, the moment of participation is present as wall 

as the moment of separation. These make all knowledge possible. In the 

cognitive encounter there are moments of participation, the perceptive 

moments, as wall as those of separation, the cognitive moments. 
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Since the "object" of reJ.igious. kno~edge. is no.t an object, 

there is not a series of forms and expressions appropriate fo~ it as 

for other. realms pf ~ow1edge and reality ... The Un~nditioned. stands 

at the center of metapbysics, which must use expressions from the 

scientific. and &esthetic realms to express'its perceptions. Religious 

knowl.edge uses co:nditioned forms but symbolicalJ.y - it "intends" the 

Uncondi tioned. 9 ~1etapbysical expression is thus dial.ectical, wi th a . 

No corresponding to every Yes, iD order to point to a depth of real.ity 

in whiéh the co~tted may participate but which he can never fully 

describe. 

In .maDY other ~o.ntexts, Tillich underscores bis vie:w that ~g~ 

nitive participation is absoluteJ.y essential to religious knoldedge. . . . 
When he presents a phenomenologic~ description. of the divine,. he ~ 

sists that man's. reJ.ation to the gods ~st be existential., in ~erms of 

na participation which transcends both subjectivity and objectivity." 

It is impossible to speak of the gods in detachment: "Man ~ speak of 

the gods only .. on the basis of bis relation to them." (ST I, 214) When 

he defines revelation as an event which must be received, insisting 

that it is n~t to be understood as a series of propositions but as a 

situation in which the divine Spirit grasps. and moves the human spirit 

in mystery, miracle and ecst9.sy, Tillich again establishe~ the central. 

place of cognitiye participation: "Revelation, ..mether it is o:iginal. 

or dependent, has reveJ.atory power only for those Who participate in it, 

who enter into the revelatory correlation." (ST I, 127) Ethically, he 

9 J .L. Adams, op. cit., p.162-4 
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who is united 'Wi th" the will. of God does not act out of compul.sion l?ut 

out of participation, 'Without which "neither the .. knowledge of God nor 

the love of God is possible." (BR, 69) Epistemologicall.y, when he 

shows how the scientific method fails in theology because the "object" 

of theology is not an object 'Within scientific experienc'e, discoverable 

by detached observations and conclusions drawn .from them, TiJJ.ich main

tains that that object "is found only in acts of surrender and partici

pation." (ST l,· 44) 

It becomes very clear in T11l.ich' s discussion of cognition that 

religious knowledge is not to be understood as 8n:J.area of exception to 

the general. rule. of knowing by the scientific method. Rather, the. empiri-

cal. and experimental. method is to be seen to have a role -wi thin an 

embracing view of knowledge by participation. Knowledge ofany kind is 

a function of Geist, with the constituents ofreason, passion, conviction, 

decision, creativity.10 An approach to the meaningful.ness of real.ity: 

is inherent in every search for knowledge: 

A11 knowledge, even the !DOst exact, the mo,st subject· 
to methodical technique, contains fundamental interpre-
tations rooted neither in.forma! evidence nor in material 
probabill.ty, but in original. views, in basic decisions. (Di,14:3-4) 

The depth question of meaning stands behind every realm of cognition. 

Cognitive participation is not without roots in both of the major 
, . 

traditions that comprise Western thought. For Socrates, the just man 

is the one who understands justice. The prophets experienced the reve

latory events they understood and expressed, waring yokes and walking 

barefoot. Paul. maintained that 'the Spirit given by God enables one ta 

10 Ibid'. p .127 
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understand God' s gifts and ,thoughts. (I Cor. 2: 1~-2) The medievaJ. 

mystic~, on the bàsis of eJq)erienced religi()us reality" refiected that 

"He who is imbued with or illuminated by the EternaJ., or divine Light, 

and inflamed or consumed withEternal or divine love, he is a godl.ike 

man and a partaker of the divine nature. tt11 The driving force o~the 

Reformation was again a kind of cognitive participation, in the assertion 

that the grace of God is known by the faiththat accepts and trusts it. 

Kierkegaard' s metaphor of the man who lmows what it is to swim oriLy by 

swimming and Scbleiermacher's insistence that the cUltured despisers of 

religion could not expect to comprehend it without participating in it, 

continue the tradition. Recent foms of personalism, such as, Mart~ 

Buber's, which hold that only the man who has stood in anI-Thou relation 

can know what it is to be a person,refiect ,the same point. 

J.H. Randall, Jr., however, is among those who question,Tillich's 

development of this .theory. While willing to, acknowledge the place of 

"union" with another personality as a necessary condition for an adequate 

knowledge of him, Randall doubts whether the relationship is required 

or possibl.e in other kinds of knoldedge. He wonders about "union with 
. ' 

, " 

a text - even a religious text" or union between the nature of the his-

torian and the period or battl.e or movement or economic system he i8 

seeking to interpret.12 Tillich's response is that participation in 

cultural or religious expressions means "realizing in one' s sel.f the 

meanings communicated, whether in agreement or di'sagreement ... 13 The 

interpreter does not, obviously, unite with a text, but he must partici-

1952, 
11 Theologica Germanica, xli, ed. T.S. Kepler, 

p.143' - . ' 
12 In Kegley-Bretall, op. cit., p.149-50 
13 Ibid. p.332 

Clevel.and: World; . 
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pate in its meaning, sense its tbreat or promi"se, its uninspired con

formity" or its distinctive power, its effects on thos~ to whom it~"was 

addressed. Nor must the bistorian cl.othe himself in helmet, breastplate 

and gauntlet, bearing a lance, to interpret the Battle of Hastings, but 

he must participate in its significance', projecting himself into its 

setting in national and culturallifeto grasp its impact as an event. 

To the degree in which religious texts or historical. events impart in-. 

sights to the interpreter or historian tbrough such participation, they 

can carry new significance for understanding man and his wcrld beyond 

their original. boundaries. The way of participation tlshapes the charae

ter of the kno~edge itselftl of an historical event or person - it is 

knowing from the inside. This knowing is possible because of the cor

relation of structures wi th.1n the "knower and the known. 1~ . 

Kno~edge thetl, for Tillich, has its foundation as wall as :tts 

aim, in a union between knowar and known. It seeks to overcome the 

gap between subject and object, through detachment or separation and 

participation. It is i'ulfilling; it transforms and heals. (ST I~ 94-5) 

It is preceded by participation, and real.ized witbin it. 

wDi1e Heidegger and Sartre i'ocus on the pre-reflexive conscious

ness that lies behind consciousness itself, Tillich is interested in 

the basic structure in ~ch either can emerge. That structure is 

refiected in the participation relationship and makes phenomena and know-

ledge possible. Tillich cl.aims his method 

••• need not assume that the mind gives its laws to nature. 

,14 Ibid. 
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Nevertheless it cannot hold an epistemological realism to 
be true. It cannr,:lt assume that nature gives l.aws to the 
mind. It must assume that the pririciples of meaning to 
which consciousness submits itself in intellectual activity 
are at the same time the principl.es of meaning to which 
existence is subjected. It must assume that the meaning 
of existenïQ is expressed in the meaning-oriented cons-
ciousness. ~ . 

In the meaning-conscious act of cognition, the meaning-structure of 

reali ty is present. The one participates in the other and makes know

ledge possible. 

2. The Ontological Presuppositions of Cognition 

Whether Tillich begins from ontological considerations or from 

wi thin bis theory of cognition, he soon comes to insist that the act of 

knowing and an understanding of it have ontological presuppositions. 

Every theory of knoWledge has an ontology at its core. Phllosophy cannot 

be reduced to epistemology and ethics for the question of whether or 

not truths and values have a foundation in reality cannot be avoided. A 

stand on these issues is impl.icit in every position. Tillich agrees 

with Nicolai Hartmann that "the cognitive relationship, involving as it 

does the transcendent character of the relevant acts, is fundamentally 

an ontological relationship and moreover a real one. tt16 For Tillich, 

reason, l.ike everything else, participates in being and thus is subor-

dinate to its structure. (ST l, 163) 

We have seen that for Tillich man as the asker of the question of 

being i6 the "door to the deeper levels of reality." His cognitive acts 

15 Religionsphilosophie, in Fli,307, translated in Adams, op.cit.p.189 
16 N. Hartmann, New Ways of Ontology, trans. R.C.Kuhn, Chicagol 

Regnery, 19.53, p.136 
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are the means of opening that door. On thebasis of the encounter with 

reaJ.ity whichprè'cedes consciousness, Tul1ch positsthe .subjec~object 

polarity as the essential characteristic of the structure of beilig.· In 

every cognitive act, a knowing subject confronts a lcnowable objecte But 

what is more, the nature of that encounter, men it reveals love at its 

core 'or eJq>resses knowledge as its resuJ.t, is explicable only in terms 

of a preceding polari ty, not a preceding identi ty. Tillich rejects 

Spinoza and Schelling on this point, to preserve what he sees indicated 

as the basic structure. The contra root.::is in encounter; the ob-jectum 

is that which is thrown over agamst one. "Subject and object meet in 

the situation of knowledge. ti They both participate in a common situation 

though they are separate. (PK,202) 

Neverlheless, Tillich is thinking in termS of à. polari ty, not a 

dualisme In a cognitive encounter, "subject and object must be open 

for each other." The knower and the known must be able to receive one 

another. When ;eibniz rejected ariy openness among the ~nllds he had" ta 

posi t the theory of each being a wrld totali ty of i ts own. Tillich 

keeps the tw elements in" ~:~sion in the theory of cognition as wall as 

in his ontology. While subject and object mutually participate and are 

open te each other, they remain separate andself.coritained or "the . 

structure of that which is known would be invaded· and destroyed by the 

dynamics of the knower. ti (PK,20:3) 

In cognitive acts, the self-wrld structure of being becomes visible. 

Man does not know unless he has a world over against hiin and the world is 
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not known wi thout a sell. To have a worl.d means to have more tha.n an 

environment, for a 'WOrl.d has a meaningful. structure in that i t bears a 

universa1 cl.aim. Marcel. has a sentence on this point: 

To the extent that he l.earns to speak, where these 
conditions (of l.ove) are positive, the chil.d ~artici
pates in a kind of re-creation of the worl.d. 17 

It is a new worl.d, because it is the chil.d's, and yet it is not entirel.y 

bis own for the worJ.d is real:ly given. It is re-created, for now that 

given worl.d has a specia1 meaning. 

While not accepting Husserl.'s "braCketing of existence," Tillich 

agrees with the phenomenol.ogica1 attemptto anaJ.yze the structura1 pre-

suppositions of experience. The difficul.ty wlth ths phaTAOm~nelogica1 

method is that it has no correctives to subjective decisions about What 

is to be intuited. Therefore, T:Ul.ich seeks to use the method within a 

l.arger structure of thought. But he does agree that "an irreducibl.e 

though indefinite minimum of structura1 presuppositions of ever,y cognitive 

encounter ••• are a genuine subject matter of phenomenol.ogical. research." 

(PK,204) 

In· cognition, the structura1 components of participation are decis

ive. It is by participation in those components that knowl.edge is 

possibl.e. Participation in the sell-worl.d reJ.ationship by both subjects 

and objects, participation in encounter and participation in being are 

the foundations on which Tillich' s theor,y of knowl.edge is constructed. 

With its el.ements of identity and separation, participation is invol.ved 

in all types of know.1.ng, even the scientific. For not onl.y is scientif'ic 

17 Gabriel. l-iarcel., ProbJ.ematic Man, transe B. Thompson, New York: 
Herder and Herder, 1967, p.49 
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kno~edge grounded in participation in the subject-object encounter, 

but scientific curiosity, its driving force, is "the desire to partici

pate in that which is reaJ. and which, by its reaJ.ity, exerts an infinite 

attraction on that being who is able to encounter reaJ.ity as reaJ.ity." 

The scientist participates in that 'Which bas the power of being the 

"re~ reaJ." and seeks the fult1llment that participation promises. (PK,20S) 

Another basic ontologica1 principle lIDlst be mentioned here, al.

though its examination is best postponed until later. Tillich speaks 

in many pl.aces of the prius of an. knowing and truth as the identityof 

thought and being. Knowl.edge cannot have the character of truth unl.ess 

the thought of the mind has an identity with the object that is known. 
. . 

Tillich bas wri tten, "I am an idealist if ideaJ.ism means the assertion 

of the identity of· thinking and being as the priricipl.e 'of tl'llth." (IH,60) 

'Whether or not that label is correct, we shall observe in the ensuing 

anaJ.ysis. 

;3. The Framework of Knowine 

According to TUlich, theol.ogical considerations do not require 

arry specific epistemological Methode Nei ther in discussing "theonomous 

phil.osophy" in 1927 nor in his systematics of 1951 does Tillich claim a 

preference for ~ of the four basic methods he reviews, ideaJ.ist, 

rea1ist, vital.ist or monist. 18 The choice May be made on the basis of' 

adequacy in resol.ving the epistemologicaJ. problems themsel.vesrather 

18 Paul. Tillich, "Christentum und IdealiSllDls" in Theologische 
Blltter, VI, 1927 and ST l, 75-6 
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than of adàptabil.ity to 'an overarcbiDgtheo1ogicaJ.· system.' Nevèrthel.ess, 

Tillich does 'demandthat· whatever inethOd is' used, ,'theunder1Ying presUp

positions of all philosophY must be recognized. 

Phil.osopby deal.s wi'th the princip1es of meaning'., lts :objective 

is not onl.yto 'know'ari actual.1ty as 'it is, but 'to discover what it means. 

Tillich writes in 'an'early articl.e, that' "every lifethat goes 'beyond' the 

immediacy of the purel.y1:i.O.logical., psycho1ogicaJ. and so'ciologièsl' 1s .

'mean1ngfuJ.life." Self-transcendance is the key tothe ineaDing of life. 

But if one existétit'actUaJ.izes and' ful:1'ills i ts meaning, what :of 'the'" 

others? ls it the meardng of existence that allthings 'become mère 'than 

they are, or more precisel.y, actliaJ.ize their potential? . Or 1s the 'potan

tia:L of 'Diany existents - in nature, for eiamp1e - fuJ.f:illed in the seU

transcendènce of one ~f 'them - man? Or 1s'thè meaning in tact 'that there 

is nomeaning, 'that seU-transcendence is an illusion and that al1 tbat 

is to be done is to accept that fact? This meaning, again, in Tillich' s 

view, reveals a seU-transcendence, for in accepting a "meaningless" 

situation, man transcends it, as Sartre, in writing of No Exit demonstrates 

that there is aL least this exit, that one can Write' abOut it. 'Thus 

Tillich goes on refiecting on meaning in 1ife: 

••• In every meaning there 1ies the sil.ent'presupposition 
of the meaningfulness of the who1e, the uni ty of alJ. 
possib1e meaziings; i.é., faith in the meaning of 1ite . 
itse1f' ••• Meaning is aJ.ways a system of meanings. (IH,221-2) 

Any epistemological method is acceptab1e, as long as it is used 

within the framework of a larger method and principle. The principle is 

that of meaning; the method is "metalogical. n Tillich coins this -word 
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Itin anal.oger Bi1dung zu metaphysisch." (FH,122) Its purpose is to 

unite the l.ogical. forms of actual.ities with their dynamic impartI it 

is 'lJ.ogical. ta suit the thought forma, metal.ogicaJ. ta suit the actual. 
. 19 

meaning or import." This transcending, embracing method has two el.e-

ments, rel.ated ta each other in pol.arity: the phenomenological. and the 

dynamic-critical.. The phenomenological side seeks ta intuit the essences 
l , 

in thirigs, their fullness and completeness, but left ta itself, becomes 
" 

forma1 and static, interested more in the structure of an actuality 

than in its concreteness. The dynamic-critical. side, on the other band, 

is pragmatic, oriented ta the concrete existent in full. appreciation of 

its particul.arity but in danger of fal.ling inta a rel.ativism that.loses 

all sense of the relationship between things. The metal.ogical. method 

advances beyond the derailments of forma1.ism and relati vism in two ways, 

as Adams interprets i t: 

It aima ta apprehend the import inhering in the forms, and 
it possesses an individual. creative power to set up norms. 
In short, it aima to grasp both form and importe Yet it 
does not remain attached to particul.ar forms but critically 
and intu~tively reaches back to the principl.es of being and 
meaning. 0 

In reaching back to the structure, the method is al.so open to future 

concrete expressions for it is aware of an inner infinity in things, an 

inexhaustibility whereby their meaning and import i5 not to" be determined 

ul.timately on the basis of past or current observation. 

The goal. of the !!1etalogic~ me~od i5 not, of course, the discovery 

19 Adams' translation of passages trom Das system der Wissenschaften, 
in J.L. Adams, op. cit., p148 

20 Ibid. p. 190 
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of "independent metaphysica1' anti ties" but rather "the intuition of the 

fons of meaning filled with ~iving import."21 Without a form,there 

can be no meaning in an existent, and without a meaning, there, can be 

no form., The method seeks the form in relation to its dynamic import. 

And it avoids the sp~itting of reality into form and matter which is 

,so naturally the trap into which epistemol.ogica:L methods fal.l when they 

are not grounded in these principles of meaning. !Dr logical.formalism 

soon discovers that actualities do not fit its patterns while empiricism 

cannet comprehend se~-transcendenâe. The metalogical approach to the 

being in things allows procedure through aesthetic, ethical." social and 

re~igious functions as wall as through the, ~ogicaJ.. Adams derines the 

intention of Tillich's method: 

••• to overcome both naturalism and rationalistic idealism 
by intui ting wi thin actuali ty a 1.i ving import of meaning 
and by brealdng through the forma of thought to a sup
porting, transcending meaning. 22 . 

The signif'icance of this framework of knowing for the concept of 

participation is decisive. Since import demands forms, actuaJ.ities do 

participate in their essences, Forms or Ideas. On this point, Tillich 

finds himsel.f in the Platonic 'tradition. But the theory of forms as 

developed in that tradition became associated vith severaJ. assertions 

Tillichrejects. .Al. though in Plato' s own mind the Ideas apparently had 

the dynamic, creative reaJ.ity of the gods of Greek lD\Vtho1.ogy'? ", 

they 1.ater became more formal. While not 1.ogical universals in the 

21 From Religionsphilosophie, in FH, cited in Adams, op. cit.p.192 
22 Ibid. p.151 
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origin of the tradition, the Ideas came to be understood as' static 

forms, logically definable. The theory as ~eveloped, a1so e~d in 

directing apistemologica1 attenti~n away from things as they are •. M.C. 

D'Arcy writes of Augustine, for .example,. that "to the question of the, 

source of our knowledge, St. Augustine bids us look up, and not down 

to the materia1 world which so faint1y participates in truth. "23 The 

down-grading of empirical reali ty remains throughout the.rea1i~ticplùl.osopby . , 
, .... '"' '".ot;1 

of the medievaJ. period, which as Tillich observes, "presupposes that 

universaJ.s logically and collectives actually have more rea1ity than 

the individua1." (CB,94) 

In the Renaissance and Reformation, this medieval. philosophy 

broke dow' completely under theiIçlact o'f the aUu,nGIROus thought of 

the individuaJ. in the one and the deepenèd sense of indi vidua1 guU t in 

the other. No longer can the form of Man take precedence over men. 

Kierkegaard is perhaps the most c1.early outspoken exponent .of this con

tention: "An existing human being does indeed participate in the Ideas, 

but he is not himself an Idea ... 24 

Tillich then reshapes the Platonic theory of forms and the parti ci-

pation of actualities in them by two emphases: on the dynamic nature of 

forms and on the impossibi1ity of regarding the individual as somehow 

unreaJ. when compared with the universal. He relates himself to that 

"subterranean" line of Western thought that understands reaJ.ity in terms 

of form-creating and fo~destroying processes in a world of creation and 

23 N.C. D'Arcy, The PhilosophY of st. AUgustine, New York: Meridian,1957 
pp. 177-8 

24 Soren Kierkegaard, Conc1.udin Unscientific Postscri t, transe 
D. Swenson and W. Lowie, Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1 , p.294 
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confiict, in short; of dynamism. Tillich's positive emphasis'on history, 

drawn fromthe Judaeo-Christianperspective given 1ts earliestClassic8l 

expression in st. Augustine's City ofGod,baJ.ances his apprecia~ion.of 

the eternal forma. 

The historicaJ. process must be intrinsic&lly related 
to ideas in order to be able to receive them. And on 
the other hand, ideas are not static possibilities. but 
dynamic forces whose eternity does not prevent them from 
becoming temporaJ., whose essence drives them toappear' . 
in existence. (PE,13) 

The ideas are not the locus of a greater reaJ.ity than the individuaJ. 

actuaJ.ities or,,;events in histbry but the reality of each requires the 

other. Adams phrases the view in seeming].y paradoxicaJ. terms, by sÇ'ing 

that "single, underivabJ.e happenings are of the essence rather than that 

the eter.naJ. essences reaJ.ize themselves in universaJ. laws.,,25 The ideas 

share in the c.trnamic, diaJ.ecticaJ. charactert..'of reaJ.ity. There is an 

infini te dimension in them. They are nei ther at rest nor in unrest but 

are pregnant with infinite tensions that seek expression and embodiment. 

Treeness, for example, seeks continuaJ. embodiment in trees, and no tree 

can present i tself as the ul timate tree in view of the infini ty in 

treeness. Adams conCludes: "the participation of things in the idea 

corresponds with the participation of the idea in things. tt26 

We have observed Tillich's inversion of the traditionaJ. partici

pation formul.a in bis description of God as the lIabsolute participant." 

The designation was the consequence of projecting the significance of 

the polarity of ontologicaJ. elements, individua1ization and participation, 

25 J.L. Adams, op. cit., p.203 
26 Ibid. p.213 
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to the U1timate on the one hand and of expressing the intimacy of the 

reJ.ation of the· divine to existants, on the other. ActuaJ.ities have 

their power by virtue of the power-to-be of the ground of being in their 

depth. In the framerrork of lmowing, the same kind of intimacy is to 

be ackno~edged. Essences are not static forma but dynamic potentialities 

Wich share in existents as existants share in them. They could not be 

fulfilled in themseJ.ves; they are driven of necessity to become actualized 

if they are to be fulfilled. Essences are the dynamic inner reaJ.ities 

in things that make them what theyare. Existents enable essences te 

become what they might be. 

The argument of infinite projection ~ch Parmenides used against 

the forms is subverted in this scheme. The argument was that the Form 

'WOul.d be subject to replacement with each ensuing actuality. Tillich 

sees forms not as 1imi ts so much as potentiaJ.i ties. And as potentiali ties, 

they are inexhaustible. 

This is what Tillich means when he says that "the depth of things, 

their basis of existence, is at the same time their abyss." The forms 

have the character of inexhaustible potentiaJ.. There is in them that 

Wich is not as yet fully actualized. No existent presents itself as 

final. Neverthe1ess, we are not so to emphasize the abyss that we 10se 

sight of its nature as ground. The abyss is a productive abysse The 

inexhaustibili ty of the ground is expressed in apparent dis content wi th 

the incompleteness of ~ actuality in its task of fulfilling its potentiaJ.. 

This inexhaustibility denoted here, however, is not to be 
interpreted as passive inexhaustibility, as a resting ocean, 
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which arry subject, fom or worl.d faUs to exhaust, but 
is . to be understood, as . an active -inexhaustibUity, as 
a productive inner infinityof existence, i.e. as the 
"consuming fire lt that, becomes a real.· abyss for every·
forme Thus inexhaustibil.ity of being is simul.taneousl.y 
the expression of the -ful.l.ness, the' power, of being' and -
meaning of everything, and the expression for the inner 
insecurity,~imitation 'and fate -of everything, to succumb' 
to the abysse (m,83-4) 

Adams traces this perspective to Boehme and Schelling, emphasizing its 

central. rol.e in' TUllch t S . thou~t. 27 It helps him avoid a l.Og~sm' tha~ 
has no way of understanding the irrationaJ. el.ements in creativity. It 

aJJ.ows him an escape from the difficul.ties of a static theory of foms, 

among them the inabil.ity to explain adequately how actualities, which 

are dynamic, participate in those foms. In view of a for.m.-creating 

and for.m.-destl'oying process, Till.ich Carl inc1.ude both continuity and 

dynamic change in his analysis of the relation of actualities to essences. 

The ul.timate principl.e behind the act of knowing, then, for Tillich, 

is the uncondi tionaJJ.y real, the tt support and threat of meaning. ,,28 

Every finite reaJ.ity presents itseJ.f to the knowing mind as finite, not 

final. It reveaJ.s itseJ.f as a finite approximation of a fom that trans-

cends it in potential.ity. Bach points to the infinite at its depth, 

wi thout whose power i t would not be and in "Whose pOW9!' i t 'Will no longer 

be. The Infinite is not a being or a l.eveJ. of being, but something 

Itqual.itative, present in every finite real.ity." The Infinite or the 

Ul.timate or the Unconditioned is "not to be confused", Tillich points out, 

'Wi th the Absol.ute of German ideaJ.ism. or the arche of Greek metaphysics. 

Itlt is not the highest ontol.ogical concept derivèd from an analysis of 
, , 

27 Ibid. p.201,n.23 and p.129 
28 Ibid. p.137 
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the wbole of being.·H· .(PE,16j) It is rather, a theological affirmation 

of the relation of the mtimate to that which is not ultimate, of God 

to man. As such, it is l'lOt the conclusion of a phi1osophical. argument. 

The deductions of thought may point to its possibility, but it is lmolm 
. . 

ultimatèly orily in a decision, a decision for the Unconditioned, in 

encounter with reality. (IH,141) mtimately, knowledge of truth is 

possible only as we are grasped by the Uncondi tioned. 

The ground. and. aim of phi1osopby is that in that grasping we ma.y 

recognize that what grasps us is no Stranger, for the Unconditioned is 

the depth of our own eXistence, the irmer infinity and basic inexhaustib

ni ty in everything we know and l.ove and are threatened by. That Un

conditioned, 'Which is the ground of meaning in everything, the import 

in every form, is the ground. of our own meaning and importe It partici

pates in us and we in it. 

Thus for Till.ich, actuali ties and foms have real.i ty, but the 

reall.y Real., the depth of existence, is beyond while at the ground of 

every conditioned existent. It iS~.at once the unconditionalJ.y real. and 

the uncondi tiona1l.y valid, the source not on1.y of the being of things 

but of their meaning as welle Within the framework of this ultimate 

principl.e of meaning and being and participation in it, knowing takes place. 

4. The Kairos Setting of Knowledge 

Tillich's stress on the crucial role of decision vis-a-vis the 

Unconditioned in the process of knowing reminds us that a theory of 

cognition cannot have as its on1.y points of reference the principl.es of 
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meaning. Cognition is, af'ter a11, an act of actual men in actual. 

existence. It must therefore be understood not only in termsof its 

background in a framework of principles but in i ts setting in a concrete 

historical. situation. Cognitive acts participate in the ·limitations and 

possibUi ties of~. histo~ical. existence. 

Reason, then, is finite in its actual.ity. As "the structure of 

mind and real.ity" it is eternal., to be sure, but in::;SQ ,f'aluaS':,r~~n ;is 

actual. it is so "in the pro cesses ofbeing, existence and lite l' and 

therefore subject to the ambiguous, sëJ.f~cOntra.diëtôry character of exis

tence in which it participates. (ST l, 81) Tilllch finds this fact 

recognized IIlOst cl.early in classicaJ. form by Nicolas of CUsa and Kant, 

the former speaking of the docta ignprantia which knows that it does IlOt 

comprehend, that man's cognitive reason is in actuality incapable of 

grasping its infinite ground, and the latter asserting the inability 

of the rational. categories of the mind to reach the categorical. impers.

tive, the unconditional. element in real.ity-itself. ActuaJ. reason does 

not dèlineate and comprehend disembodied truths. Nor are there truths 

of revelation that are tltbrown like a stone" into the world. . Revelatory 

events themselves even as found in the Bible, held as a source of theology, 

must incl.ude the witness of those who creatively participate in them. 

(ST l, 35) There is no Logos known apart from an historical. situation. 

The philosophical. principles of CUsa and Kant are underscored by the 

Reformation and the biblical. insistence on the qual.itative totality of 

human estrangement. 

With this much contended so forcefully in Tillich, how can it be 
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possibJ.e· for man to apprehend truth at aJ.l.? Tillich' s answer lies in his 

penetrating analysis of bistory as kairos rather than chronos. In his 

historical existence; man is not merely subject to chronos as empty, 

cont1nuous time, but has the task of participating in kairos, historical 

time that is a moment f1lled with content, rich with possibility and full 

of significance precisely because it is historical and actuel. The kairos 

is the moment in which lite's essential meanings may be asked for and 

prepared for. It has the concrete character of a particul.ar historical 

moment but is open to essential truth. Philosophy does not simply comprise 

the knowledge of eternal. principles but, along with all forms of human 

knowledge from the physicaJ. to the cultural sciences, it has a fate, to 

be embedded in an historicaJ. situation. It is related both to logos and 

kairos, as is our knoWledge of tbat fact itself. Tillich wr1tes: 

So muss auch diese unsere Erkenntnis yom Schicksals
cbarakter der Philosophie zugleich im Logos und im 
Kairos stehen. Stlnde sie nur im Kairos, so wIre sie 
geltungslos, so wUrde aJ.l.es Gésagte nur ft1r den gelten, 
der es gesagt bat; stlnde sie nur im Logos, so wlre 
sie schicksalslos, hltte also ni&ht teil am Sein, das 
selber im Schicksal steht. (GW IV, 35) 

Tillich's insistence on the kairos-setting of cognition affords him 

a basis for rejecting an absolutist rationalism that is a static type of 

thinking in terms of form, for which time is basically insignificant. 

In this kind of thinking the world is tlat best an immense abstraction" and 

meaning comes in escape from the temporal, historicaJ. process. 

On the other hand, Tillich avoids the pitfall of relativism by 

"der standpunkt Ges gllubigen Relativismus," a relativism which overcomes 

relativisme (GW JY, 74) This "belief-ful relativism" has two dimensions. 
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On t~e one h~, it is the ~nl.y absolute position ,bec,ause it .recogniz~s .. 

its own relativity.. On theother hand, its setting is not simply relative . . 
time, ~ut the kairos, a moment 'With the significance of possibUity, for 

• .. . ç 

it i~ the moment ofawareness .of the presence of the Unconditioned. 

The ."main methodica1 line" of rational.ism in Western .thought misses 

the d.ep'tJls of existence as well as the dynamics. of history. In i ts 

empiricist form., it claims t~e absolute standpoint of an empty subject, 
. 

a tabula rasa. But there is ne historicaD.y-disembodied subject. . The . 

doctrine of the kairos insists that every subject participates in his 

historicaJ. situation. In viewof "belief-ful rel.ativismtl ,. bôth the mysticaJ. 

rea1ism that finds meaning and power only in the world of essences, as well 
• ,..' J 

as a u:tili tarian rea1ism that "rel.ates every moment to a purpose lying in 

the future" are unsatisfactor.v. 29 The kairos-setting of .cognition demands 

an active el.ement in knoliLedge and ua participati.on in aD. sides of lite. Il 

Tillich caJJ.s this an historica1 real.ism, whose idea1 is "the union of 

scientitic objectivity with a passionate Understanding and transformation 

of the historicaJ. situation." (PE, 74-;) 

The absolute standpoint of the knower, then, is net. in an ability 

to disengage himself from his world to unite wi th an eterna1 world of 

forms and meanings. Ra.ther~ his absolute standpoint is in his. relativity, 

his participation in his world. But that world, though estranged, self. 

contradictory and ambiguous, is not empty. It has the potentiaJ. of being 

an historica1 moment open to meaning, in fact, a moment that has meaning 

in that openness - a kairos. 

29 Cited in Ibid., p.19; 
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5. The Logos Foundation of Kno'Wl.edge 

The knowerts participation in a kairos 1s, however, only part of 

the setting of bis cognition. Another participation is the very founds

tion of his knowing - the knower participates in the Logos-structure of 

reaJ.ity. '!bere is a relationship between the Logos of reaJ.ity and the 

Logos in bim, between objective and subjective reason. This makes know

ledge possible. The Logos is comrnonJ.y shared; "every reasonable being 

participates in it." (ST l, 23) 

Actually, there is a sense in Which ever,ything, reasonable or not, 

participates in the logos. As the structure of being, it is present 

everywhere. Nothing is excJ.uded from its structure, or it woul.d not be • 

(ST l, 2(9) And yet, the reasonable being participates in a' special. way. 

The Logos structure implici t in all things becomes conscious in him. His 

participation is on a higher level. Tillich maintains that 1t is reason 

that makes the self a sell', by enabling it to be "a centered structure." 

Correlatively, it is reason that makes the world a' world,'"a structured 

whole." ttwithout reason, without the Logos of being, being wouJ.d be 

chaos." (ST l, 1(72) We might wonder how it is that reason organizes the 

chaotic elements of self and world: on what does reason center; 'these 

structures 1 The answer is on a principle of meaning, the telos of 

things and the self. 

Implicit in Tillich's analysis of the Logos foundation of knowing 

is the complexity of the participation concept. On:: the "lower level", 

that level on which a:u things participate in the structure of being, the 



concept has relatively more substantiaJ. and causative connotations. 

All things have at their basis, the onto~ogicaJ. elements, the po~arities 

of individual.ization and participation, dyn&mics and form, freedom and 

destiny. Wi thout these elements of the strllcture of reaJ.i ty they would 

not be. But on the level of conscious, reasonable participation, another 

set of factors becomes dominant. The creative act of reason makes the 

seU a seU~and the world a 'WOr~d. This is obviously not an act in 'Whicb 

the self has no ro~e. It 'WOul.d not be ce~~red as a -seU unless in 

some sense it centered itse1f. Otherwise, its center woul.d be else'Where, 

and the polarity of individuaJ.ization and participation would be broken 

wi th the necessary consequence that the self woul.d be destroyed. '1'0 say 

that the self in the creativity of its rational action participates in 

the Logos-structure of reaJ.ity is not to speak substantiall.y or causativeJ.y. 

It is not something outsidè the self that centers it. The rational. act 

is its own. Participation here is rather a mirrored refiection of the 

ul.timate strllcture in the concrete self. 

And yet, more than tbis is involved. While the creative ratioaal. 

act is one's own it is not entire~y autonomous. For in its depth, the 

deptb. oi' aJ.l. existence is at work. The nature of that act is to be 

grasped by real.ity-itse1f in its centered structure, to decide for the 

meaning in al.l things becoming the meaning of one's own lite. The par

ticipation-relationship is more reaJ. than refiected. The substantiaJ. and 

causative elements are invo~ved, but in elevated and transcended forme 

The eternaJ. Logos is present and effective in the subjective Logos, 

although not without the self's creative act. Tillich writes: 



Wohl schwingt. dieser. ewige Logos durch all. unser Denken. 
hindurch,wobl kann es keinen Denkakt geben ohne die 

.. heimliche Voraussetzung seiner unbedingten Wabrheit. (GW IV, ··34) 

Kierkegaard has .aeknowledged that the individua:L. "in thinking partiei-. 

pates.in something transeending himself ... 30 
More i8 invol.ved in our 

think~_ than appears; the rational. structures are not simply our own. 

It is significant that Tillich. adds to bis affirmation of. the eternal 

Logos. at work in the human mind th~_ transcendent ·affirmation: "Aber diese 

unbedingte Wahrheit ist nicht uns~r Besitz." 

In explicatingthe fundamental significance of the Logos for 
. - . . 

knowing, Till.ich draws adistinctionbetween ~e Logos of the phil.osopher 

and that of the theologian. The phil.osopher grounds bis thinking. in 

the univers al. whil.e the theologian bases bis on an historica:L event, the 

Logos become nesh. .'The concrete Logos which he sees is receiv~d through 

believingcommitment and not, like the universal. Logos. at which -thephil.o

sopher l.ooks·, through rational. detachment. n (ST I, 24) 

These two refractions of the Logos roughly correspond. to the two 

elements Tillich finds subsisting in the conceptfrom its inception,with 

each receiving different emphases in the periods of its development.In 

his view, the Itconeeptual. symbol" o! Logos has al.ways had eosmological. 

and religious elements. HeraClitus, author of the doctrine,contrasted 

the Logos and i ts laws wi th the folly of peopl.e and the disorder of 

society,'Whil.e the stoicsemphasized the univers al. order 'With which -the 

'Wise could be identified. In. Philo, the motif of the mystery of God ~ich 

requi~es a mediating faetor toward man became the setting of the Logos 

30 Soren Kierkegaard, Philosophical. Fragments, transe D. Swenson, 
commentary by N. Thulstrup, Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1962, p.46 



-13.5-

doctrine whila in Christianity, both motifs are present. There "partici

pation in the universa1 Logos is dependent on participation in the Logos 

actua1ized in a histarica1 personal.ity." (ST n, 112) The Christian 

transformation substituted the Spiritual Man for the Wise Man of the 

stoics. 

Tillich wants ta retainboth el.ements in his use of the ttconceptua1 

symbol.." He speaks of the manner in which "the divine discloses its 

Logos quaJ.ity without ceasing ta be the divine wystary." (ST I, 119) The 

Logos is no l.imited or definâble principl.e. Rather, it "op~ns the 

divine ground, its infinity and its darkness, and it makes its f'ullness 

distinguishabl.e, def'inite, f'inite." (ST I, 251) Tillich sees in the 

Logos therefiection of the divine depth. Reminiscent of' Schelling's 

doctrine of the Word, Tillich's understanding of' the Logos is that it is 

the principle of' God's "sel.f-objectii'ication." With<?ut Logos God would 

be a consuming abyss, not the creative gro~ of' al.l beings and their 

structure. Without the relation to the mystary of' Gad, on the other hand, 

the Logos would become an empty, static absol.ute. In religious language, 

Tillich points out, the dynamic unit y of' both elements is called Spirit. 

(ST I, 156) 

Tillich wants not onl.y ta retain both el.ements but to maintain their 

ultiI!late identity. The Logos of' the philosopher is not a Logos apart 

f'rom the theologian' s. The principle is the refiection of the mystery. 

Thus, "the essence of ontologica1 reason, the universa1 Logos of' being, 

isidentica1 with the content of' revelation. ft (ST I, 74) However, actua1 

reason, as it is developed in man, stands under the limitations of exis-
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tence, participating in the destructive forces of existence but being 
" " 

a potentiaJ. participant in the saving structures of life as it partici-

pates .in. the New Being. 'When Heidegger, lectmng on logic,. says 

"Die Lehr.e vom Denken ist mit Recht so betitelt; denn das Denken ist 

das J.egein des logos" Tillich will say Yes and No.:31 Ontologically, 

and essenti~ this is quite so; existentially it is note 

The participation of the knower in the rational structure of being 

is, then,. rather complex in its diaJ.ecticaJ.ity. A basic participation 

subsists for in a minimaJ. way, nothing is excJ.uded from participation 

in 'that structure. But in the rationali ty of man' s mind, a richer 

participation is possible. The potentia:L is not natur~ actuaJ.ized, 
~ 

however, for man participates not only in Logos but in kairos as well, 

and is limi ted by the fini te conditions of human existence. The Yes 

of participation as a possib:iJ.ity is followed by the No of actuaJ. exis

tence. Nevertheless, another Yes is possible, in the soteriological 

real.ity of the New Being, a participation in the Logos that offers a 

breakthrough out of the limitations of existence into· the ecstasy of 

unambiguous life. The complex diaJ.ectical. structure of the participation

relationship enables Tillich to insist that man, created in the image 

of God with a Logos anaJ.ogous tothe divine, is such that "the divine 

Logos can appear as man without destroying the humanity of man." (ST I, 

259) A primitive postulate of Tillich's entire system is that man does 

not know God as a Stranger, as the 'Wholly Other only. There is in man's 

essentiaJ. nature that 'Which enables him to recognize God as one with whom - . . 

:31 iliartin Heidegger, Was Heisst Denken?, Tflbingen: Niemeyer, 19.54, 
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he is related, that is, a participation in the divine Logos. Never

theless, a second primitive postu1ate is that man cannot know God through 

bis own efforts but divine discJ.osure is required. The t'WO postu1ates 

are held together in the complexityof that participation •. 

This understanding of the dia1ectica1 complexi ty of the partici

pation-relationship clarifies a problem that Adams says almost brings 

us "into a vertigo" trying to catch the implications of Tillich's ~c 

conception of truth. Adams quotes at length from Tillich' s The Inter-

pretation of Histoty: 

The dynamic conception of truth is not re1ativistic. It 
has nothing statically absolute in reference ta whieb it 
can be call.ed relative, while the static conception of 
truth forces one to relativism, as' soon as the arrogance 
of the absolute position is broken down. The dynamic 
thought of truth o.ve~comes the a1ternative "absolute-
-relative." The kairos, the fatefu1 moment of knowledge, 
is absolute insofar as it places one at this moment be';' -
fore the absolute decision for or against truth, and it 
is relative insofar as it knows that this decisionis 
possible orily as a concrete decision, as the fate of 
the time. Thus the kairos serves to reveaJ. rather than 
to conceaJ. the Logos. (IH,17.5) 

But that, for Adams, is precise1y the question: "Does Tillich's con-

ception of kairos reveaJ. the Logos? And even if it does, is the Logos 

reveaJ.ed in anything more than a formaJ. waYi,,3
2 

From a standpoint within the participation concept, the kairos 

can be seen to reveaJ. the Logos in two essentiaJ.. ways. First~ the fact 

that the Logos is known only in the event of participation in the kairos, 

in the concrete historicaJ. situation, reveaJ.s. the dynamic, unconditioned 

nature of the Logos. The Logos is no static absolute but rooted in the 

Unconditioned as the self-objectification of the Ultimate, objectified 

32 J.L. Ad~s, op. cit., p.2.5.5 
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always in rel.ation to the kairos that can receive it. In a sense, this 

is a purel.y ft'ormal." insight. It says nothing about airy abiding content 

of the Logos. The kairos, that is, the fact that the principl.e of truth 

is known onl.y in history rather than in escape from history, reveals the 

"form" of the Logos, a dynamic form, a form beyond forme 

The second way in 10lbich the kairos reveals the Logos, however, goes 

beyond formaJ.ity. For the kairos reveal.s that the Logos is such that it 

is to be known in the concreteness of historical. situations. This is a 

deoisive affirmation about the inner nature of the Logos. The entire 

framework of Tillich's theory of cognition revol.ves on this principl.e. 

Essences are potentialities. They are driven toward actualization in 

existence. Simllarl.y, the Logos itsel.f, in its inner dynamic, seeks te 

reveal itsel.:f in historical concreteness, in the "right time." Thè kairos 

conception reveals that reason is not ful.filled in the knowing of truths 

but in dynamic participation in tnith. Tillich' s key sentence in des

cribing the idea1 of knowl.edge in historical realism bears repeti tion. 

It is found in two forms. That ideal is Itthe union of scientific objec

tivity with passionate sel.f-interpretation and seU-transformation," that 

is to say, in deepened participation in the structure of being and i ts 

meaning, or a union of that objectivity "with a passionate understanding 

and transformation of the historical situation,1t that 1s, iri participation 

in the concrete, unrepeatab1e kairos. (PE, 74-5) In the light of these 

el.ements of dynamic participation, the special. mode of Tillich' s under

standing of the foundationaJ. principl.e of idealism as the prius of al]. . 

thinking becomes Clear. 



6. The Identi ty of Thought· 'and' Being 

The presuppositions of S!l thought for Tillich are the principia 

per se nota which are sell'-evidrmt: !!!!!, verum,. bonum. "~ey constitu~e 

the Abso~ute in which the dif'ference betwgen knowing and known is not 

actual.." (TC,15) In this kind of affirmation, Tillich stands very mueb 

in the Ideal.ist . tradition. The structure of the mind is identical. wi th 

the structures of the actualities it knows. The ~aw of reason is the 

~aw of nature within mind and reality; it is the divine law, rooted in 

the ground of being itsel.f •. (ST l, 34) Dorotby Ermnet, refiecting on 

such assertions, conCludes that what Tillich says of onto~ogical. reason 

"is dependenton idealistic epistemo~ogical. assumptions whichaare insuf-
" 

,.' 

ficien~ examined or justified.,,33 

ls this an accurate assessment? Adams sees the matter differen~. 

To him, Tillich transcends philosophical ideal.ism while retaining the 

idealistic presupposition which, for him, is not actual.ized in thought 

but in the religious act.
34 

In Tillich's view, within the world ther: 

is ul. timately an uncondi tioned meaningful.ness. His Abso~ute is not static 

but dynamic~ the ~sterious ground of religious faith rather than the 

princip~e of philosophie thought. The real .and the rational. are equated, 

but by a transformation of rationality in dynamic unconditionedness .• 

Adams' assessment is supported by frequent critiques of idealism 

found in Tillich's writings. He rejects idealism in its pretension of 

comprehending reality in its system. Tillich holds that idea1ism cannet 

33 D. Emmet, in Kegley-Bretall, op. cit., p.207 

34 J.L. Adams, op. cit., p.252 
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inc1ude the true nature of existence in i ts contradiction of essence in 

its exposition. Nor is it rea11y aware of the depth of being, in its 

form-bursting as well as form-supporting power. (Di,61) The defect 

01' Hege~'s system specii'ically is that-in its-dève~opment the 10gic81 

e~ement engulfed the "meta1ogica1" and dynamic. (FH,122) Hegel's phUo

sophy éonf'used, with Romanticism generally, poetry and intuition with 

know~edge. (ST l, 99) Hege~ did not appreciate the finitude 01' reason, 

which means that man cannot 01' himseU rise to the knowledge 01' being

itseU. (ST l, 81-2) Man cannot comprehend re8lity from within it, nor 

can he catapuJ. t himseU to a perspective on the outside of re81i ty to 

view i t as a who~e. The participation concept is useful here in drawing 

attention to the similarity and distinction betweenTillich's position 

and that of c1assica1 ide8lism. - Ide8lism is a philosophy of identi ty, 

Tillich' s 01' participation. In -Tillich' s system, the e~ement of separa-

tion, of existence from essence or 01' beings from their ground, is included 

as well as their re~ationsbip, their unit Y without unii'ormity. The 

preservation of tbis dialectical tension by Tillichis what Adams mis

takenJ.y cills a confusion in bis exposition. In Adams' view, Tillich on 

the one hand "seems to accept the idea1istic princip~e of the identi ty of 

thought and being" while on the other, "he insists that there is an in

finite tension between them.,,35 The fact is that in essence they are 

identica1 for Tillich but in actua1 existence far removed from one another, 

though never beyond healing and redemption. Participation-is a conceptual 

symbol for thedia1ecticaJ. re~ationship between the knower and the known. 

35 Ibid. p.176 
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It can inc1ude the dynamism of bath subjectand object in its kind of 

re1ationship. 

But not orily does Tillich presuppose that meaning is rooted in 

re31ity-itse1f but al.so that "the reall.y re31 is at the same time°the 

foundation of val.ue.,,36 The Real. is not orily equated with the Rational. 

but with the V31uable. Tillich therefore 1ikes ta speak of the "grasping 

and shaping" functions of reason that not orily finds that which makes the 

universe intelligible, but attempts on that basis ta make it more 1ivable. 

To participate in the reall.y re31 is 31so ta participate in meaning. 

The Ground of Being is at the same time the Ground of Meaning. 

As we have seen, the structure of thought demands meaning, even 

though it May all.ow that the meaning of 1ife is that it is meaningless. 

The presence of the Unconditioned cou1d:.in that case, meanonl.y threat to 

every securi ty and truth on which the mind seeks ta bulld. But at this 

point knowJ.edge May become faith. The mind may be grasped by the Uncon-

ditioned and decide for it. The meaning in the Unconditioned is then an 

affirmative meaning. Ultimate1y, as Adams points out, Tillich's epistemo-

10gical. method is one of faith which decides for that unconditioned meaning 

which pu1sates through every aspect of creation.37 Such faith is an act 

of the total. personal.ity, with will, know1edge and emotion participating. 

(ER,S3) From this standpointoof Unconditioned Meaning, Tillich dep10res 

the severance of credere and intel1igere he finds in Aquinas. The prin-

cip1e that the same object cannot be both the object of faith and knowJ.edge 

makes faith 1ess than knowledge. (TC,17) Tillich seeks ta reunite them 

36 P. Tillich, uReply ... tI in Kegley-Bretall., op. cit., p.333 
37 Adams, op. cit., p.215 
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in the setting of the unconditioned nature of alJ. knowl.edge and"meaning. 

In this basic point dea1ing wi th the concurrence of thought and 

being, however, Til1ich must be found guil.tyof an obscurity that has 

confounded bis cri tics and interpreters aJ.ike. Running through the center 

of' bis System are two axiol.ogicaJ. principl.es that become confused in 

ambiglious statements. Tillich' s is a philosophica1 theol.ogy·· of being 

and. the meaning of being. Through his philosophical and theol.ogicaJ.' wri

tings the two questions paraJ.l.el. each other - the question of beingand. 

the question of meaning. But their rel.ationship, and distinction, is 

not always cl.ear. In the Introduction to bis Systematic Tlleol.og,y Tillich 

defines tlbeingtl as "the whol.e of human reali ty ,the structure, the meaning 

and. the aim of existence." (ST l, 14) Unfortunatel.y, this kind of'state

ment confounds the ~ of things wi th the !èz of things. 

Vl8.ll asks two kinds of questions. He asks about being. What is a 

being, tbis being? How is it rel.ated to, distinguished from, dependent 

upon other beings or being-itsel.f? This series of questions requires the 

operation of rational. tool.s in order to be answered. Their reaJ.m'offers 

the possibility of controlling knowl.edge. Ul.timatel.y,' the pro cess of 

thought is l.ed to answer that 'being is dynamic and. unconditionedand that 

an inner infini ty is 'Wi thin every being. 

Then man is driven to ask f~ther, what is the meaning' of being? 

What is the meaning of the rel.ationships and the distinctiveness:among 

beings? What is the meaning of the whol.e ofreaJ.ity? This series of ques

tions demands the broadening and deepening of the rationaltool.s~' the 
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development of the cultura1· sciences and philosophy, though even then, 

the answer is onl.y that meaning is there, dynamic and unconditioned •. In 

faith'·s decision, however, it is arfirmed and the meaning of being is 

seen not onlY in its unconditioned dynamism but in its self-transcendence. 

Participation as a conceptua1 s.ymbol brings these two axiological 

principles out in bold rel.Lief through Tillich' s system. For the dynamism 

of participation is rooted in the fact that beings not orily participate 

in being but in meaning, and that their ground is the ground of both 

being and meaning. It is in participation in meaning that participation 

moves to a higher level. Meaning transforma the dynamic of being into 

self-transcendence, encounter into communion, existence into lire, a 

human being into a self, an environment into a world, a group into a 

community, history into the kingdom of God. When meaning is present, the 

Ab.Yss of beings is seen as their Ground, Being-itself as Being-for-us, 

the Unconditioned as GOd. There is, to be sure, an ultimate identity 

between thought, value, aim or meaning on the one band, and being on the 

other, in that they have the same ground. But in exposition, they must 

be kept distinct, that the transformation wrought b.Y one on the other may 

be clear. A ço~~istent use of the participation concept can help do this. 

7. The Method of Verification 

Tillich's discussions of the verification of truth have long been 

under attack. Dorothy Emmet asks how Tillich knows that the laws of reality 

and of the mind are identical. How can we know that the Logos structures 
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are descriptive and not prescriptive, that is, justified only by the system 

th:t 'iS based up~n the~?38 Adams' contends that TiJ.lich· ha~ f~ed to give 

B.l\Y materiaJ. principle by which the ~articu1ar meaning ,that may be posited 

in relation te the Uncondi tiol?-ed or the kairos may be tested or te which 

meanings can be referred for verificat~on. Heoffers a formal princ~ple, 

te be sure, in theonoIDiY' and the structure impl~cit in that principle. 

But again, a formal principle of this kind is verifiable only in i ts 

consistency w.i.th the system that surrounds it.39 J. Heywood Thomas main

tains that Tillich's impatience w.i.th empiricaJ. verification undermines 

his 'Whole view. 

A brief review of the anaJ.ysis of the problem of verification in 

the first vo~ume of the §ystematic Theology is thus necessar,y. (ST I, 

102-5) A method of verification is, in Tillich's mind, essentiaJ. te 

avoid reducing judgments te mere expressions of the subjective condition 

of a person. Cognitive acts.demand a method. "The verifying test belongs 

te the nature of truth. Il 

The safest test is surely the repeatable experiment. .All realms of 

know1edge are not, however, open to this method. It cannat be the ex-

Clusive pattern of verification for there are areas of kno~edge ~~at 
" ' 

cannot alJ.ow for the hal t and disruption of the total. life-process in 

order that caJ.cu1able elements may be distill.ed from them and tested under 

controlled conditions. An experiential verification "within the life

pro cess itselftt is required as welle 

These two methods of verification correspond to the two basic kinds 

of knowledge which Tillich has described as controlling and receiving or 

38 D. Emmet, in Kegley-Bretall, op. cit., pp.207-8 
39 J.L. Adams, op. cit., p.255-6 
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existential.. The latter His verified by the crea1;ive union of two natures, 

that of knowing and that of the known," within the life-process. The 

various sciences all.ow different proportions of each method, though even 

in biologicaJ., psychologicaJ. and sociologicaJ. research where the experi

mental. method has great range, the life-processes themsèlves are open only 

to. reception in a creative union in order to be known. Pby"sicians, psycho

therapists, educat6rs.:-and social. reformers must verify their knowledge 

partly by "participation in the individuaJ. life with which they deaJ.. tI In 

historicaJ. knoWledge particUlarly, interpretation demands participation 

in terms of understanding, without which no signif'icant history is pos

sible. Tillich grants that the experiential. life-process method is less 

exact, but he insists that it is aJ.so more true to life. 

Both rationaJ.ism and pragmatism fail. as schemes of verification in 

Tillich's estimate. RationaJ.ism deal.s with self-evident principles ~hat 

cannet reach beyend themselves. As principles they are only formal. Any 

concrete principle is subject to experimentaJ. or experiential. verification. 

Pragmatism lacks a criterion. To its assertion that the true is ~le 

successful. the question Dnlst be raised, tfTiJhat is the criterion of success?tt 

That question cannot be answered pragmaticall.y. 

The way in which philosophicaJ. systems have been verified histori

call.y is the method of verification Tillich supports. "Their verification 

is t~eir efficacy in the life-process of manldnd. They prove th~be 

inexhaustible in meaning and creative in power." The method is not entirely 

definite, but it combines elements of both rationaJ.ism and pragmatism, as 
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in the hi~torical development of those 5.1stems elements are discarded 

and superseded. Eventhis method is tbreatened by the possibility of . . 
meaninglessness, but that very fact indicates its true-to-life quaJ.ity, 

for it carries with it the radicaJ.risk ,of lite. 

There is a serious difficu1ty with Tillich's statement of bis 

position. The same question hel'raises against pragmatism's crit~rion of 

success can be directed against bis own cri terion of efficacy. In what 

way can a principle be proven to be efficacious? What nmst it eff~ct? 

Randall points out that TiJJ.ich "falls back, in language wortby of James 

himself, on a pretty crude pragmatic method of verification. ,,40 TiJJ.ich' s 

position is the same as Hartmann's on this point, where he writes that 

the ontological coincidence of subject and object is confirmed by "the 

fact that what has come to be known in principle and universall.y is then 

progressively confirmed in experience and in the practice of life.,,41 , 

Again, where is the cri terion that confirma the principle more rather 

than less? At the most, one can say that Tillich has existentialized 

the pragmatic Methode 

According to Adams, on TiJJ.ich t S principl.es, meaning cannat be 

tested by anything "in the existential. order" when i t is a matter of 

religious consciousness. That is to say that the 'Will. of God is the 

uJ.timate verifying factor. But the will of God then must have a defi

nite content which brings us ta confront the difficu1ty again. In 

Tillich's 5.1stem, at least in the earlier writings which Adams anaJ.yzes, 

4ô J.H. Randall., Jr. in Kegley-Bretall, op. cit., p.1S0 
41 N. Hartmann, op. cit., p.l40 

" 
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the transcendence of God makes the frame of reference the unconditioned. 

Definite content wouJ.d subvert the principle of theononw for ,a heteronoll\1. 

Tillich's criterion for truth must then be olÙy forma:L. 

What can verify a principle, a philosophical. or religious world

view, a social. system? From the stand point of Tillich's kairos concept, 

the question can be asked oi' science: 'While the experimenta;L method veri

fies scientific discoveries, what can verify the scientific endeavor as 

a whole? Might it not be part of a world-view and movement that is 

destructive oi' human val.ues and reaJ.ities? 

There is wi thin Tillich' s system the kernel of an answer to the 

verification problem ~ch breaks through in isolated sentences but is 

not exposed in its full dimensions. The difficUlty witn rationalism 

and pragmatism is that neither "sees the element oi' participation in know

ledge." (ST I, 104) Implicit in Tillich's system is a method oi' verifi

cation by the dynamics oi' participation, that inc1udes experimentaJ. and 

experiential. methods al.ong with the coherence oi' rational structure. 

Verification b.Y participation has four points oi' rei'erence. 

A principle, position or world-view has "ei'i'icacy in the lii'e

processes of mankind" first if it enables the individual. knower and the 

historicaJ. community of which he is a part to participate more fully in 

the structure of being. The polar elements of individuaJ.ization and par

ticipation, dynamics and form, freedom and destiny a1l have empirical. 

content as well as ontologicaJ. structure. The elements of identi ty and 

separation are not~::,to be abrogated wi thout serious impairment of the 

lii'e-process. 
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The second point of reference is participation in meaning~ . We 

have seen that participation is enhanced as i t becomes not only a rela.

tionship to being but to meaning as welle That meaning is dynamic. 

Its content is in sell-transcendence, which again bas empiricaJ. as wall 

as ontologicaJ. elements. The ontologicaJ. side is in the essence or 

polarity involved; the empirical in growth and continuity. 

Third, the dynamics of participation have verifying vaJ.ue in the 

manner in which the meaning in question imparts the power required for 

sell-transcendence, the courage to be more. A false world-view can 

undermine sell-transcendence; a vaJ.id meaning will impart its power. 

Participating knowledge changes the knower and the known. 

The fourth referent in the dynamics of this relationship is, of 

course, the Uncondi tioned. In the e:xperience of participation, this is 

not simply a formaJ. principle. In the relationship, the Unconditioned 

is seen as revealing itsell in its self-objectification in the Logos 

which represents the inner dependence and relatedness of all existents. 

Adams has pointed out that in his later writing, Tillich seeks to fill 

the lacuna in the verification method b.Y the dynamic concept of agape, 

a materiaJ. and ontologicaJ. principle. ''Love belongs to the structure 

of Being i tsell .,,42 In the dynamics of the participation-relationship, 

agape becomes visible and reaJ.. Beth share the same structure of identi ty 

and separation. A principle, world-viewor system May be verified if 

it deepens or fulfills the dynamics of participation. 

42 Cited in J.L. Adams, op. cit., p.256,n.118 
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8. The D;ynamic Comp1exity of Cognitive Participation 

The conceptuaJ. synibo1 of participation is demonstrably centr~ to 

Til1ich's theory of cognition. We have seen not orily its inf1uence ~ut 

i ts presence at every important juncture in his anaJ.ysis: in the .onto-

1ogicaJ. framework that makes knowing possib1e and in the existential. se~ 

ting that makes it fragmentary. The eJ.ements· of participation are the 

very eJ.ements that comprise the cognitive act itse1f - those of separation 

and identi ty. Participation is essential. to every act of knowl.edge and 

is fulfilled in the re1igious knowl.edge of faith. Ultimate1y, knowl.~dge 

is verified not onl.y by eDl!>iricaJ. test but by i ts contribution to the 

dynamic reaJ.izations of participation. 

Considering the difference in the two constel1ations we have 

surveyed and the comp1exi ty of the concept, a remarkab1e consistency 

obtains in Ti1lich's use of participation onto1ogically and cognitively. 

In three quaJ.i ties that shape the character. of the concept this continui ty 

is particu1ar1y cl.ear: it is dynamic, muJ.ti-directionaJ. and muJ.ti-

dimensionaJ.. 

Tillich's. is adynamie onto1ogy. The static associations of Being-

i tse1f as a term are mis1eading; the really Real. is al.ways. dynamic as 

IIDlst be arry re1ationship wi th i t. Participation, especially at the. micro-

cosmic, human 1eve1, is seen tobbe a vital. re1ationship with the power of 

being in which one discovers the courage to be. SimUar1y, Tillich' s is 

adynamie cognition. Wi thin and beyond the known as i ts ground and abyss 

is the Unconditioned, never confined ta forms, al.ways form-creating and 



-150-_ 

form-destroying. The re1ationship of knower and known must be a vital 

relationship, of "graspling and sbaping,tI of being open to reaJ.ity's deeper 

l.evels, of living in and transfo~g the kairos in rel.ation to the Logos. 

Appropriate to this dynamic theory of cogrri tion is the diaJ.ecticaJ. Methode 

The unique twist Tillich brings to the participation concept in its 

ontologicaJ. setting is an inversion - the power of being participates in 

beings as well as beings participating in the power of being; God is the 

"absol.ute participant." Simi1arly, inversion is present in the cognitive 

constellation. Essences participate in actuaJ.itf.es and the Logos in the 

kairos. The Unconditioned is present in the inner infinity of the finite. 

'What is becoming cletir is that Tillich finds the sol.utions to the phil.o-

sophical. pro bl.ems of ontol.ogy and cogri:i tion in an ontol.ogy wose questions 

may beimplicit in human experience but whose answers are rooted in faith. 

MUlti-~entionaJ. participation is one expression of that faith-founded 

ontology. In cognition, these directions, "abovatl and tlbe1ow'J are aven; 

extended - outward. In acts of knowing, the knower ·participates not only 

in the structure of being but in the historicaJ. context, the cuJ.ture in 

ld'lich he l.ives and bas the task of re-shaping it. The mul.ti-directionaJ. 

character of participation is surely not caused by unrefiective use of 

the term - it reveals the very structure of reaJ.ity as Tillich sees it. 

In distinction again from accustomed use, the participation concept 

in Tillich' s ontol.ogy is not simpl.y substantiaJ. or causative but includes 

and transcends these categories in being s,ymbolic. Even more clearly is 

this the case in his theory of cognition. The knower participates in the 

o known and in his historical situation with a:n the actuaJ.ity of "substance~~ 
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and all the effectiveness of "causaJ.ity" but in a way not limited to 

either of these categories. For participation ultimately includes both 

axiological principles, of being and m.eaning. It is a participation in 

the meaning of the known and the meaning of the Unconditioned. Partici

pation is multi-dimensional.. It is tlsymbolic, Il the significance of 

which we must next anaJ.yze. 

Tl:e empiricist likes to distinguish bet'ween the "hard" knoldeclge 

of experimental. verification and the "soft" knowledge of intuition as 

weIl as cUltural. and religious experience. The philosopher of partici

pation chooses other terms, such as the "narrow" kind of knowing by 

strict scientific and rationaJ.istic principles, and the "open" kind, by 

dynamic participation. 

., 



CHAPTER lU. 

THE PARTICIPATION OF SIMBOLS IN REALITY 

The theory of re1igious symbo1s that Ti11ich deve10ped over the 

years, from a basic artiCle on "Das Re1igi8se Symbo1" in 1928 through a 

paper on "The Meaning and Justification of Re1igious Symbo1s" in 1961, 

has been a subject of intense interest and widespread discussion for 

~ reasons. The question of the kind of 1anguage that is to beused 

in speaking of God is a central. issue in contemporary theo1ogy. Ti11ich' s 

theory has an undoubted original.i ty 'Which has yie1ded some startl.ing con

c1usions. Perhaps that very original.ity has made of this one of the 

MOSt vul.nerab1e sections of his system. In arry case, this theory repre

sents the turning-point in the Ti11ichian system, where he speaks no 

10nger primarily as a philosopher but as a theo1ogian. Here is where 

thought takes on re1igious significance - and what Ti11ich says at this 

point is that God is a symbo1. (DF ,45) 

The question of re1igious 1anguage has been raised in MOSt urgent 

form, of course, in two cirCles. These in the. empiricist tradition have 

asked for means by which re1igious assertions May be ~erified. They 

question statements that avoid empirical. val.idation. In the study of 

theo1ogical. statements they find not only 1ogical. inconsistencies but 

what appears to be irresponsib1e manipu1ation of ambiguous terms. Wi th 

this same heritage behind them, others have taken a different approach, 

proceeding on the supposition that re1igious talk is not simply subjective 

se1f-expression but deal.s with a realm of real.ity to which rUles of 10gic 

and verification from other real.ms might not app1y. Thus, 1inguistic 
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analysts have come to ask for the principles b.Y ~ch religious talk 

May be governed to assure mean:i.ngful. communication. 

On the other band, the language WB' use in religion has been ques

tioned b.Y those seeking to discover the meaning of the biblicBl message 

for contemporary man. Rudolf Bultmann bSs asked witb forcefÙlÎl.ess, if 

the Christian message must not be disengagedfrom the wor~view in which 

it was ernbedded, that is, de-mythologized. Must not that message be under

stood and expressed in language of the twentieth century rather than that 

which meets us in the Bible i But as Bultmann and bis school speak of 

tlencounter'" and a "cal1 to decision" they clearly ha.ve not only de-~olo

gized but re-~ologized the message.' Tillich attempts te steer a course 

beyond them both: 

It is' almost a truism to assert that religious language 

is symbo~ic. But it is ~ess of a truism to assert that 

for this reason religious ~anguage expresses the truth, 

. the truth which cannot be expressed and communicated in 

arry other language. And i t is far from a truism to say 

that oost errors in reJ.igioD and mst attacks on. religion 

are" due ty the confusion between symbolic and ~i teral" 

language. "" .'" 

In his elaboration of the nature of that symbolic language in its 

distincti veness, Tillich presents a unique theory. In bis first publica-

tion on the subject, he set off bis position sharPlY over against 

Freudi~psychological, }~st-sociological and ~dealist theories. 

His position has its bistoricaJ. roots~ t.o be sure. Lewis S. Ford finds 

them in Schelling's doctrine of potencies While Tillich draws parallels 

1 Paul. TilJ.ich, "Existential Analyses and Religious Symbols" in 

Will Herberg (ed.), Four Existentialist Theologians, Garden City: Doubleday, 

19.58, p.316 



w.i. th the principle of ana10gy of Tho~as Aquinas. But Tillich explici tJ.y 

rejects Ford's surmise
2 

wbi1e Thomist scholarspoint out the differences 

from Aquinas.:3 

Having been born nominal.ists, as Tillich reminds us, we have 

aJ.most universal1y reacted w.i.th astonisbment at our first exposure to 

the decisive statement in bis symbol theory, that Ha symbol participates 

in the reality it symbolizes.H (ST l, 177) Even having at this point 

examined the concept in the ontological. and cogni ti ve constellations of 

Tillich's thought, we may still find these wrds startJ.ing. '!he critical 

have fastened on this point; the sympathetic have been embarrassed by 

i t. J. Heywood Thomas believes the distinction Tillich draws between 

symbol and sign on the basis of participation "is never justified, and it 

is difficuJ. t to see how i t can be justified. ,,4 Ford. does. not see how . . . 

the participation· concept adds ~ more than an awareness of co~ . .. 

notations and "intrinsic affinity." . How can a fiag, he asks, participate 

in the real power of the nation i t represents, which is to levy taxes and 

administer justice? 

If T:i.1J.ich' s symbol theory appears to be oost vulnerable, i t is 

neverthe1ess most crucial. As soon as we move beyond thè precise defini. 

tions of controlling knowledge or the self.clarifying principles of 

rational. construction, we are in the realm of symbolic language. Ford 

2 Answering Ford, Tillich describes the roots of bis theory in Sydney 
and Beatrice Rome (Eds.) Philosophical Interrogations, New Y9rk, Chicago: 
Holt, Rinehart and Watson, 1964, pp.:3.58-9: "The conception of my theory of 
religious.\symbols goes far back to sources l am. not able to discern in their 
effectiveness for rrry thought, to the study of Dionysius the Areopagite, of 
Scotus Erigena, of Z,Ieister Eckhart, of Hegel and David Friedrich strauss 
and the 'Whole deve10pment of biblical. criticism from Spinoza to Albert 
Schweitzer and Rudolf Bu1tmann. Schelling and Schleiermacher are impor
tant, but not decisive in this 'host of ancestors. If 

:3 cf. Gustave Weige1 and G.F. l-icLean in O'Meara and Weisser, op. cit. 
4 J.H. Thomas, op. cit., p.136 
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apparentJ.y misunderstands this when he' conc1udes 'i'rom . Tillich' s state

ment that dynamics can onl.y be understood symbolicalJ.y~ that therei'ore a 

purely conceptuaJ. metapbysic would be impossible.5 On the contrary, a 

tlmetapbysic" or ontology is possible in conceptuaJ.' terms as long as it 

deaJ.s 'Wi th the structure oi' being; when i t moves beyond the structure, 

however, to its operation and signii'icance, SymbOlic language is required. 

Symbols are involved as wall in the iilterpretative side of the sciences, 

e.g. the discussions oi' t'life processes" and "evolution." They are the 

material. oi' cultural. i'oms and appreciations. And pre-eminentJ.y, symbols 

are the means by"Hhich religious knoliLedge is shaped and commUnicated. 

Bo-wman L. Clarke has written that "if the symbolic assertions collapse, 

then the bounda.ry line is something beyond "Hhich wecannot go ... 6 God as 

Being-itseli' woul.d be inei'fable, with no possibility oi' communication about 

him. or meaningi'ul. relationship with him. "l'hus, from. the standpoint oi' 

God-talk, the symbol theory is crucial.. But !.ts importance is undersèoréd 

by Tillich' s doctrine oi' God as welle If God is . a 'symbol, that is, the 

reaJ.i ty not merely the tem, is not our reaction ta ask _ "only a symbol? ft 

Now as we examine this theoryi'rom the perspective oi' the partici-

pation concept as it has been taking shape in our investigations, we 

shall expect to discover that symbols have a GestaJ. t that can be anaJ.yzed, 

understood and interpreted, by which they may be verified. We anticipate 

i'urther, that participation ldll be a key i'actor in tha.t Gestal.t, even to 
. , 

the point oi' underlying the various.approaches.Tillich develops toward 

5 L.S. Ford, dissertation, o.p. cit. 
6.Bo-wman L. Clarke, "God and the Symbolic in Tillichtl~ Anglican 

'fueological. Review, v. 43, 1961, p.307 
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understanding symbols. What is more, we can expect that the -a:xiological. 

principles we have been observing in their fundamental. operation in 

Tillicb.'s system, will reveal. themse1ves again here. In fact, We may sur

mise that in the congruence of being and meaning is the clue to the 'sig

nificance of Tillich' s statément that God is a symbol. -

In the course of this investigation, the components of Tillich' s 

theory must be analyzed, its dynamics described and its distinctive features 

reviewed. 'Then, the significance of the God-symbol can be approached 

and the full dimensions of symbolic participation' interpreted. 

1. Symbols and Signs 

A decisive distinction that Tillich carries through his symbol 

theory wi th consistency is that between a symbol and a signe The person 

who uses the phrase Itonly a symbollt has in Tmich's view "complete1y mis

understood the meaning of symbol, (for) he confuses symbol with sign and

ignores that a genuine symbol participates in the real.ity of that 'which 

it symbolizes.n7 Signs have no essential connection with that, which they 

signify. stop-lights, for example, could with the proper education of 

the public, be orange and blue as well as red and green. But symbols 

are different. 

Although Tillich does not generally list the participation charae

teristic first in describing the nature of symbols, all of the cb.aracteris

tics he presents are reducible to participation or, more precisely, 

represent aspects of the complexity of the participation-relationship. 

7 in Kegley-Bretall, op. cit., PP.334-.5 
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One characteristic is that symbols"point beyond themse1ves. tI (DF, 

41, RET ,4) .. But 50 do signs. The difference is in the character of that 

which is pointed to· and the manner of the pointing. A sign points 

directly to a reali ty or action, 'a symbol indirectly, for that which is 

s.ymbolized is not open to ordinar,y encounters and direct experience. The 

symbolized can only be known through that which has both an element of 

separation and an element of identity'With it, i.e. that 'Which partici-

pates in it. 

Similarly, when we ask for the manner by which other characteristics 

are manifest, hoW' a symbol "opens up levels of reality which otherwise 

areclosed for us" as in visual art, drama and music, or hoW' it "also unlocks 

dimensions and e1ements of our soUl which correspond to the dimensions 

and elements of reali ty" i t is clear that the· answer must be by partici

pation. (DF ,42) The symbol participates in the dimensions of reality 

and by offering a participation-re1ationship to us, opens us to deeper 

experience and newperceptions. A drama which participates in an aspect 

of human tragedy or despair, opens a participation to its audience; a 

painting of a tree that participates in its creative mystery, makes a 

participation available to its viewer. 

Another characteristic folloW's from these: a s,y.mbol "cannet be 

created at will" or "produced intentionally." (RET,4, DF,4J) Even if 

the medium is the individuaJ. creativity of a prophet or an artist, it is 

"the unconscious-conscious reaètion of a group through which it becomes .. 
a symbol." s,ymbols are not interchangeable. The reason again must be 

their essential role as bridges of participation in that which they 



symbollze. 

Symbo~s, then, cannat be invented°. ° Signs are inventedj symbo~s 

are born and die. (TC,58) SymbO~s do net emerge because peop~e iOilg 

for them and do not die under the assaul.ts of scientific or practicaJ. 

criticism. They are bom out of the "collective unconscious" as Jung 

termed it, to open dimensions of reaJ.ity to persons and persons to dimen-

sions of reaJ.i ty. They die ..men "they can no' ~onger produce response 

in the group ..mere they originalJ.y found expression," which is to say, 

..men they no ~onger create the conditions for effective participation. (DF,43) 

In the ~ast of bis essays on symbo~s, TUlich adds one more char-

acteristic: the "integratmg and disintegrating power" of symbo~s. (RE'l',S) 

In the bistory of religion and culture we cm uncover many symbo~s wi th 

"elevating, quieting and stal::Îl.izing power" and others that cause "rest
A 

lessness, producing depression, anxiety, fanaticism, etc." The creative 

or destructive effects of symbols depend partly on what is symbolized and 

partl.y on the group that receives and" responds. Roly figures, rites and 

objects can have divine or demonic consequences; po~iticaJ. symbols, such 

as the F6hrer and the swastika iD. Nazism have obviously distntegrating 

potentiaJ.ities, whil.e a king or a president aJ.ong with the ceremoniaJ.s 

surrounding them, cou1d be creative factors in a society, provided they 

give expression by words and actions to the positive aims and aspirations 

of their peop~e. Again, the effectiveness of symbols in this regard is 

rooted in the effectiveness of their participation. 

w.hile TilJ.ich describes such characteristics of al1 symbols, he has 

in his ~ater writings come to define these as ttrepresentative symbols,u to 
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distinguish' them from the symbols of logicians and mathematicians. The 

'". change in terminology expresses ne corresponding change in theory, however, 
~ .. ":: ..... ~~ ... :. ~.' . . ~ 

as f~m' the· first~· Ti11ich insists that symbols of a non-representative 

type are actualJ.y signs, invented and interchangeabl.e, wi th no partici

pation in the re~ities.to ~ch the,y refer. 

On the other end of the scaJ.e, however, reJ.igious symbols are alJ. 

re-presentative. That which sets them off as reJ.igious symbols is the fact 

that they deal. with our ul.timate concerne The nature of ul.timacy demands 

symbollc expression for "the true ul.timate transcends·"the realm of finite 

reality inf'initely.tI Thus, "no finite reality can express it directly 

and proper1y~" (DF,44) Further, the nature of faith as net belief in a 

series of propositions but a dynamic participation in the grasp of ul.timate 

concern, requires symbolization. 

Religious ~ls, in TUlich' s view, stand on two,.lev~,s. In

cluded on the transcendent level is the symbol of God, the fundamentaJ. 

symbol of our ul.timate concern, the quaJ.ities and attributes of God, 'Which 

are taken from the experienced qualities we have ourselves and. applied'tto 

God symbolically, a.Dd the acts of God which we agàin deiscribe in categories 

drawn from our experience, which are applicabl.e symbolically to God. Love, 

omniscience, omnipresence are among the attributes of God, symbolically 

understood. The most characteristic act of God can be anaJ.yzed in the 

sentence, "God has sent bis son. 1I Here the categories of temporality, 

spatiaJ.ity, causal.ity and substantiality, all drawn from human experience, 

are applied te God symbolically. (TC, 62-3) The symbols on this leveJ. 

all draw their power from participation, with its ele!llents of separation 
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and identi ty. From our investigation of Ti11ich' s theory of cognition, 

we baye seen that the knower participates in the Uncondi tioned or the . 

Unco~tional..8 Were God not unconditionaJ., he 'WOuld not be God. 

Similarly, the attributes and categories are 8ll matters of human partici; 

pation. 

The second level of religious symbols is the imman~nt. The incar

nations of divine beings in men and animaJ.s or ., the mana that is the -
divine power trfuich pervades aJ.l reaJ.ity in primitive religion are on 

this level. Sacramental. objects, which become bearers of the; holy in 

special. ways under special. circumstances, and aspects of church buildings, 

crosses and candles trmich were originalJ.ysigns have become symbols in 

being drawn into holiness. Agam, except for those objects which are . 

somewhat;::·interchangeable, 'Which Tillich calJ.s si~symbols, these.are 

clearly participants, re-presentative of the divine 'lihichis beyond them-

selves in a relationShip they help develop with men. 

Reviewing· Tillich's analysis of symbols in their . cultural. 'as well 

as religious realms, the ke,y characteristic that underlies them is 

unmistakable: 

The difference between s,ymbol and sign is the participation 

in the symbolized real.i ty which characterizes the symbols, 

and the non-participation in the 'pointed-to' real.ity 'Which . 

characterizes a: signe (TC,.54-5) 

8 It is to be noted that Til'.ich cbanged his terminology from the 

Unconditioned (das Unbedingte) in his earlier writings to the UnconditionaJ. 

in the S;vstematic Theolo€jy and most of the later writings in English~ 

The connotation of the former, that there is sorne thin~ which is uncon

ditioned (iorhich it carries in English translation) is an implication 

Tillich certairily does not want to foster. 
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2. The Non-Splbolic ~erent of Religious Spibollzation 

In bis ini tiaJ. anaJ.ysis of the re1igious symbol, 'l'illich wri tes 
. 9 

that Hall kno'idedge of God has a symbollc character." (RET,316) Thi.~ 

o ...... ' •• 

statement drew from Wilbur M. Urban the criticism that 'l'illich only gives 

a symbolic significance ta religious language, which prec1.udes a:rry real 

religious kno'idedge. The statement implies a symbolic relativism without 

a referent. Tillich's response was ta incoIporate this criticism inta 

bis later discussions of re1igious symbols. He agreed that a non-symbolic 

element was required and sought ta identify it: 

The non-symbolic e1ement in all religious kno'idedge is 
the experience of the Uncondi tioned as the boundary, ground 
and ab,yss of ever,ything conditioned. This experience is 
the boundary-experience of human reason and therefore (it 
is) expressible in negative-rational. terms. But the Un
conditioned is net God. God is the affirmative concept 
pointing beyond the boundary of the negative-rational. 10 
terms and therefore is itself a positive-symbolic terme 

In the process of cognition, man is dri ven ta awareness of the Uncondi tional.. 

'tolithin the bounds of rational. knoliledge, however, the Unconditional. is 

only a necessar,y principle. As a necessar,y principle, it is negative. 

The UnconditionaJ. is, therefore, not God - but God is unconditional.. This 

quality is essentiaJ. te bis nature and provides the non-symbolic point of 

reference for language about him. lmPlicit in Tillich's argument is an 

intrinsic relationsbip between God as uncondi tionaJ. and the Uncondi tionaJ. 

which is known at the limi ts of human knowledge. The symbol of God "has 

something te do with the transcendent reaJ.ity which is symbolized in it.tt11 

9 Translated from "Das Religi8se Symbol", 'Which is in GW V,208. 
10 Paul Tillich, "Symbol and Knoldedgetl , Journal. of Liberal. Religion, 

v.2, 1941, p. 203 . 
11 Ibid., p. 204 
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Tillich has expressed bis appreciation for Urban's point that when the 

concept of s.ymbo~ becomes all-embracing, it becomes meaningless and 

goes on to say: "The unsymbollc statement which implies the necessi ty 

of re1igious symbollsm is that God is being-i tsell, . and as such beyond 

the subject-object structure of ~ver.ything that (exists).n12 The state

ment that God is being-i tsell nmeans what i t says directJ.y and proper1.y" 

and i5 non-symbolic. However, "after this has been said, nothing e1se 

can be said about God as God which is not symbolic." (ST l, 238-9) 

W.R. Rowe claims that Tillich shifts bis ground in the second 

volume of the Systematics where he states that when we talle of God as 

"the infinite, or the unconditional., or being-itself, we speak rationally 
13 ~-

and ecstatically at the same time." (ST n, 10) Rowe does not see that 

in Tillich' s terms that particuJ.ar statement must have tw elements, 

religious and rational.. The designations of "infinite," nunconditional.," 

and "being-itsell" present the rational. side while the tact that these 

are affirmations about God reveal.s their ecstatic contexte The statement 

thus represents the boundary between non-symbolic and symbolic predication. 

This reduction of non-symbolic religious assertions te a single . 

instance is rather unsatisfying to a number of Tillich's critics. Gustave 

Weigel is disconcerted by "symbolists" and refers particuJ.arly te a sen-

tence of Reinhold Niebuhr's which reads, tlI do not know how it is pos-
. 14 

sible te be1ieve in anything pertaining te God and eternity 'literally. tI. 

12 In KegJ.ey-Bretall, op. cit., p. 3:34 
13 vi.R. Rowe, "The Meaning of 'God' in Tillich's Theology", Journal. 

of Religion, v. 42, 1962, p. 279 
14 G. Weigel in O'Meara and Weisser, op. cit. p. 186. The quotation 

is from Niebuhr' s "Reply" in KegJ.ey and Bretall, (eds.) Reinhold Niebuhr: 
His Religious, Social. and PoliticaJ. Thought, New York: l'.LS.cmillan, 1956, 
p. Ii46 .. 



AJ.though Tillich does allow one literaJ. statement, WeigeJ.'s point is 

that this is a for.m8l rather thana substantiaJ. princiPle. GeorgeF. 

McLean joins him in maintaining tbat a wealmess of TllJ.ich' s theology 

is that bis symboltheory provides no "objective information about God." 

.. T:U.lich' s response is predictably tbat sucb. a' phrase sounds "almost 

blasphel7JOus: it makes God into an object about which 'informations" are 

possible.,,1; The nature of ultimacy requires a non-symbolic referent; 

the nature of God and religious faith probibit more. 

Nevertheless, these critics touch on an important issue, 'Which has 

already come to the surface in the context of Tillich' s theory of cog-

nition: is God as Unconditional onl.y known as a formaJ. principl.e and if 

so, is he then reall.y known at aD.? 

Tillich' s answer is that there are two ways of reaching the referent 

of religious s.ymb01ism. One is the onto10gical ~sis of man and bis 

question, that of being-itself, "the prius of everything that is." The 

other is the phenomeno10gicaJ. approach 'Whicb. describes the holy as· known 

in encounter. 

The experience of the ho1y transcends the subject-object 
structure of experience. The subject is drawn into the 

4' holy, embodied in a finite object whicb., in this encounter, 
becomes sacred. An anaJ.ysis of this experience shows that 
wherever the holyappears it is a matter of ul.timate con-
cern both in attracting and in repelling, and of unconditiona:l 
power, both in giving and in demanding. (RET,6-7) 

The finite objects, which become religious symbols, are symbols of the 

Holy. "As such they participate in the ho1iness of the ho1y." They 

mediate the dimension of the unconditiona:l. "But participation is not 

1; Paul Tillich, "An Aftenrord" in O'11eara and Weisser, op.cit.p.:306 
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identity; they are not themseJ.ves the Holy. The wholly transcendent -
transcends every symboJ. of the Holy." (TC,59) Any actuaJ.ity can become, .. ~.-cc-.. ·

in the right situation, the bearer of the hoJ.y in its unconditionaJ. power • 
. 

This is the reason for the infinite richness, or the apparent chaos, of 

s.ymboJ.ization in the history of reJ.igion. 

The point is that phenomenoJ.ogicaJ. anaJ.ysis carries knowledge ot 

the referent in religious symbolism beyond a formaJ. principJ.e. But the 

"content" it describes is not "information" but a reaJ.ity in 'Which one is 

drawn to participate. The source of Tillich' s phenomenoJ.ogicaJ. emphasis 

can be seen in the prophetie tradition or more preciseJ.y, the First Com

mandment. "Thou shalt have no other gods before me" is a symboJ.ic ex-

pression ot the uncondi tionaJ. nature of the hoJ.y. 

However, the phenomenoJ.ogicaJ. approach has its J.imitation. It is 

onJ.y a descriptive, not a vaJ.idating method. It can yield no judgments 

on the vaJ.idi ty of the phenomena i t makes visible. It must be coupJ.ed 

with the ontoJ.ogicaJ. way ot finding the referent ot religious symbolisme 

Ti1J.ich maintains that the two "corroborate each other:" 

That which is the implication ot the phenomenoJ.ogicaJ. 
description is aJ.so the focaJ. point of the ontoJ.ogicaJ. 
anaJ.ysis and the referent ot the reJ.igious symboJ.s. (RET,-?) 

They corroborate each other, but are they mutualJ.y supportive starting

points? liere Tillichmight have pursued the inter-reiationship a step 

further, to avoid a J.ingering ambiguity. The anaJ.ysis of experiencing 

the Holy can lead to the affirmation of ul.timacy or the unconditionaJ., but 

the converse is not true. An analysis of the ul.timate does not necessarily 
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lead to the Holy; in fact, in principle it cannot. Being an analysis 

of rational. structure, i t is unable to break out of i ts own rational. 

limits. Here again is the place Where reason requires faith, for after 

alJ., the tD.timate need not be the Holy; it could be the Void. Faith 

must provide the positive "content." And here again is the place where 

reason corroborates faith, for in the phenomena of holiness and the 

participation in holiness of both knower and known, the structure of 

being becomes visible. 

3. Rejected Theories-of Religious §ymbolization 

In bis primary 'WOrk on religious symbols, Tillich rejects three 

theories explici tly, demonstrating in the process the manner in which 

he grounds bis view in ontological. and phenomenological. realit;i::es. 

The Marxist theory uses the expression "ideologytt to describe the 

function of symbols Which have no real.i ty other than that which is con

ferred on them by the will-to-power of the controlling group in society: 

that is, by the bourgeoisie. The doctrine of ideology itself became a 

powerfUl social symbol uncovering the subterfuge involved in a groupes 

desire to dominate society. But that is precisely the difficulty: "the 

symbol 'ideology' 'WOUld itself be an ideology.tI (RET,305) There is no 

non-ideological position that does not seek to justify the aims of a 

group. There is no principle by Which such could be established. Further, 

the theory of ideology does not account for any inherent connections 

betl-leen the symbols and the purposes of the group. Unless there were some 

"cogent relevance to the facts ••• inherent in the symbols", Which is to say, 
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un1ess there were some participation by the symbol in the reali ty i t 

symbolizes, it 'Wuld be impossible to show ~ow the w.Ul-to-power could 

select and make use of the particular symbole 

Tillich sees the Freudian anaJ.ysis of cul turaJ. and re1igious sym-

bols arising out of unconscious processes as derived from Nietzsche. 

The psycho-anaJ.yticaJ. theory interprets the use of the father symbol 

for God as an expression of a father-complex, for ex.ample. But Tillich 

holds that·>·the theory is not realJ.y ~, explanation of a.nything other than 

how re1igious symbols are selected. It 'cannat deaJ. 'With the question of 

the referent of religious symbolization. The "po si ting of an uncondi tioned 

transcendent can by no me~s be ooqJlained on the basis of the condi tioned 

and immanent impulses 'of the unconscious." (RET,306) Tillich's argument 

here isparalleled later in a lecture in which he speaks of Feuerbach's 

t1theory of projection" in contrast to the popular, contemporary one. 

Feuerbach understood that for projection, a screen is required on Which the 

image can be projected. The question is who is the screen against lIDich 

the father-image is thrown? The contemporary version has no answer. 

Feuerbach, however, had an anSlier, which was that man's experience of bis 

own infinity, his ini'inite will to live, made it possible for him to 

project images. (Pers, 140) 110re recent experlence ~f the depth of 

human estrangement makes Feuerbach' s answer impossible, but his recognition 

of the need of an ini'inite a priori is correct. In 'Wl'iting of the soul's 

need for religious s.ymbols, Tillich maintains that the fact that the soul 

requires religious expression can only be explained by the fact that i t 
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is rel.igious, "that the re1.ation to· the uncondi tioned transcendent is. 

essentiaJ. or constitutive for it." (RET,307) That is to say, the soul. ':'~':;' .. 

is created, for participation in the unconditio~, and is restl.ess uritil' 

that participation is ful.f'illed. 

The· cri ticaJ.-ideaJ.ist theory is api tomized by Ernst Cassirer' s 

interpretation of mythicaJ. s",mbol.s. s,ymbol.ic reaJ.ity·is an·objective 

creation according to the l.aws by which myths ~e, formed. ~ology is 

in essence a cUltural creation alongside others. and rel.igion is inthis 

case an autonomous area of meaning •. There is no point of reference pos-

sibl.e in things-in-themselves; rather, mythical. symbols are determined· by 

their own princip1es. The difficUlties with this. theory are that its 

idealistic presuppositions do net allow a satisfactory rel.ationship of 

symbol to reaJ.ity and cannot explain how re1igious symbollsm rises above, 

strugg1es against, andovercomes the mythicaJ. symbo1ism 'With which it. was 

originally interfused. Tillich's aJ.ternative is again, the presence of 

the Uncondi tioned. Againstthe rejected theories he proposes his "trans~ 

cendent reaJ.ism" in which the ref'erent of' the mythical. symbol. is "the. 

unconditioned transcendent, the source of' both 'existence and .meaning." 

(RET, 314) 

4. The DiaJ.ectic of Religious Symbo1s 

The first of'the three strands of' Tillic~'s theory'of' s,ymbol.s ~ch 

16 
Lewis S. Ford ul'iravels is the dial.ectica1. Actually, just as Tillich's 

characteristics of s.ymbols center on participation, so all three strands 

16 The major sections of Ford's dissertation have been published in 
an article, "The Three Strands in Tillich' s Theory of' Religious Symbols" 
in Journal. of' Re1igion, v.46, 1966, pp.104-30 
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are best understood as various forms of the one, or as wrappings 

around the inner core of the participation of symboJ.s in the symboJ.ized. 

The famil.iar Yes and No, the dia1ectic of affirmation and nega

tion which is evident in Tilli~' s theory of cognition, is present in 

his symboJ. theory. Till.ich wri tes: 

The segment of finite rèa1ity which becomes the vehicle 
of a·concrete assertion about God is affirmed,and negated 
at the same time. It becomes a symboJ., for a symboJ.ic 
expression is one whose proper mear.d.ng is negated by that 
to which it points. And yet it a1so is affirmed by it, 
and this affirmation·gives the symboJ.ic expression an 
adequate basis for pointing beyond itself. (ST I, 239) 

This dial.ectic forms the cri tical. principJ.e in Tillich t s symbol theory. 

In view of it, symbolic predication can be neither univoca1 nor equivocal.. 

Tillich goes on to say in the same passage that "the ana10gia entis 

gives us our onJ.y justification of speaking at all about God." (ST I, 240) 

The dial.ectic is rooted in the very structure of being, in the 

infinite transcendence of the Unconditiona1 over the conditioned and 

i5 reflected in the cognitive awareness that what is known as a being is 

finite and not fina1. And yet, correJ.atively, the infinite is the inner 

real.i ty in the fini te, the Uncondi tiona1 in the condi tioned. Things are 

knOW!l; they are not 50 discontinuous from their essences that nothing can 

be said of them. 

Elements in the dial.ectical. principle may lead one to suppose that 

i t is paradoxicaJ., but in the strict sense such a conclusion is 'WI'ong. 

To be sure, when ua concrete assertion about God is affirmed and negated 

at the same time" it appears that we have a paradox on our hands. In à. 

.'. 
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sense, we do. In an early essay (1922) Tillich wrote: 

Nun aber gibt es einen Punkt, "HO Paradoxie nicht im 
Subjekt, sondern durchaus im Objekt begrf!ndet ist, 
"HO Paradoxie zur Aussage ebenso notwendig· geh8rt, 
wie Widerspruchslosigkei t zu jeder erfahrungswisse~ 
schaftlichen Aussage : Der Punkt, in dem das Unbedingte 
zum Objekt wird. Denn ~ es das wird, ist ja eben die 
Urparadoxie, da es al.s Unbedingtes seinem Wesen nach 
jenseits des Gegensatzes von Subjekt und Objekt steht. 
Paradoxie ist al.so die notwendige Form jeder Aussage 
ftber das Unbedingte. (FH,367) 

TilJ.ich, however, soon saw the dangers of irrational.ism in too heavy 
< 

a reliance on paradoxe He later deplored arry theologicaJ.· "nonsensical. 
, , 

combination of words." (ST l, 1.51, n.8) He came to, insist that 

Christianity had but one paradox, Jesus as the Christ, which is a new 

real.ity, not lia logical. ridd:Le." (ST II, 92) His dial.ectical. method 

and theory of symbols enab1e him to avoid the irrational.ist cul.-de-sac. 

For the dial.ecticaJ. method is dynamic while the paradoxicaJ. brings the 

cognitive process to a hal.t. In the discriminate use of dial.ectic, 

some elements are negated, others affirmed - the cognitive process moves 

ahead. l·ieanwhile, the symbol theory moves the knower beyond the final.ity 

of paradox by the power of symbols to create new cognitive situations, 
. 

opening new levels of real.i ty. Tillich' s diaJ.ectical. principle, particu.-

larly as operative in his symbol theory, is not in the end paradoxical.. 

In symbol theory the diaJ.ecticaJ. principle has a direct applica-

tion, for symbols are figurative expressions for non-figurative reaJ.ities. 

l'lere the reaJ.ities figurative, symbols would not be necessary; were the 

symbols not figurative, they would not be symbols. In view of this dis-
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junctipn, th~ negative-criticaL principle is required. A s,ymbol is 

negated in its "proper meaning." This .corresponds to the element of 

separation· in the participation.concept. 

The .clearest statement of TiJ.lich's. use of the diaLecticaL prin-

ciple in the· oontext o,f his anaLysis ,of s,ymbols is as follows: 

Ever,y religious s,ymbol negates itself in its literaL 
meaning, butit affi.rmS i~self in its self-transcending 
meaning. (ST n, 9) 

The symbol seeks to present in figurative terms, that which is beyond. 

figure. Hence, its direct, literaL element is to be negated. That 

literaL meaning, howe~er,. does not exhaust the meaning of the symbole 

It is rather the door to its deeper levels - its self-transcending 

meaning. For there is an inexhaustib:Uity of meaning in a symbol, an 

element that indicates that previously-defined meanings are not final. 

but that there is more that cannot be limited by definitive terms • 
. 

The operation of the diaLectic in the symbol theor,y can be seen 

in anaLyzing 'What it means to say that God loves. The literaL meaning 

is negated, that God is a subject with inner emotions. The self-trans-

cending meaning is affirmed, that God unites the separated, accepting 

the separa.tion but in a new kind of reconc:Ued relationship. Sim:Uarly, 

in the symbol of the omniscience of God, the literaJ. meaning, that God 

is a knowing subject, is negated. On the other hand, the meaning that 

God participates in the knolm is affirmedo The literaJ. element - and. its 

negation - become the door that opens the way to deeper meanings. 

The diaJ.ectic of negation and. affirmation points to the separation 
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and identity that f'orm-the pO~8relements of' the participation-rala

tionship. In itself, the cHal.ectical. is 'not adequate to serve' as the 

comprehensive princip~e in asymbol theor,y f'or it is merely a critical.. 

f'ormal one. Its f'ield ol: appl.icabi1ity :Ls within the bounds of' particular 

symbols. It can uncover the Dieanings' of' symbolic expressions, such as 

that God loves or that God is indif'f'erent, but it cannat provide a means 

of' judging bet'ween them. The dial.ectic in Tillich' s theor,y of' symbols 

is the f'ormal. expression of' the participation factor. It demands partici. 

pation'as a material. and more comprehensive principle. 

One f'urther thing needs to be said about the dial.ectical. prino. 

ciple in this context. In viewof' our examination of' Till.ich's appraisal. 

and use- of the anal.ogia entis we might suspect that bis dial.ectic' would 

not complete itself' with a N'o and Yes. In the f'ramework of' f'aith and 

the context of' religious ~bo~s, a judging No and a transf'orming'Yes 

are introduced from the side of the Uncondi tionaJ. & theologically speaking, 

in revelation. Tillich maintains that men the Spiritual. Presence Inakes 

itself' felt, the self.criticism of the churches in the light of their 

symbols begins, which i's possible ''because in ever,y authentic re~igious 

symbol there is an elem.ent that judges the symbol and those"who use it." 

(ST III, 206) The symbol is not rejected but criticized "and by this 

criticism it is changed." Hence, within the symbol that "God loves", in 

the dYnamics of religious participation one discovers the presence not 

ohly of the negated-literal andaff'irmed.self.transcending elements but 

the actuali ty of the divine agape' which negates, infuses and transforms 
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the human elements aven in their self-transcendence. From the sidé of 

the divine, those elements enter which move symbolic participation from 

an essential te a ràligious relationship. 

5. '!he Translucençy of Religious S,ymbols 

In anal.yzing Tillich' s symbol theory, Ford uncovers a second in-

terpretative principle, that religious symbols must be transparent. In 

response te Ford's criticism of the confusions inhere~t in the passive 

nature of- tbis principle and of thefactthat a transparent object con-

trlbutes nothing to a perception, Tillich replies that Ford has helped 

him see a;_problem in s-emantics:,-_-for what hereallymeant was that sym-

17 
bols must be translucent. Actually, when Til.lich speaks-of the 'IWôrd-

of God" as not imparting a "hidden truth, If a kind of "information" about 

"divine matters," he points out that were that-the esse, "no ~transparency' 

of language would be needed.n (ST l, 124) 'l'hat is -te say, words wOuld 

not then be required te be 'Windows te that which is beyond words. Cléariy, 

translucency ois the term Tillich wants. 

If the dialectic of negation and affirmation is the critical-formal 

expression of the participation principle in Till.ich's théory of symbols, 

translucency is the "material fi expression. . It is, again, a form' of the 

participation strand in the theory. Its character is most visibJ.e in 

the context of Tillich's discussion of the medium of final revelation. 

Symbols, after alJ., are revelatory, ul. timately,- of the Uncondi tional. 

Eve~~ vital occurrence in the event-of Jesus as the -Christreveals 

17 Paul Tillich, "Reply" in Journal of Religion, v.46, 1966, p.187 
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the transparent-translucent nature which a medium of final revelation . . , , . . 

must .possess. For "that which is unconditional and unchangeabletl in 

final. revel.ation "involves the complete transparency (translucency) 

and the complete self-sacrifice of the medium in which it appears." (ST l, 

151) The law of love is the final. law because i t is the negation of law 

in concern for the concrete. The symbol of the Cross is the final sym,.. 

bol because it negates ~ privileged position of the Christ. Jesus had 
, 

accepted that"::.ti tleorù.y in view of the fore cast that the Christ woul.d 

suifer and die. 

The dynamic inter-relationship of holy objects and the holy is 

another case in point. Holiness cannat be known except through holy 

objects and figures. These are not holy in and of themselves. "They are 

holy oruy by negating themselves in pointing to the divine of which they 

are . the media. If they establish themselves as holy, they become demonic. Il 

(ST l, 216) Holiness is not then, inherent in the objects as sainthood 

is not ~ power in saints. Rather, saints are saintly and objects holy 

in their translucency, as bearers of that which is beyond themsel ves, 

as participants in that which they do not possess in themselves. 

In his examination of this strand in Tillich's theory, Ford dis

covers three conditions that must be fulfilled for transparency, or 

translucency, to characterize a religious~s.ymbol or medium of revelation. 

The first two may be reduced to one, a negative condition, in contrast 

to the third, which is affirmative, to parallel the dial.ectical and 

participating strands. In Ford's interpretation, the first condition is 

freedom from existential distortion, and the second the negation of 
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finitude. In epitomizing these, Jesus reveal.s himself as the medium of 

final revelation. The third condition is an intrinsicaffinity between 

mediator and mediated, the symbol and the symbolized. 

The use of water in religious rites is a natural. example. Its 

properties have a natural. affini ty wi th the religious functions of puri

fication and regeneration. Ti11ich maintains that tlby virtue of this 

natural. power, water is suited to become the bearer of a sacral power 

and thus aJ.so· te become a sacramental. e1ement. tI (PE, 96) Bread and wine 

have a similar" affinity to their ritual. significance in the Lerd's Supper. 

And al. though the mystery of the Uncondi tional and wonder of God rns.y be 

reveal.ed through the medium of a tree or a painting of a tree, it must 

be through a person" that God is finally reveal.ed, for in the person aJ.one 

are microcosmical.ly present the full elements of the structure of being. 

The translucency principle allows for degree. Holy objects and 

persons may be relatively free from existential. distortion, with a rela

tive degree of intrinsic affinity and therefore a relative translucency. 

In the symbol..-event of Jesus as the Christ, the freedom from distortion, 

negation of finitude and ai'finity with God Wcomplete. Other partici

pations may be relative; this one is absolute and fu1filled. 

One problem bears watching, however; the nature of the intrinsic 

affini ty must be cJ.osely observed. If' this allows holiness to become a .. 

possession of existents, the consequence would be demonic~ Ti11ich' s 

position is that though the sacraments have inherent qualities which make 

them adequate to their symbolic function, i t is not the qual.i ties as such 

"." .... 



-175-

which ~e them media of the, symbolized. (ST III, ·12:3) His theory 

requires the t~ strand,.of which-the first two-aré but expressior~, 

the relationsbip of participation. 

6. The Participation of Religious Symbols 

From the perspecti~e provided qy an investigation of the dynamic 

structure of ~e participation concept in its various settings in Tillich's 

thought, we are able to comprehend this central. strand in bis symbol 

theory now in relation to bis total system. ·Inasmuch as we have come to 

ÜDderstand participation dialectically in its elements of separation and 

identity, symbolically in a way that incJ.udes but transcends causative 

and substantial categories, and dynamically in relation to both being 

and meaning, we can appreciate the complexity and significance of the 

ter.m in the constellation of Tillich's s.ymbol theory~ 

An example of misunderstanding i5 evident in William P. A1.ston' s 

critique. He finds li ttle he'lp in the assertion that religious symbols , 

participate in the real.ity and power of that to Which they point because 

everytbing, on Tillich's principles, "constantly participates in being

itself, as a necessary condition of its being anything. tt18 Alston's 

reading of participation is apparently in primitive-substantial terms, 

a view that each beinghas its sh~e of an undifferentiated substratum 

of being, which, as we have seen, is not at aIl the character of Tillich's 

ontology. Ford, on the other hand,-attempts to define types of partici-

18 vl.P. Alston, "Tillich' s Conception of a Religious Symbol", RET, 
p.19 
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pation ver,y precisely. In the process, he conCludes that the apparent 

cogency of.Tillich'sargument depends on a silent transition from e~ 

vironmental. toessentia1 participation. The environmenta1 is the ver,y 

concrete participation of persons and objects in 'their environments, or 

in persons, society, or the past. Essential. participation is the ab-
19 

stract relation of a particular te a universal. But we have seen 

that this latter type is inapplicabl.e to Tillich except as radically 
20 

re-interpreted. Without an appreciation of Tillich's "transcendent 

realism", Ford defines the power of symbols oru..y in terms of their con-

notations and intrinsic affinity. The connotative quality of symbols 

is the consequence of "environmental. participation." Connotations which 

are extrinsic, can have ne appreciable effects on the degree of shared 

properties between a symbol and that which is symbolized. Bence Ford 

conCludes: 

Symbolic participation means nothing more than that 
the s.ymbol bears associative overtones which the sign 
does net possess, and that it possibly bears natura1 
resemblances with that which is symbolized. The se 
two meanings are best expressed explicitly and directly, 
without recourse to the more inClusi~r (and hence more 
confusing) concept of participation. . 

This May be the case for Ford, but it is not for Tillich. Understood 

from. wi thin Tillich' s system, symbolic participation points to raa1 pOl-mr, 

for it is the power that relates meaning to being. 

Bow does a symbol, in Tillich's terms, participate in the power of 

that which it symbolizes? Tillic~'s first answer is that s.ymbolic partici-

19 L.S. Ford, dissertation, op. cit., p~1-2 
20 pp.123-7 above. 
21 L.S. Ford, dissertation, op. cit., p.182 
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pation has an indicative function. In answer to a question:posed by 

Wal.ter Kaufmann, who asks about propositions, Tillich says that "symbo~ic 

statements about God point to a special. qual.ity of the divine ~ife in 

which it manifests itself to us in an 'ecstatic' experience.,,22 Finite 

terms are used to point to something -reaI in thatwhich transcends 
• t! '. •. '.., 

'. 

finitude. The power in such symbolic statements, or in non-verbal. 

symbols for that matter, is concentrative power, the capacity to make 

such a:iquaIity: of the divine life so vivid and visible as_ to focus -atten

tion and awareness. The symbol or symbo~ic statement is a bridge to 

effective undèrstanding of the quaJ.ity that is -re~ated, by-diaJ.ecticaJ. 

transcendence, to qualities knO'Hll in human experience., Hence statements 

about the power; ~ove or justice of God, in so far as they are true, 

bear an inward re~ation to the quaJ.ities they express, for the statemants 

share in the process by which those quaJ.i ties are brought to one' s cons-

ciousness in an understandable way. 

The second basic answer of Tillich to this question is that symbo~s 

are participative in:that they have the power to open up bath ~eve~s of 

reaJ.ity and the human soUl for an appreciation of deeper meanings. The 

power of the leve~ of real.i ty being opened nmst be present in the opening. 

Ever,y question imp~ies thatthe questioner both has and has not the 

answer. Some element of the answer nmst be present in order that the 

question can be asked. In this context, the connotations Ford acknow-

ledges have their place. l-Ia.ny words, according to Tillich' s anaJ.ysis, 

are no more than signs. tlDesktl is an e:xamp~e. Another sign would serve 

the function as welle But there are other words in ever,y ~anguage ''which 

22 In S. and B. Rome, op. cit., p.386 
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are more than this, and. in the moment in which they get connotations 

which go beyond, something to which they point as signs, then they can 

become symbol.s." (TC,55) In liturgicaJ. or poetic l.anguage, words have 

a power' achieved through centuries, with "connotations in situations in 

which they appear so that they cannot be repl.aced." (Tc,56) In their 

connotative power they suggest l.evels of meaning beyond the l.iteral. 

The "hol.iness of God~tI or the tlpeace of Godtt as· symbol.ic statements, 

bear connotations, ~ of which are unconscious, which l.ead to aware-

nesses that are· beyond conceptualization. Within the statement as it 

is heard wi th openness, the power of the symbol.ized is present. 

Tillich's third basic answer is that symbol.s are re-presentative. 

They have the power of manifesting the reaJ.ity to which they point. The 

Unconditional is no distant entity beyond sorne gUlf of consciousness over 

'Which the symbol. points, but is shown as the depth of every present 

real.ity. To be reminded of it is to conf'ront it. In the symbol.ic 

character of the sacrament: 

••• the wine becomes the bearer of the presence of God, 
insofar as he is manifest in the cross of the Christ. 
It is not merel.y a sign for the faithful., reminding them 
of a past event, but it is a vehiCle2~f the experience 
of the presence of God here and now. 

One of the fruits of contemporary l.i turgicaJ. schol.arship is the recovery 

of the .meaning of the Eucharistic charge, "This' do in remembrance of me, te 

which is seen to be expressed more accuratel.y as "do this for rrry recalling." 

Anamnesis is more than memory; it is ,a re-l.iVing, a re-establishment of 

23 Ibid. 
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meanings and relationships. Thus, a symbol is a bearer of the power 

of the s.ymbolized, under certain conditions. Symbolic participation 

means nothing ~ess than that. 

UMer certain candi tions is, however, a crucial. phrase in ·under-

standing this leve1 pf participation. In the passage in 'Which he speaks 

of the symbolic character of the wine, Tillich does so with a qual.~i

cation - "in its sacramental. use (not outside of it as the Roman Church . . 

insists)." TilJ.ich means that sacral power does not remain in the .wine 

as a property, after or apart fram the sacramental act i tself • 

In his opening discussion of symbols, Tillich described ,one of 

their characteristics as "acceptability as such," maintaining that.a . 

s,ymbol must be socially rooted and supported. As,ymbol bears its ppwer. 

aJ.wa.ys "in relation to the conmnmity which in turn can recognize itself' in 

it. Il (RET,302) The sacramental w.ine is a power-bearing s,ymbol only in 

the sacramental. situation, in the act of a c0lllIllUll?-ty that recogni~es 

its re1ationship to it. This qualification has decisive significance for 

interpreting the participation concept. s,ymbolic participation has two 

levels: that of intrinsic affinity and that of representative power. 

An anal.ysis of the dynamics operative in actuaJ. symbols Which Tillich 

discusses and Ford questions will help Clarify the principles involved. 

Tillich suggests that the !.lag is a s,ymbol participating in the power of 

the nation, receiving the honor due to the nation and calling forth the 

loyal.ty which the power of the. nation itse1f summons. Ford disagr.ees, 

implying that a flag !.lutters between being a s,ymbol or a signe For those 
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contemptuous of flag-..mving, the Most elà-borate flag èeremonies Mean' 

nothing.' For none doesa fiag "participatetf. in the real.power of 'a ' 

nation which' is, Ford maintains, the power to levy taxes and administer 

justice. 

Ford's latter objection is superficial.. The power of a nation 

to,levy taxes and administer justice is dependent upon a prior and deeper 

power - to hold fast the consent and loyal.ty of its people •. The revolu

tions of' the la st two centuries have made this unmistakably clear ~ It 

is in this determinative power of loyal.ty and consent that the flag

symbol can participate. 

But i t can participate only under certain conditions - of' accepta

bility. Ford's former criticism is to the point but the point is included 

in Tillich's symbol theory. Contempt of the flag may itself be' indicative 

of'the disintegration of national. pOirer and its inability tocall forth 

loyal.ty to its national. aims and programs, or it may indicatemere1y 

that the flag s.ymbol i5 dying and new symbolic expressions of basic 

national. power, artistic or musical., need to emerge. 

Nor does Ford see, in bis analysis of the fl'ag-symbol, ~ ttintrin_ 

sic affinity" between its properties and those of national. power.' The 

concrete contemporary situation can be instructive here. In circles 

where the use' of national. flagsis dec1ining, the carJ:.ying of placards 

and banners isiincreasing. A musical parallel is evident among those . 

groups in which 'nationalanthems have li ttl.e signifi~ance but the singing 

of ''We ShaJJ. Overcome" has symbolic meaning and power as an expression o'r 
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group aims and loyal.ties. Flag, banner and song sYmools' apparently 

have an intrinsic affini ty wi th the power of a group Which requires some 

focal. expression of that ttfor which it stands." 

Similarly, Tillich suggests the king as a symbol.. Again, Ford 

misconstrues i ts symbolic -significance. He grants a measure of partici

pation to the king in so far as he may -exercise the actual power of govern

ment. This is not the issue. The king as a symbol is the'focus of the 

national esprit, the embodiment of that which underlies thenationhood 

of the nation. l'Jhen the king no longer serves that function, -is no longer 

able to lilake the real national power present, then he is no longer an 

adequate symbol and needs replacement- by anOther. 'HistoricaJ.ly, kings 

as heredi tary figures and mili tary as well. as ceremonial leaders havellad 

"intrinsic affini ty" wi th the national " esprit. -But' that situation' no 

longer holds very widely. 

S,ymbolic participation in the power of the symbolizedin'these 

cases involves something more than connotations. It is rOoted in the 

affinity of basic properties of the s,ymbol withthose of the symbolized, 

not crudely but thoughtf~ discerned. And it-is fulfilled in the po si

tive relation of the symbol to -the group involved. James Luther 'Adams 

has published -a medi tation by Tillich on ''Watér''· in Which he considérs 

the significance of w-p;ter as metaphysically understood by ThaJ.es ând in 

biblical references, with'its dimensions of the ahaotié, the'infinité 

and the purifying. Tillich raisesaquestionc 
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••• we must as~ if the spiritual situation that created the sacraments did not have access to sacramental elements that have since been lost té us and can only be re-discovered 
by the roundabout ways of ~hology and Psychoana1ysis. If we .can obtain access to those elements today, we shall understand that water is not contingently and externally 
symbolic, but has reached. sac~entaJ. significance by its own intrinsic power of being. 

Nevertheless, in spi te of that "intrinsic power of being" water does 

not possess inherent sacral power apart from the faith and understanding 
" of the group that uses it sacrament~. 

SimUarly, bread and wine can be seen as ·'representing the natural 
powers that nourish the body and support in the human body the highest 

possibility of nature." (PE,98) In their intrinsic properties they can 

bear sacramental meaning and power which, for example, caffee and dough-

nuts do note Liturgical e:xperimEmts have tried this kind of substitu-

tion, but coffee and doughnuts turn out to he symbols of neighborly 

fellowship in an affluent society rather than e:xpressions of communion 

before the mystery of God. Their intrinsic affinities might include the 

warmth of the coffee and the fact that the doughnuts are sugared. In any 

case, both intrinsic affinities and connotations are inadequate to the 

meaning and power of the sacrament. Tillich, in the same article, discerns 

another meaning in the tradi tional formula of "word and sacrament. fi Words 
may themselves be symbols: tfby their natural power (they) are po~entiaJ. 

bearers of a transcendent power and are sui table for sacramental usage." 

Tillich speaks here of the fact that sounds and meanings in words may be 

24 In J .• L. Adams, op. cit., p. 64 
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so bound tog~:ther ·as to be almost inseparabJ.e,. , Ford rejects tbis as 

irrelevant onomatopoeia but the relatiol?-s of soundstomeanings com

prise an :iJ1I.Portant consideration in poetic and li turgicaJ. .style. 'In 

any case, on yet another levai .'wordsare sym1::Îols ,in ,th~ sacramental. situa-'. . " 

tion: for words emerge in the setting of person-to-person encounter. 

They are the material of communication, the means b.Y which a person is 

addressed at the highest ,level of consciousness. 

Tillich summarizes this relation of s.y.mbols,in contrast with signs, 

to the real.ities they represent: "Symbols are nearer to the reality ex.-

pressed in them. Their direct, immediate, non.-symbolic nature must have 

an originaI a:ffinity to the symbolic content theyrepresent. ,,25Ho~rever, 

nearness and affinity are not identity. 'The consistent element of separa-

tion in Tillicb's understanding of symbolic participation is always to be 

recognized. This element distinguishes bis theory from others, suëh as 

those derived from the stu~ of primitive religion. 

Lévy-Bruhl analyses' reports of investigators in religious anthro~ 

pology according to the principles of the ttpre-logical mentali tytt" of 

primitive man. The primitive's manner of thought does not follow our ' 

patterns, and is not interested in the causal and other logical relation.-

ships we use to explain connections in things. Lévy-Bruhl holds that 

the primitive thinks' according to the ''law of participation~" He is not 

troubled b.Y the contradictions that disturb us. tévy-Bruhl states that 

"in the collective representations of primitive mental.ity, objects, beings, 

25 Paul Tillich, "Symbol and Knowledge", op. cit., p. 204 
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phenomena can bè, though in' a way incomprehEmsible to' us, both tbemselves 

and' sométhing'othèr than themselves~tI' He goes:on: '''In a fashion,mu.ch 

is no less incomprehensible,they give fàrth 'and theyreëeivf) mystic 

powers,' virtues, quaJ.ities, influences,' which makè themselves felt' 

outside, without ceasing to rema.in mere they are.,,26 Among Lévy-Bruhl's 

many examples are the Bo1'01'os, a tribe· in northern Brazil, mo c1aim to 

be rad' araras (parakeets) - not in' signification or representation but 

in actua1.i ty • Totem..g1'Oups alJ.ow mul.tiple identifica.tion,. of indiVidual.s. 

with eaeh other, with the collective unit and with the' totem as Well., •. -' 

One participates in the other. 

Similarly,primitive understanding alJ.ows for a'participation b.Y 

things. Sacred objects, such as the churingas of'the Aruhtasof, Central., .. 

Austr8J.ia, which are decorated blocks of wod, 'are' vehicles: for '~ces:traJ. 

spirits 'and reservoirs of Vitality'.The ~ beliefiswidespread in ~ 

priniitive religion, a belief in a VitaJ.,. sacrâL: power inherent in aU 

things. l'Iissionaries have reported on the' aw-esome p'owers attributed:to-

a pJ.cture of Queeri Victoriathat they had hung in the'ir residence in 

New Guinea. No sooner had the picture been hung than an epidemic 'broke 

out. In the operation of the primitive mental.ity, the' cause cjf.the epi-

demic ms c1ear -' the mystic properties· cjf the imperious 'picture. ·From 

mence does this attribution come, asks Lévy-Bruhl? He 'answers: 

Evidently from the'fact that ever,y picture,- ever,y'repro
duction 'participates' in the nature, properties, lire 
of that of which it is the magë. 'This participation 

26 Lucien Lévy-Bruhl, How Natives Think,' t~ans., London: AJJ.en 
and Unwin, 1926, pp.76-7 
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is not to be understood as ,a sh~ ~ as if, the, portrait, 
for example, involved 'a fraction of the wbole of the 
properties or the, life wh;ch the modal possesses. ' 
Primitive mentaJ.i ty sees no dii'ficu1ty in the bellef 
,that such llfe and properti~sexi.st in the.orirlnal ' 
and in its reproduction at'one and the sarna t~.Z? 

Symbolic objects parlicipate direct1.y in the power of that which they 

symbolize; the power of the Symbo1ized is made immediately present in 

the'object. 

The obvious similarities between Lév,y-Bruhl's explication of 

primitive ràligionand Tillich's s,ymbol theor.yhave caused Zuurdeeg to 

conc1ude ihat Tillich derived bis theory from tbis source. Zu~eeg 

faUs, however, to note the decisive differences. .Already in Das Rel.igi6se 

Symbol, Tillich wi-ites of the myth-breaking f'unction of the mysticaJ. 

element'in religion that'forces primitive mwthology to point beyond its 

immediate meaning. (RET,':;10) In p,namics of Faith, he ~unds bis posi

tion further, c1arifyiilg the difference betW'een a s,ymbol and a primitive 

mYthe He is apparently not a Romantic interested in the repr1stination 

of the religious mentality to some primitive purity. (DF, 48-54) 

'flle difficulty with primitive mythology, in Tillich's view, is that 

it does not'understand its mythological character. 'flle primitive religious 

mind 'lives and moves in a state of "natura1 litera1ism." Although Till.ich's 

references are 'to the 'mythologies of ancient Greece, Persia and Indià, 
, . ' W\éfl t o~ .~"".J 

the cases Lévy-Bruhl. ana1yzes illustrate the same kind of Wj ,1' lit-

era1ism. In the primitive period, individuals and groups are unable 
. , 

to "separate the creations of symbolic imagination from the facts which 

. ·-0 

27 Ibid •. , pp. 79-80, bis underscoring 
, . 
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can be verified tbrOugh obse~ation and ~eriment •. II. (DF,52) . But' soon 

the mind begins to question theliteral acceptance of mythological 

visions. In view' of the threatening .uncertaint~ . that f~1l9Ws tbis kind 

of question, a second stage· of literaJ.ism sets in - a "reactive liter-

aJ.ism."· Questions are repressed under the ·authorityof ~ ch~ or 

Bibl.e which has sacred quaJ.ities, which demands "unconditional surrender." 

This stage is, however, -religiously distorting. It elevates something 

conditioned to the leve],; of the uncond.itional, transgressing th~ reli-

gioüs demand expressed in the first commandment: "the af~ir.mation,of the 

lÙtimate asultimate and therejection of·any k~ ofidola~ry." (DF,.51) 

Thé uncoriditional, ultimate ·dimension in .religious experience -demanda 

. that myths not remain "unbroken" '. but be ''broken,'' that i~ to say,. that. 

myths now become -understood as ~ls, -pointing beyond themselves.Myt}:ls 

(and symbols) remain centraJ. to i ts language, even. as· historicaJ,. -rather. 

t.han natural myths, for we can speak of our ultimateconcern:only.·in 
~~~~I . 
• 3 j lM. or symbolic terms. But Christianity is· a ,religion of the 

"broken myth." A myth lIlUst be broken to be true. 

Applying these princip les to the "primitive mentaJ.ity" Lévy-Bruhl. -

has out1.ined, we find that the participation of ind.iV;duals in the ~acred _ . 

uriity and power of their tribe and the participation of objects. ~ -tl?e 

powers they represent are myths which must be· broken. Their natural-,. 

literal acceptance must be questioned. Further,. their ~eactive~literal 

re-evaluation must be avoided, thatis to say, the repressionof the 

questioning by the authority of the tribeor the appeaJ. to special theo-
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phanies in support of that authori ty. , But once b~ken, ~ey can be 

appreciated in their symbolic ~eaning and power., which can provide e1e-

ments of religious life and understanding .. which we have, lost, ~ our 

impoverisbment. Thefact is that participationitself is to be under

stood.symbolicaIly, not literaIly. PartirfPation is not simplya concept; 

it is itseli' a conceptual, symbole It i5 figurative; it points beyond 

itself', negating its literal meaning and affi~ng its self-transcending 

meaning; it is re-presentative in the situation in which it is accepted 

and understood, the situation of participation. 

And yet, like the Logos,participation has its conceptu~ as l.'1ell 

as its s.ymbolic side. It is applicable to the resolution of the problems 

of ontology and cognition. It can speak directly of elements of separa

tion and identi ty. It describes specifically a way 9f unders~ding 

that incl.udes detachment and existential involvement. The key to under-
, , 

standing the character of participation is discernible in thesetting 

of symbol-theor,y because in the symbol being and meaning are united. 

Here we see again that the,questions of being and meaning are the 

axiological questions of Tillich's entire system of ~ought. Their con-

gruence in s,ymbols is revealed in the fact that a symbol participates 

in the meaning of being. The f'lag, banner or placard, anth~m or song 

derive their power from the meaning as wall as the b~ing of the groups 

they represent. If the group,loses its meaning. and aim, its symbols 

disintegrate and its own process of deteriora~ion sets in. When the 

meaning of the group changes, i ts symbols change. As long as the symbols 
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are adequate to the meaning of the g~up, they have po~r and, in turn, 

deepen and extend the power-to-be of the group •. Sacraments deteriorate 

when their meaning is lost. But as long as they participate in the mean-

ings of the group, they empower it. .. ~ .. Symbols participate in the power of 
.. .' 

th~t whi.ch they symbolize byimpa.r,.ting the power of its meaning. 

But something else happenf!, in the process by which an element of 

reali ty becomes a participating bearer of meaning. When a human action 

or a human lite is seen as a bearer of meaning, all human actions and 

lives are revealed in the light of that possibi,lity. Tillich describes 

this principle in. specifically religious terms. The whole realm of reaJ.i ty 

from 'Which a symbol ~or God comas is "so to speak, elevated into the realm 

of the holy." If' God' s wC),rk is seen as "making whole" or healing, the 

theonomous character of all healing is made known. (ST l, 241) Symbols 

impart the power of meaning. in which they participat~ to aJ.l reaJ.ities 

to which they are related,. enhancing their ''power to be. ~t 

Clearly, Tillich' s assertion that symbols participate in the "power 

of that which they symbolize is no peripheral tangent of bis thought. It 

stands at the very center of his sYstem. . 

7. The Docnamics of Religious Symbolization 

Inasnmch as the character of symbols is participative, how are 

symbols created, replaced or renewed? From whence do tl?-ey come? 'What 

is the power that gives them birth and being? 

As we have seen, according to Tillich the. source of symbols is 



-189.;.; 

the "collective unconscious", that deep, intèrior source of'· primaJ. 
28 

awareness.' The experience and self' .. unders'tanding' of' groups' provide 

the means of' sel.ectivity by lÙlich expressions of particul'ar awarenesse's 

are af'f'irmed as meaningful. symbol.s for that group.' Even when an indivi

dual. consciousl.y seeks to create a symbol., it becomes one "onl.y"if the 

unconscious of a group says' 'yes' to it." (TC,58) As the experiences 

and self'-understandings of groups change, their symbols change with them. 

That is ~ writers and artists are often so prophetic; 'in their sense 

of the deterioration of' symbol.s, they seek to ~ject new ones,or'at 

l.east point dramaticall.y to the degenerating process. 

The dynamic nature of this symbol.-creating 'and symbol.-destroying 

process is indicative of' the unconditional el.ement in all. symbolic ex,.;. 

pression and in every encounter wi th real.i ty and ±ts meanings. Poetic 

and artistic expression are not therebyall. "religious" but they canbe 

theonomous in recognition of that el.ement. By their nature, poetic and 

artistic s,ymbols demonstrate the inexhaustibility in real.ities and their 

meanings. Poetic symbol.s "show in sensory images a dimension of being 

which cannot be sho'Wl'l in any other way, al. though l.ike religious language 

they use the objects of ordinary experience and its l.inguistic expression. 1I 

(ST nI, 59) 

Neverthel.ess, al.though the unconditional is present in the dynamics 

of all symbolization, all symbol.ization is not religious. Rel.igious 

symbol.s are those which point to and participate in oux ul.timate concerne 

28 p. 158 above. 
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As such, related directly to the Unconditional, they can overcome the 

ambiguities of s.ymbolic communication because the ihexhaustibility in 

bath s,ymbol and reality are mutually supportive as essential dimensions 

of the communicative experience. Tillich discusses this point in the . 

context of the creative activityof the Spiritual Presence: "The word, 

deter.mined b,y the Spiritual Presence, does not tr,y ta grasp an ever 

escaping object but eJtPresses a union between the ineXhaustible' subject·· 

and the inexhaustible object in a s,ymbol which is b,y its ver.y·nattire 

indefinite and definite at the' same time. tI (ST III, 2.54) Language cannot 

reach the ver.y center of the other self' except in the Spiri t-determined 

word, which can penetrate ta that center by "uniting the centers of the 

speaker and the listener in the . transcendent unity.tI (ST III, 255) . 

Religious lrordS and symbols emerge in "ecstasy", . the expérience of stand

ing outside one' s Olm being. The' human word becomes the divine word. 

Words and s.ymbols that participate in the Ul timB.te in this manner 

are nevertheless not themsel ves ul timate. They bear the' power of ul tint.acy 

in the revelator.y situation, as they are grasped b,y the Unconditional but 

this capacity does not remain a power in thelil apart from the' revèlator.y 

event. While one side of a religious symbolis determined by the·Uncon-· 

,ditional in which it participates, the other side takes character fram 

the historical situation in vmich it participates, the special. encounters 

with real.ity of the group that enters the symbol-creating proéess.· Eence, 

Till.ich can speak of religious symbols dying. :sUt they do not· die under 

the attack of scientific or rational. criticism; rather, because the his-
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torical. situation inwhich they participate is .no ~onger re:J.evant ... ~e 

veneration of the Virgin is . an example Tillich uses,. which . is asym'Qol 

structure that lives in Roman Cathollcism but has died ,amo~g Prote.stan~s 

not because· i t is 'llot verifiable_ by empi.rical. real.i ty but because i t ,. 

does not speak to the questions and· illum1na.te. the real.i ty-enco.unters 

of Protestant groups. '(TC, 6.5-(6) l~ewparticipations require new ~ 

bols. That is the basicprinciple of the dynamics of religious symboli-

zation. 

8. Verification of Religious Symbols 

For a number.of Tillich's critics and interpreters,. a,yer,y seri~us 

question is posed by the kind of ~cs that are _ operative ~ bis symbol 

theor,y: how is a religious symbol verified? On Tillich's pr~ciples,. 

would not one symbol be as yal.id as another? In a continual generative 
. -

and degenerative process, how can specifie symbols really matter? . 

James Luther Adams asks this ques,,!?ionin tems of a "principle of 

selection." "Among an infinite number of possibi1.ities, which fo~s 

(symbols) are the more appropriate '1,,29 Tillich' s explici t answer, in. 

the first volume of the Systematics is that the theologian deal.~ with ~e 

symbols of bis own tradition or confession, his own spiritual. community, 

or at least begins there. And yet isnot the question a vaJ.id one Which 

"presseS on to ask which amongthe various option~ within one'~. own 

religious connnunity will be deteminative, ap-d why? Further, in so ~ar as 

the theologian seeks to communicate withthose outside bis special. tradi-

29 J.L. Adams, op. cit., p.i?? 



tion, does he not need to undergird }ds 'symbols w.i.th some rei:èrenèe to 

transcending principles? Bo'WIllan L. Clarke poses the problem in ~ .. very 

practical way: supposetwo people hold cOnflicting sYmb>lS· as true, both 

of which point to being-itself - how'is one tochoose betwe~nthem?30 

vl:illiam P. AJ.ston wants a clear non-symbolic cri terion by which religious 

symboJ.s are to be vaJ.idated, stich as making symbolic J.anguage· Hat least 

partly dependent on doctrines expressed in nonsymbolic terms. Il The 

exampJ.e he uses betrays the impossibi1i ty of this approach. The shepherd 

symboJ., he holds, is appropriately used of God on the basis of tlthe truth 

of the doctrine that God providentially cares for His creatures .,,31 But 

the doctrine is i tself symbolic, as the fact that· the creeds -were éal.J.ed 

symbols in the patristic period attests. . UProv:ldential.J.y c~es'" and "His 

creatures" are symbolic statements. Doctrines offerno cogent way out of 

the difficulty. 

Tillich's answer to these questions begins with the assertion that 

religious symbols themselves cannot betrue or fals·e.32 They 'can be termed 

authentic or inauthentic, adequate or inadequate, di ville or demonic but 

not true or false as conceptual statements can. Nonauthentic symbc>ls"are 

those "'Which have :Lost their experiential basis,u but are st:ill used for 

traditional or aesthetic reasons. (RET,10) A symbol is judgedf~st on 

the basis of its authenticity in speaking in terms of'th~ reality-~ncounters 

of the group invo:Lved, the particul.ar participa.~'Abn·.< EXternal criteria 

30 B.L. Clarke, op. cit., 
31 In RET, p~17 
32 In S. and B. Rome, op. cit., p. 390 
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are not applicable in the, verificatio,n of religious symbol.s. . No detached 

sta.nda.rds can be the court of appeal in judgment among the symbols of 
'. . , . . 

dif:ferent, religions or confessions. Tillich holds that "no religious 

cJ.aim can refute another except by applying criteria which are aclmow

J.edged by the other reJ.igion too •1f33 , Onl.y fa~tors that are prese~t in 

both participation-situations are relevant. 
'. . . 

A second principle determining the adequac.y of religious ~bols is 

the degree to which "it reaches the referent of alJ. reJ.igious symbol.s.tI 

(RET ,10) This principle might be more properly described as the prin-

ciple of conformation to the symboJ. Gestalt: the sym~J. is judged in terms 

of its capacity for self-negation in its literal meaning. On this basis, 

Tillich sees the cross as the paradigmatic symbol in ,that through the 

cross Jesus negated himself as a bearer of divine power beside God. A 

symboJ. 'is authentic and adequate in so far as it avoids demonic distortion. 

TilJ.ich s'\lIlD.Ua.riÎ.zes the verification of symboJ.s in this ~y: 

They are not true or false in the sense of cognitive judg
ments. But they are authentic or inauthentic wi th resPect 
to 1:Jleir rise; they are adequate or inadequate 'With respect 
to their expressive pOloTer; they are divine or demonic wi~ 
respect to their relation to the uJ.timate power of being. . . 

The principle of distinction between the demonic and the divine is 

not, for Tillich, simpJ.y a formai principle, but a material one, the third 

for j~dging symbols. The criterion, he writes in answer to Walter Kauf

mann, is tt1ihether their implications are destructive or creative for per

sonality and cOnnnunity.n35 The criterion here is not to be applied, again, 

33 Paul. Tillich, ''i'iord of God" in R.N. Anshen (ed.), Language: 
Its Heaning and. Function, New York: Harper and BDvs.,19.57, p.131 

34 In Will Herberg, op. ci t., p. 322 
35 In S. and B. Rome, op. cit., p. 387 
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from 'the outsidein detachment, but is experienced in the life-processes, 

in the dynamics of participation in them. 

A criticism by Paul Weiss draws attention to the 1'ourth principl.e 

'01' verification that Tillich finds operative in judging the val.ue of 

rel.igious Symbols. Weiss 1'inds that TiJ.lich does not clearl.y state "bis 

appreciation of the tru:th that not al.l. symbols are on a footing, and that 

even apart from al.l. revelation it is possible to recognize some to be 

better than others."· In 't'leiss' estirnate, "some things are more open than 

others to the influence of exterior real.ities; some things mirror what 

1ies otitside them better than others do. tt36 -

-Tillich accounts for these factors by speaking of. the criterion of 

tlquaJ.ity" in symbolic materiaJ.. There is a qual.itative difference bett'Ïeen 

the use as symbols of rocks, trees or animaJ.s ori the one hand, and person

·aJ.ities and groups on the other. ' Only those symbols drawn1'rom human 

experiericè have the capability of expressing "the 'Whole of reaJ.ity." 

Tillich' s consistent princip le cornes into pl.ay here, that "only in man are 

aJ.l dimensions of the encountered world united." (RET,11) Only man is the 

microcosmos; only he participates in full degree in the ontol.ogicaJ. polari

ties. Qnly man can participate both in essential. being and conscious 

meaning. Thus the personal. and bistoricaJ. symbols arè those 'Which are 

most adequate for pointing to the f.ull scope of real.ity and, particul.arl.y, 

ul. timate real.i ty • 

Symbols are judged, then, according to the authenticity 01' their 

36 Paul 1-1eiss, in fu.~, p.87 



participation in the reality-encounters 'of the groups involveo.· in 'thein, 

in their capacity for self-negation in painting to their participation 

in the power of the symbolized, in their' d~structive or creative conse

quences, and in the fullness oftheir participation in the structures of 

being. In a way simil.ar to the verification principles in Tilii'ch' s 

theory of cognition, participation bridges the gap between the pragmat:tc 

and experi~ntial. and the structural. or onto1ogicai dimensions of the 

truth-valuation process. 

9. Symbolica Analogical or Participative Predication 

Tillich is not a1.ways c1ear about thesignificance 'of the concept 

of analogy in his thought. Whi1e we have a1.ready examined bis basic 
, 

re-appraisal of this co~cept along line~ fir.mly implanted:in bis'system,37 

his occasionale. allusions to the Medieval analogia entis can 'he zid.sleading. 
. , 

In response to Ford's concern that "it becomes difficult to 'understand 

just what is meant by participation" in Tiliich's'use~8Tillich 'claims 

that he tises participation'to sharpen the distinction between sign and ' 

symbol and to express the validi ty of the mediev.ü doctrine of' analogy; 

which affirms a positive point of identity between the symbol and the 

symbolized.39 The parallel is again affirmed when Tillich writes of the 

necessity of balancing the via eminentiae with the via negativa l-mich' 

find their uni ty in the via symbolica. 40 

37 pp. 91-6 above. 
38 L.S. Ford, ttTillich and Thomas: the Analogy of Beingtt , JournaJ. 

of Religion, v. 46, 1966, p.242 
39 Paul Tillich, ItReply" in Journal of Religion, v.46, 1966,p.188 
40 In Kegley-Bretall, op. cit., p. 334 
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In his symbol theory, the para1lels become clear, for symbols, 

like anal.ogies, say what they mean neither univocall.y nor equivocally. 

In the critiques of Tillich' s symbol theory, from both Thomist and process-

philosophy positions, the differences emerge as we11. 

AnaJ.ogicaJ. predication requires certain ontologicaJ. conditions, which 
" 

are defined both by Ford and George F • McLean who compare Tillich and 

Thomas Aquinas on the matter. The predication to God of attributes or 

properties discernible in man and his experienced 'WOrld demands not only 

a continuity between the being of things, man and God but aJ.so a similarity, 

in. what we might, caU the strict application, of .anaJ.ogy. The doctrines of 

anaJ.ogy, as Ford and McLean develop them, conflate continui ty and simUari ty. 

Not only does a continuity in the being of man and God subsist, but there 

is a similarity in their natures as we11. Thus Ford believes that Tillich's 

principle that God is ~ot a being is "his fundamentaJ. error~tl41 In this 

development of the anal.ogia entis, both God and man are' beings, however 

much God transcends man in his power, goodness, love, etc. Ford goes on 

to contend that Tillich uses the doctrine of analogy only up to and in-

cluding man. Between man and God a radical break or an u1timate discon-

tinuity is introduced which destroys s:rry reaJ. possib:iJ.ity of participation 

or anal.ogicaJ. predication. It is not entirely beside the point to recall 

that from the Barthian perspective, Tillich' s error is said to· be that he 

does not fu11y appreciate the "iilfii'litequalitative differencetl between God 

and man. 

The faot of the matter is that Tillich affirms the continuity between 

41 L.S. Ford, "Tillich and ~omastt, op. cit., p. '243 
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man and God but rejects the idea of simi1arity. The basic continuity 

betl~en beings and Being-itself obtains. It is grounded in the'power-of

being. Being-itself is the ground and power of being in Tillich's 

ontology; man has the power-to-be by participation. This is the element 

of identity, aJ.though not univocal identity, to be sure. 

But once Tillich makes this affirmation, he couples it with 'an 

insistence on the radical dis-simi1arity between man and God, a being and 

Being-itself. The classic version of the analogia entis projects the 

limitation of human and natural selfhood on God which Tillich rejects, 

as we have seen, from two standpoints. The structure of being as' grounded 

in an unconditionally transcendent being-itself demands· that statements 

about finite beings cannat be predicated literalJ.y of the infinite. Fur

ther, man's encounter with the Roly forbids the attribution of human 

characteristics to the divine. SUch attribution becomes démonic. 

On this basis we can distinguish Tillich' s via s:ymbolica sharply 

from both the "analogy of attribution" and the "anaiogy of proper pro

portionali ty. n Ford himself agrees that the fomer is of no value in 

making arry defini ti ve or significant assertions about God. By predicating 

a property directly and properly of the prime analogate and derivatively 

of the other, it provides no principle of selectivity~ God as the cause 

of the physicaJ. universe must be virtuaJ.J.y hot, powdered, molten, imper

vious, multi-colored, etc. The principle of "proper proportionality" 

which Ford allo'Vl'S, predicating the sarne property in both but in ways pro

portionate te their natures, contains its difficUlty directly in its label. 
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It implies not only continui ty but simiJ.ari ty. God' s a.ttributes are 

human, raised to the nth power. The inf;i.nite i.s an extended form of 

the finite, aprinciple which makes the finite determinative-. Although 

some contemporar.y interpreters claim that Aquinas ~self carefully main

tained an emphasis on the dissimilarity between the diV.i~e and the human 

in bis thought v1hich would indicaJCe a reaJ. .. afi'ini ty wi th Tillich' s view, 

the majori ty of interpreters remainin thetradi tian oi' class~ca1Thomism 

as exemplified by Cajetan. In any case, Aquinas must be recogni~ed on 

the side of similari ty between man and God on the key issue ,whether or 

not God can be conceived .as a being. }.'he version of. ana10gy Ford accepts 

is driven to introduce an artificia1 stopping-point ,to kee}) ·the anaJ.ogies 

from ·going beyond God. They must introduce the Ittw-term ana1ogy" prin

ciple to withhold the argument from itsna~ura1 conclusion, thatman and 

God both participate in ~ which is beyond both. 

HcLean is troubled by the subjective dimension of Tillich 's È.! 

s;ymbolica. He believes that Tillich' s ana1ysis of the origin and function 

of the s,ymbo~ is inadequate in that it places too great an emphasis on 

the ·encounter of man wi th rea1i ty. Symbols have no . corr.e~ti ve principle, 

in this situation.42 But as we have seen, a1though no."principle" is 

present in terms of defined propositions, the correct~ves of the life-

process, the Gesta1t of s,ymbols, and the neces~ity of pointing to the 

Uncondi tionaJ. are operati ve in Tillich' s theory. :r1cLean sees the gulf 

between Tillich' s symbol theory and Thomas' doctrine of ana10gy as crucial. 

42 G.F. lvIcLean, "Tillich and Thomas" in O'Meara and Weisser, op. cit., 
p. 159 
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for theProtestant-Roman Catholic dialogue, because the main differences 

in· that· encounter are reducible to the varying answers to "the one basic 

Phil.osop~caJ. question of whether the. created can participa~e in the 

. divine. Il HcLean maintains. that "The Church answers in the af'firmative 

and proceeds to interpret ecclesiasticaJ. authori ty, the internal life 

of grace, and the sacraments as forms of thisparticipation. Protestant

ism has answered in the negative and proceeds to reject each of these 

doctrines. 1143 

Both. McLean and Ford use . participation in the meaning it carried 

in the mind of Aquinas. That meaning comes under the category of the 

mythological: man's participation means that he has a share of God's 

being, of the divine.~. In the thought of. Ti1li~h"however, this' 

mythology is t'broken", its literal meaning negated and'its symbolic 

meaning put forwa.rd: man' s participation means that he is involved in 

the meaning of God' s being, and hence can have the power truJ.y to be. 

Symbolic.predication might contain the possibility of rnoving forwa.rd the 

dialogue of 'tmich HcLean speaks. 

Charles Hartshorne approaches the question of anaJ.ogical predica

tion from quite another perspective, claiming not te see any advantage 

in the term "symbolic" over "analogicaJ.." Hartshorne distinguishes 

three kinds of predication possible. l'-1etaphorical predication takes 

one element of natural or human experience and applies it te God, as 

when God is said te be a shepherd. Obviously, this could not be li teraJ.. 

in meaning for God cannot be identified with one aspect of his creation. 

43 Ibid., p. 146 
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A difficu1ty 'With this !dnd of statement is that other points of reference 
. .. 

are required. In itself, metaphorical predication is indiscriminate. Some 

principle must be introduced to determine wby the metaphor "shepherd" may 

be allowed ldrlJ.e "criminal" may note 

AnaJ.ogical predication, as Hartshorne analyzes it, broadens the 

metaphoricaJ. to the point of universa1ity, in a term sucb as "God is power-

ful." "Rere a term which applies uni versally to the creatures is used, 

obviously in an eminent sense, of GOd.,,44 The terms are not now mere 

metaphors because of the dimension of universality. But they are not 

l.iteraJ.ly applicable either, because of the transcendence of God. God 

is not tlpol-1erfultl in the same sense 1re are. Hartshorne equates this method 

with Tillich's 5,1mbolic predication. 

Hartshorne wants to inc1.ude more statements in the c~tegory of 

literal predication than does Tillich. Tillich, as we have seen, allows 

onl.y one, that God is Being-itself. Hartshorne prefers tlreality-itselflt 

aJ.though that has misJ.eading pantheistic overtones. His meaning is that 

God is the ReaJ.i ty of reaJ.i ty, and there is actually no quarrel. wi th Tillich 

on this point, beyond terminologicaJ. preferences. But Hartshorne goes on: 

'Why cannet such terms as tlpotentiaJ.ity" and "actuaJ.itytl be applied literally 

to God? These are universally discernible and ontologically grounded. 

They are direct and not metaphoricaJ. in character. Why ~oes Tillich resist 

their predication of God? 

Tillich has two direct reactions to Hartshorne's anaJ.ysis of these 

kinds of predication. First and more immediate, he insists on rejecting 

44 In S. and B. Rome, op. cit., p. 374 
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any litera1 application of "potentia1" and "actual" categories to· God for 

that would subject .the divine lite to the structure of finitude. In such 

a case, God would not be God. At this point, Tillich agrees wi th the 

"scholastic theologians" of both Roman Catholic and Protestant OrthodoJCY. 

God is not to be subject to the temporaJ.i ty of becoming. Nevertheless, his 

sympathies 'With the strain of \vestern thought in Boehme, Schelling and 

Henri Bergson, who have "successfully turned against the actus-purus 

doctrine" lead him to acknow.edge that this is not aD. that need be said.45 

The structure of being is obviously dynamic. Ta use the symbol "divine 

life" is to aeknow.edge that an element of becoming must be included in a 

doctrine of God. Therefore Tillich holds that if "being-itselftl were 

staticaJJ.y understood, the ult:imate principle· must- be· "becoming.tt Becoming, 

on the other hand, when only understood dynamically, loses i ts ul timacy 

for i t is then vli thout a necessary continui ty bettreen the being at the 

beginning and the being at the end of the process. The result is that 

Tillich affirms God as beyond every fini te process in which he lrould be a 

risk to h:imself: God is beyond the polari ty of being and becoming. 

Tillich's second reaction is against the method of ana10gical pre-

dication as Hartshorne explicates it. That method "points to a static, 

calculable relation between the world and God, which can be rationaJ.ly 

verified, as in traditional 'natural theology ... ,46 Attributes and pro~-

erties universaJJ.y derived are given a transcendent re-evaluation and 

predicated of God in a manner too close to the literal. Tillich therefore 

voices his preference for the "symbolic" rather than the "ana1ogical" 

45 Ibid., p. 376 
46 Ibid., p. 376-7 
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because "in'symbolic', the symbol-creating and -destroying activityof 

man's spiritua1life is presupposed. tt The focus on creative rea1ity-

encounters of persons and groups is much c10ser to the nature of life-

processes and the dimension of the unconditionaJ.. What is more, the 

symbol-creating and -destroying characteristic in this view is more ob-

viously rooted in the dynamics of man' 5 relation to the Holy. Hartshorne 

opens the door to this dimension when he speaks of our having "direct 

intuition" of the divine caring, faint as it may be, 'Which enables us to 

uriderstand human love and its deficiencies more c1early. But the dominant 

framew-ork of his position isana1ogica1 predication. Tillich's position, 

on the other hand, centers on the experientiaJ. elements, using the uni-

versal derivations in their explication. 

And yet, is Tillich's theory as subjective as McLean interprets it? 

The validation of symbols does'not rely on their interior valuations after 

all, but on their capacity to bear meaning in the life of groups as well 

as persons, in relation to a total viei'T of existence. The fact is that 

the via symbolica is really a way of participation; its predication is 

participative predication, involving an of the dimensions of participa-

tion, ontological, existential, religious-receptive, historica1, creative. 

Its points of reference are not only in the human psyche or the "collective 

uneonscious" but in the historical situation, the ontological. structure, 
. .. 

and the encounter 'tdth God. The method of participative predication is 

inclusive of the validi ty in the Medieval analogia entis but i t can also 

allow for an understanding of historicaJ. and personal conditions and their 
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rel.evance for assertions about God as well as for the divine transcendence 

which the medieval. doctrine appears to compromise. There is an issue 

between them in method; but there is dso an issue in the doctrine of 

the nature of God. 

10. The Symbol of· the Personal God 

The difficul.ty of many interpreters and critics of Tillich's theol.ogy 

is a failure to appreciate the force and significance of bis assertion 

that God is a symbole Having examined the dynamics and structure of 

Tillich's s,ymbol. theor.y from the perspective of its key principle of 

participation, we can approach this assertion 'With, perhaps, some eJq:>ecta

tion of understanding its meaning. 
SUt"tDl-U .. .""" . 

The 1 • 1 Ji' view that seems to present i tself in Tillich:.'s works 

is tha.t for him divinity is ultimately Being-itself and that God is some-

thing less. God as a person is the projection of the human mind that 

wants, or needs, to rel.ate to Being-i tself, or that. wants or needs to pray. 

~ statements in Tillich's writings appear to lend support to tbis inter-

pretation. Indeed, Tillich insists that this continues to ha.ppen in 

religious experience. The Ultimate is objectified. God is seen as a 

person subject to the subject-object dichotomy, which makes him less ·than 

God. In bis early article on symbol the ory , Tillich makes a prophetic 

statement as he describes the changes that have taken place in the s.ymbol 

of God: 

The idea of God has, b,y misuse through objectification, 
lost its symbolic power in such measure that it serves 
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l.argel.y as a conceal.ment of the uncondi tioned trans
cendent rather than as a symbol for it. (RET,320) 

But Tillich' s point is not that God as a symbol is something less 
. . 

than real.; it is that God as a person is something l.ess than ul.timate. 

The signii'icance of bis view can be seen by recall.ing the principle of 

the broken ~h. That God is a person is a mwth that needs to be broken, 
lIkyfi.,olc~ l~U\ 1 

to be adequate and authentic. That is not to say that the 411distéL state-

ment is not true: it is not true literall.y, and distorts truth if 

literally understood, but it can be true symbolicall.y in so far as it 

points beyond itself. Where does the ~h point, when broken? What, in 

other words, is its meaning? 

~ben broken, the ~ of God being a person symbol.izes the fact 

that God is personal. He is the ground of personal. as wall as non.-persona:L 

rea:Lity and hence must be more than impersonal. God is not less than a 

person; he is more. God is more than a being; in fact, God is more than 

Being-itself. Tillich writes: "We coul.d not be in communication with God 
. 

if he were onl.y 'ul.timate being. If. (TC,61) God is not simply the intensity 

of being, the actus purus, ipsum esse, a:Lthough all these terms point to 

the unconditional dimension without ~ch he woul.d not be God • 
. 

The statement that God is a symbol. points to God as the unit Y of 

being and meaning. Its significance is that in God we find the meaning 

of Being-itself. Persons and things can be, and can be grounded in being 

even consciously, without real.izing meaning, without purpose or aim other 

than their own being. The deepest l.evel of ul.timate concern is not simply 

concern over being but over the meaning of being, for in spi te of being 
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one can yet confront the threat of non-being· in meaninglessness. The 

uncondi tionaJ. can be merely an ontologicaJ. term, indicating a dimension 

of 'being. As such, it is open to a relationship by 'Which a mail affirma 

the unconditional but does not reaJ.ize meaning in ·his life •. As Tillich 

has s'/jated, the. Uncondi tioned is not God. 

God is more than the Unconditioned. He is the ground of the meardng 

of being: the meaning of self-transcendence. The symbolism of God means 

that God is the self-transcendence of Being-itself'. Symbolic participa

tion is its c~')rollary: man participates not only in Being-itself, the power 

of being, 'tiut in the meaning of being as welle His participation in that 

meaning is the source of bis power to be. Tillich .. rites: nin' our rel.a

tionship to this UltinJ.a.te we symbolize and must symbolize." (TC,61) 

l<lere God on1y a being, he would, as Tillich reminds us,· need to ask 

the question of his meaning, asking himself, "Why am I1", as Kant· had. 

shown. God is more than a being and more than Being-itself. Thusprayer, 

in Tillich's understanding, is not on1y a method of communication, aJ.

though that is inCluded; it is aJ.so an acknoWledgement of a presence. 

It involves not on1y a being-there but a meaning-there. At its deepest 

leve1, prayer is a participation in the meaning of Being-itself. 

11. SYmbolic Participation 

The power of religious symbols, in Tiliich's theory, is not to be 

underestimated. B.ymbols participate in the power of that which they 

symbolize. David Kelsey writes that religious ~bols in Tillich's view 
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are thus actually miracles which Mediate heal.ing power to per~ons and 

to groups. The power of a symbol can be to hea1 the anxiety of unanswered . .' . . . . 

questions, unite persons in mutual. communication, empower persons. and 

groups to ful.fill their potential.s because they know, through their sym,. 

bols, the power of tbeir mea.ning. 

The character of this participation, as with the nature of the 

relationship in other constellations in Tillich's system, is neither 

substantial. nor causative. Symbolic participation includes tbese cate-

gories but transcends them, because it transcends the categories of being 

in i ts participation in meaning. 

In their participation in meaning, symools i'ind pow·el'. T'ms 1s 

re:f'1ected in a sentence of Tillich's about the Word of God symbol: "The . " . 

'Word of God' does not aim to give information, but its. aim is to effect 

à transformat~on.1I47 Neaning has the power of summoning being.tO self-

transcendence, of extending and deepening the horizons of beings .• . . ' ~ 

In the participation-relationship this power of meaning is imparted. 

Within participation persons find heal.ing, encouragement, the impuJ.se to 

create, embody and test symbolic real.ities, and thereby to change the 

character of the kairos in which they live. These are.foreshadowings of 

the fuJ.ler and more complete participation - in the New Being itself. 

47 In ~.N. Anshen (ed.), op. cit., p. 129 



CHAPTER V 

PARTICIPATION IN EXISTENCE AND THE NEW BEING 

Arriving at the discussion of the New Being manifest in Jesus as 

the Christ, we sense that we are at the pivota1 pOint in Til1ich's system. 

His ana1ysis of rea1i ty !nOves from essence in transition to existence. 

It is under the conditions of existence that the crucial corner is turned, 

wi th the introduction of the new rea1i ty and i ts consequences. The 

system is given its shape by the three pillars that support it: Being 

and God on the one side, Existence and the Christ in the~center, Life and 

the Spirit on the other side. ~e other supporting co1umns, Reason and 

Reve1ation beiore and History and the Kingdom of God after, have perhaps 

less prominence but the same center. In early writings, Til1ich speaks of 

the Christ as the ttcenter of history"; in one of his latest, discussing 

the dia10gue of Christians with adherents of other world religions, he 

maintains that "it is natural and unavoidabJ.e that Christians affirm the 

fundamental assertion of Cbristianity that Jesus is the Christ and reject . 

what denies this assertion. tti The basic human que st in the contemporary 

situation in Til1ich's estimate is the que st for New Being; the basic 

answer, that the New Being iscome in Jesus as the Christ. 1';e are here at 

the "centra1,""f'undamental," "pivotaltt point in Tillich's thought. Wolf-

hart Pannenberg recalls Tillich's criticism of' Barth's position as . . 
"exclusive christocentrism" but goes on to say that the a1ternative Tillich 

i Paul Tillich, Christianity and the Encounter of' the World Religions, 
Ndw York and London: Columbia University Press, 196:3, p. 29 
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offers is an "inclusive christocentrism."2 

In view of this, i t should be no surpri:œ to filid" that participation 

achieves a new fullness of re81ization in the Christologic81" setting. 

Rere the"l,Edements of' separation . and identity reach' a rièw resolution; 

here th~ axiologic81 principles of being and meaning that deter.mine the 

re81i ty of participation, intersect. Up to this point, our anSlysis of 

this relationship has been predominantly formSl, in terms of pririciples 

in the relation of beings to being, knower to kno"Wll and symbols to 

re81ities. From this point on, however, the fundamentaJ.ly existenti81 

character of participation is manifest and the qu81ity of the relationship 

is seen to be more tlmateri81tl than formâl.. Theinherent potenti81ities" 

of this conceptu81 symbol are here to be seen in their real.ization." " In 

a way reminiscent of Augustine, the participations of persons ànd things 

are to be understood as ref'lections of the ln timate Participation of 

Jesus Christ. 

In order to comprehend the meaning of participation in this conten, 

we shall need first to review the existenti81 background in *hich Tillich's 

Christology is set. The character of both the divine participation in 

the conditions of human existence aild human participation in the New Being 

can then be described. We have traced the philosophie background of partici

pation in 'VIe stern thought. 3 We need al.so to examine" i ts biblical. bases 

if we are to comprehend all Tillich's sources for this concept. "Geerge 

Tavard has been.shocked by the manner in which he feels Tillich's entire 

2 'VI. Pannenberg, ReV1ew of STII:~ in Dialog, v.4, 196.5, p.231 
3 Chapter l above. -
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Christology denigrates Cha1.cedon and is, in bis view, true neit..~er to 

the Reformers nor te the Church Fathers, pointing to a Protestantism ' 

that is coming to light only in the twentieth century, which can hardJ.y 

be' caIled authentic.
4 

Fathar Tavard hasnot questioned seriously enough 

the possibility that the decisive influences on Tillich's Christology 

May be from the New Testament itself. This possibility we must investi-

gate. 

The manner in tihich Tillich's Christology relates ta the quests, 

old and new, for the historical Jesus has received wide discussion. From 

the st3ndpoint of our task, namely, developing an appreciation o'f the 

significance of participation, we can expect to findnew illumination 

on the manner in which the Jesus of history can bethe foundation of the 

Christ of fai th. We can then review the manner in which ChristologicaJ. 

participation in Tillich fu1fills the meaning and power of the conceptuaJ. 

symbol. that -we are finding so fundamentaJ. to bis thought. 

1. The Estrangement of Existence 

In Tillich' s view, the' human condition is one of existentiaJ. dis-

ruption. Man is in a state of estrangement from his essentiaJ. being. He 

is fallen, having turned from his pure potentiaJ.ity. The very nature of 

being human involves the double awareness ref'lective of this situation. 

On the one hand, man has an essentiaJ. nature basic to his being known or 

conceived as man. A model. of what it is tobe human is presupposed in 

4 G. H. Tavard, op. cit., p. 162 
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ever,y significant analysis of man. A model stands bèhind even Kierke-

gaard's assertions that man is what he becomes" tbrough bis decision, that 

it is not proper to speak of humanity apart from the individuaJ., that only 
" " 

an indi viduaJ. ful.fills the potentiaJ.i ty of becoIidng human flin the task 

of becoming a self. fi On the other hand~ any reaJ.istic view of man must 

include an "awareness of man's aJ.ienation from his essence or potèntiaJ., 

the distance that has opened up between bimself and bis nature. In higbly 

symbolic terms, Tillich speaks of man in existence as estranged from bis 

essentiaJ. being, faJJ.en from the state of ddreaming" imlocence." 

TiJJ.ich makes no attempt to avoid, by superficiâlity or subterfuge, 

the traditionaJ. Christian ambiguity about the Fall. He is qUite. explicit 

in insisting that man is responsible for bis estrangement. Were estrange-

ment imposed on bim, God l-rould be a demon and man a tragic figure, witb 

no possibiJ.ity of escape from bis fate. On the contrar,y, l'lare estrange-

ment entirely the result of a choice that could have been different, man 

becomes ideaJ.ized and God irrelevant because he is unnecessar,y. Tillich 

attempts to avoid the dangers and preserve the values of the ambiguity by 

use of the symbol of the "transcendent Fa11. The logic in this symbol is" 

that the created have the freedom of turning away from the creatiye ground 

of their being. (ST II, 8) The full possibiJ.ity of actualizing that free-

dom under the conditions of existence, l-rould not emerge unless the option 

te turn a~~y had been exe~cisede The freedom to re-unite is not actùaJ.ized 

untiJ. the decision to separate has been taken. 

The condition of estrangement under which man lives and moves ii, . . . 
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then, the consequence of bis sin and the cause of bis guiJ.t. The estrange

ment has the exPressions of un-be1:l.ef, hubrls, and co~cupiscence. Unbe1ief 

is a' turning' away from God with the totaJ.i ty of one' s being,' ~ch causes 
. .' . 

"the disruption of man's cognitive participation in God." (ST II, 47) Hubrls 
• , 1 • 

is the centering of man in himself, outside the divine center to which he 

essentially be1ongs; In concupiscence, man seeks to draw bis entire wor1d 

into himse1f in bis insatiable desire. These actual expressions of es-

:brangement set in motion the "structures of sill-destruction" which bring 

on the disintegration of both self and wor1d, undermining the po1ari ties 

of individuaJ.ization and participation, dynamics and form, freedom and 

destiny. The consequences are man's 10ne1iness, connict, and suffering, 

eventuating in the despair in wtüch t'man has come to the end of bis possi

bilities." (ST II, 75) Obviously, man seeks re1ease f~m ibis into1erable 

condition - bis quest is for the New Being 'Which woul.d not be subject to 
. 

these "destructive structures." But in so far as bis seeking proceeds 

aJ.ong the 1ines of some form of self-saJ.vation, even though it may be 

-
religious in that it may seek saving power through participation in sacra-

mental acts, aJ.1 forms of self-salvation distort and disrupt, 1eading mm 

into ever profounder despair. 

Al. though Tillich sees a foreshadowing of tbis doctrine of the tran... 

sition from essence to existence in the P1atonic theor.y of a fall from the 

world of Ideas to that of appearances, he is qui te exp1ici t about the 

distinctions bet't-reen the Greek and. Christian views of man. In his ear1y 

dissertation on Schelling, he underscores the crucial nature of Schelling's 
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disCovery that IlWstical. union was not possible for man if the Augustinian 

sense of human guil t were acknow1ecIged." (FH, 13-108) In The Courage to " 

!!2, he notes that the presupposition of "Socratic aild. Stoic cOuràgeis"' 

the abili ty of every indi viduaJ. ta belong to both tempo rai and "eternaJ. " 

orders, an assumption which is not accepted by Christiani ty which insists 

that "we are estranged fram our essential. being" ••• ; we are not frae to 

reaJ.ize our essential. being, we are bound ta cOntradict it."u (CB, 169-70) 

"" 1'1:an cannot find'.:the way out of this situation fram inside it. Gu.yton B. 

Hammond distinguishes Tillich's position ~rom Eric "Fromm's b,y"describing 

Fromm's view that estrangement is a tact ldthinthe self' whi:te 'in 'Tillich 

it pervades the self' and its relationships totally: 

Not only man's individual.ity (in whateverform) but aJ.so 
his participation (in whatever form) bas become estranged; 
indeed, when one is estranged, so is the other;" for they 
are polar characteristics in man. 5 

Again, the solution cannot emerge from 'Wi thin the self'. 

In his discussion of the transition from essence ta existence, 

Tillich has also confronted the persistent question of the faD. of the 

naturaJ. order. A Platonic vrorld-view can easily account for the obvious 

signs of estrangement in the a.nimaJ. world, for ex.ample, by..c a theory of 

the inherent imperfection of the natural order. Such a view can hardJ.y 

be reconciled, in the Christian tradition, w.i.th the Judaeo-Christian 

valuation of the creation as intrinsicaD.y the good ~rk of its good 

Creator. Tillich's answer relies on the participation concept. Han and 

nature participate in one another. (ST II, 43) This is true not only 

5 G.B. Hammond, y~ in Estrangement, op. cit., p. 174 
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of their limitations, in their physicaJ. and biologicaJ. being, but in their 

possibilities, for in view of ·the ,contipuity pf his being with the naturaJ. . '. . .. , 

'to1Orld, man in his freedom brings' the. potentiaJ.s of naturaJ.. being to the 

point of their reaJ.ization. The reverse isequally true. The naturaJ. 

world, in continuity with man's being,. is disrupted by his .disruption. 

An immediate objection is ·that the natural order,precedes man; man is 

its clÛlnination. Its characteristicscan shape his, but not vice versa; 

the process is not reversible. The answer in Tillich' s syste~ is .that 

such an argument is founded' on a crudely (i)volutionist presupposition. 

The fall is transcendent, thus priorto. all time. The ful1 structure of 

creation is implicit in a:u of its sectors. . The creation and the transi-

tion from essence to existence happens before time, above time and in 

every moment of time. God creatès "here. and now" and "ev43rything· he has 

created participates in the transition ••• " '(ST II, 44) 

Eugene R. Peters has asked, among others~ Whether Tillich's doctrine 

of transition is really a fall or a rise.
6 

Tillich's essences are re~ 
potentials. Existence is actuality. Is not actuality, in spite of its 

imperfections, an advance over mere potentiality? What vaJ.uation after all 

could be placed on the state of "dreaming innocence"? The answer in 

Tillich' s system must be Yes and No. Nan's hostility toward God, actuaJ.ized 

in existence, proves that he belongs to him; man' s estrangement implies 

that he is not a stranger to his true being, according to Tillich. (ST II, 
. . 

4,5) The reali ty of man' s belonging to C-od becomes clear only where i t is 

urgent. In this sense, the transition is an advance. But in vierr of the 

6 E.R. Peters, "Tillich's Doctrine of Es~ence, Existence and the 
Christ", Journal. of Religion, v.4:3, 1963, pp.29.5-:302 
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destructive consequences of the estrangement and hostility, the transition 

is surely no'unmitigated advance; its destructiveness Clearly deudmds 

the s.ymbol of the Fall. ' 

• 
The diaJ.ectic nature of the transition is aJ.so manifest in Tillich's 

discussion of man's centeredness. Estrangement in its basic expressions, 

'unbelief, hubris and concupiscence, is the consequence of man's faJ.se 

centerec:mess, apart from God, in himself. And yet i t is only man in 
.. ' 

centeredness who is able to ''participate in bis world without limits; and 

love, as the dynamic power of lire, drives him toward such participation." 

(ST II, 71) Tillich is careful to point out that finitude in essence is 

'not evil. The centeredness ~ch expresses itself as aJ.oneness in the 

finitude of man is not in itself evil or destructive; on the contrary, it 

underlies the possibilities of love and reconciliation. However, finitude 
, , 

,in estrangement is destructive. Such finitude distorts and disrupts and 

must be valuated in terms of a Fall. 

Nan in existence is estranged from bis essentiaJ. being. He is caught 

in the tlstructures of destruction." He longs for New Being, but seeks it 

in the 'WrOng places. The paradox of Christianity (and the onlyone, in 

Tillich' s vievl), is that into this situation God has come - to parlicipate 

and to overcome. 

2. Divine Participation in Existence 

The answer to the situation of the estrangement of existence is 

participation. That answer has tl-1O sides: the divine participation in the 
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conditions-of human existence and ·human participation in th,e pqwer ·of . 

the New Being. The second is the consequence of .·the first. 

The paradox of J.esus as the Christ is not a paradox of the concur-

rence of divine and human natures, but rather is that. "he vmo is supposed 

toovercome existentiaJ.· estrange~entmust participate .init and itsself-

destructive consequences." Tillich continues: ."This is the . central ·story 

of the Gospel." (ST II, 97) 

Tillich stressesthis participation in order to pres~rve the "Jesus-

character of the Christ," aJ.ong. wi th those who have' historically . sought ~ 

to oppose the monophysite tendency hW taking seriously the participation 

of Jestisin man's existential predicament. He .attacksthe ·so-called 

"high" Christologies that in attempting to.emphasize the greatness·of .the. 

Christ minimize his participation in finitude andlife',s tragic· structures. 

Such "high" Christologies are Qf "low valuetl because they seek to eliminate 

the paradox for the ~ake of a supernatural miracle. Tillich insists: 

••• salvation can be derived only from him who:·; fully 
participated in man' s existentiaJ. predicament, not 
from a God 1.valking on earth, "unequal· to us in alJ. 
respects." (ST II, 147) 

The usuaJ. formulation of the doctrine of the Incarnation comes under 

Tillich' s strictures. Christian theologians, he reminds us, cannot main-

tain that·~there is anytbing uniquely Christian about the concept, which 

appears in primitive religions as well as in the more advanced forms of 

Hinduism and Buddhism. In this presentation, the incarnation idea is but 

a part of the unbroken mythologies which Christian thought must supersede. 

God is not a being, for Tillich, who can have a "nature" that can become 



-216-

incarnate in a human nature. 
, . , 

There is, however, one wa., in whichthe. incarnati.on concept can 

be used: in the sense in which the Johannine Gospel uses. it- that the 

Logos became flesh, the fundament~ pril1ciple of meaning in the u~vers.~ 

is embodied in a human life. God in bis self-objectii'ication participa~s 

in that which is estranged from him. (ST II, 95) The form in which 

Tillich states the doctrine is that the essentia1 God-manhood uni ty 

appears in the life of Jesus, which is te say that God in bis uni"o/ wi:t? . 

the structure of being which man has the capacity te reaJ.ize, l;)ecomes '. 

actuaJ.ized in a person. The meaning of being is. fulfilled in him, under . . , . 

the conditions of existence. A myth such as the virgin birth is no longer 

re:J..evant for tbis view; in fact, it undermines. it" for one .. who has no h~ 

father is deprived of full participation in the human situation., (ST II, : 

160) It is a highly symbolic phrase, Tillich. admits, but that God 

"'participates' in the agony and tragedy of human life" is the central. af

firmation of the Christian Gospel.? 

In precisely what manner does God, through this Go~';'manhood unit y, 

participate in the destructive consequences of human existence? Does 

the participation involve' the al.teration, perbaps the éurtàUment of'his 

power-of-being? Does it enhance or' deepen or fûlfill, às human participa

tions do? Of course, the answer te these suggestions is negative;'were 

God curtailedor fulfilled by participation in human'cXistence, he WoUld 

not be God, he woUld not have aseity. 

Anal.ogous te this divine participation mightbe the pàrticipation' 

of artists or theologians, as Tillich speaks of them, in the contemporary 

7 5, '-V\cL B, -R~'l'O"e (ecU.) o-p' c...'t. p,37t:J 
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situation. Tlll.ich is: drawn to modern art, particul.arly of the expres

siomst style, by the. manner in· which the artists, are.' capable of immers

ing themselves in the meaninglessness of'our contemporar.y exis~ence, 

p~ticipating in its despair. (CB,147) , The artistlives through the _ 

situation from the inside and shares its meanings, that,is to say, he 

proceeds along the many roads that lead nowhere in contemporar,y'l1fe. 

But in portrying the meaninglessness, Tlll.ich says, he conquers i t, for 

he finds meaning at least in this, in the seeing and the communicating of 

the nothingness he uncovers. 

In a similar way, Tillich chslJ.enges the theologian to participate 

in the human predicament" in the situation from which emerg~s th~ question 

he must seek to answer out of the resources of his theologicaJ. circ1e. . 

(ST II, 15) .To participate in that situation is to share the agony of its 

quest, the pain of its frustrations. Only then wil1 it be ppssible for 

him to speak in a way to be hep..rd. Only as heshares the inner mea,nings 

of the contemporar,y milieu,can he seek to change them. One person partici

pates in another or in a situEi.tion not entirely his Olm,' by sharing the 

meanings of that other or that situation. 

In an analogous way, through the essential God-manhood, God in 

Jesus the Christ participates in more than the facts of human finitude: 

he participates in the meanings of human estrangement. The Gospel reports 

about Jesus as the Christ make clear "the unbreakable unit y of his being 

with that of the ground of all being, in spite of bis participation in 

the ambiguities of human lif'e." (ST l, 135) The unit y was disrupted 

neither by the ambiguity of thé temptations nor the threat of the cross. 
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In no èase did Jesus the Christ live, decide and act 'With bis èentered

ness outside the centeredness of God; in no o situation did hesubmit ta 

the temptations of unbelief, hubris 0 or concupiscence. Actually, Tillich 

might well stand corrected by the implications of bis own doctrine when he 

speaks of an "unbreakable unit y." Jesus would not have been tempted ~were 

his -uni ty unbreakab~e. It was breakable but unbroken. 

The divine participation in Jesus the Christ is a 0 full. participation 

in the meaning of finitude. Tillich maintains that Jesus -was f:Lnite and 

that the New Being could not be actuaJ. in him were he note In bis fini

tude, he was open, by imp~ication, to error: "error be~ongs to the par- 0 

ticipation of the Christ in man's existentiaJ. predicament." (STOII, 131) 

He was the truth about man, but that is not ta say thathe knew the truth 

about âll. things and persons. He is subject ta uncartain judgnient, risks, 

the~imits of power and "the vicissitudes of ~ife." But as we have
o 

seen, 

finitude is not evil. Jesus participated in finitude; God °in unit y W1th° 

him participated in its meanings. 

In bis finitude, Jesus as the Christ participated in thetragic 

e~ement of existence, id th bis actions having unintended consequences that 

were inevi table in view of the destructive structures °of enstencè. His 

conflict id th his enemies, for examp~e, was tragic though not because of 

arry ttsp~ittt in bis personal. center. Rather, he was tmgicsiJ..y resporisible 

for the gui]. t of those who rejected him for bis presence made bis enemies 

inescapably guil.ty. (ST n, 133) Were he misconstrued as a Gad waJ.king 

on earth, he coul.d not have participated so thorougb1.y in thecond1 tions 

of human lire. 
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As bearerof the New Being, Jesus the Christ does not stand a~ve 

finitude, anxiety, ambigui ty and tragedy, but takes "the negati vi ties of 

existence into unbroken unit y :with God." (ST II, 13!J.) He takes home1ess

ness and insecurity and 10ne1iness into that unit y, finding. a place: that· 

is ne place but e~er,y place. in which to be at home, and a communion that 

is enduring. He takes the anxiety of having. to die ~to that tmity, that 

it may become participative in the will ofGod and bis creative purpose. 

·Even error and doubt are drawn into the unit y, in a certainty that· need 

net be fanaticism. Al1 of this is to say that Jesus suffered, which is . . 

the only way in which he could participate . completely in existence. .And 

yet Tillich holds that neither:the death of Christ nor the sufferings of 

Christians can really be termed tragicin the classic sense, for they are 

not rooted in the attempt tç affirm their greatness but in the cause· of 

participating in· the predicament of estranged~. (ST III; 244) 'lNbat : 

is more, that partiçipating has the character of victor,y. 

Jesus the Christ,as thepictures of him in the New Testament dévelop, 

is net only the bearer of the New Being in its participation in the con-

ditions of human existence, but in its power over them. Both sides: ra-: 

ceive emphasis in the different portrayal.s. (ST II, 136) The miracles 

he performed were conquests over some of the evUs of existential. seJ.f-

destruction, in the power of the ~ew Being. Tillich is cognizant of·the 

fact that these are not finally conquered in the miracles, l'orthe persons 

~mo were heal.ed were subject again to thosedestructive structures. Never-

theless, the miracles were real.; what happened in them "was a representa-

tive anticip~tion of the victor,y of the New Being over existential. self-
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destruction. tt Jesus performed them "because he fully participates in the 

misery of the human situation and tries to overcome it wherever the o~' 
casion offers itself. tI (ST II, 160-1) But these victories are fragmentary. 

The miracles, of course, in Tillich's view, are not demonstrations to prove 

his messianic power. As such, they would be faflures. 

To draw out the implications of the axiologica1 principles we have 

seen operative throughout Tillich's system, we could say that the dynamic 

of the NEnT Being is in breaking the pOlvsr-to-be of the' evils' of existentia1 

destruction hw conquering their disintegrating meanings. Bondage to 

demonic powers is seen to be not ultimate as it appears, and is conquered 

in surrender to the New Being, which means release from 'the bondage of 

those existentia1 structures. The situation of bearingaLone the m1ser.y 

of pain, or the torture of gui1 t or the pal1. of despair in their ever 

deepening pOvre~, is broken hw the participation'of the New Being in human 

being and the full meaning of living under the' conditions of human existence. 

This elaboration of the axiologica1 principles moves Tillich's 

argument a10ng steps he does not take, to be sure. The justification of 

this kind of projection ~J!Ust be in the consistency in which these principles 

can be seen to operate at the foundation-levels of bis 8,Ystem'of thought. 

On tbis basis, the projection can be supported. 
. , 

Further, on this basis, one of the nagging inner conflicts of 

Christian theologica1 tbinking can be seen to have a solution. The dia10gue 

between Daniel Day \'lilliams and Tillich has revived in our own day· the 
, ' 

patripassianist controversy of the Church Fathers. Williams questions 
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how in Tillich' s understanding, God can in Christ participate in :ex:l.s

tential estrangement "and yet not take an element of suffering into the 

divine life itself .fl8 For Williams, the affirmation that God suffers is 

deeply rooted in the biblical tradition; God is affected by the conflicts 

and. tragedies of human history. The significance of the cross, through 

whatever theological':scheme it is approached, must be that God, suffers 

with or for man. The devotional literature of the Christian tradition 

testifies to the meaningfulness of the concept of a suffering God. A God 

of any other kind could orily be forever remote, indifferent and. irrelevant 

to human concerns. 

Tillich's response is with the Fathers: Nol To attri~te.suffering 

to God is to limi t him. God wouJ.d then be dependent on the exigencies of 

human history. He would therefore be less than God, less .than eternal, 

no longer the Same, yesterday, toda.y and forever. This 'V.'Ould rob convic

tion of its substance, devotion of its trust, theology o~ its rational 

structure. Williams responds, so be it. It is time to acknowledge with 

courage the limita.tions of God, the f!~tude of the divine •. On what reaso~ 

able scale of values can i t be judged a flhigherfl view of God that he is 

utterly impassive before the trials and miseries of man? 

The solution founded on the axiological principles is that God is 

affected in terms of meaning but not in terms of being. The Go~manhood 

unit Y in Jesus the Christ does participate in existential estrangement 

both in terms of the being and the meaning of that being in existence. That 

is to say, Jesus surfers and dies. But at every point the destructive 

8 D.D. Williams, Review of ST III in Journal of Religion, v.46, 1966, 
p. 218 
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structures of being uncier the çondi tions ~f e~.stence are conquered by 

the crea.tive· structures of meaning in· the New Being. Jesus suffers ~ 

dies in the conditions of beingin· existence' and its conseque~esin:me~, 

and conquers by the impact of new meaning and its cons~qu~nc~s. forbeing. 

in existence. It is the NewNE:!aning thatmakes the N~w Being. new. 

God, present in Jesus as the Christ, surfers as well,: but dO,es not 

die. His suffe~ng .is in tenns of meaning, not b.eing .•. H~.is ~fected by 

the meaning of the. ,ambigui ties., tragedies and confiicts of human existence. 
'" ..' 

He participates in them;. he sharesthem. In J?suS! ,the Christ theys,r:e 

·brought into unit Y with His meaning. We can therefore speak of the suffering 

of God in this meaningful sense.. It is not ,that ~s .being i.s. diminished 

or bis meaning en1.argeçi. ·To ·enlarge .the divine omniscienc.e'WOuld :t>e ,impos-

sible. But the meaning ofGod ls actual.ized .in humanexistence, •. 

·To be sure,. all of this represents an.ext~nsion of.principles ~t 

Tillich does no-thimself undertakeexplicit~ • But the direct:i,oni~ out

lined in bisthought implici tJ..y, for at. the conclus.ion of. rp.s system, h.e 

insists that life under the 'condi tions of existence ha.s mep.ning for God.· . 

In fu11ysymbolic language one could say that lire in 
the whole of creation and in a special. way in human his
tory ·contributes ,in fNerymoment of time tQ .the Kingdom 
of God and its eternaJ. life. "What happens in time and 
space,.in the smallest .particle of matter as .well as in 
the greatest personaJ.ity, is significant for the eterna1 

. lire. And since eternal. life is participaticm in the . 
divine life, every finite happening is significant for 
God. (ST III, 398) 
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3 •. ErlstentiàJ: 'Participation in the New Being 

Divj,.ne .'and human participation meet in Jesus the Chrlst.As the· 

bearer of the New Being, he participates in the conditions of human exis

te~ce and con~uers them. Through him, in turn, men may participate in 

that conquest, .in the New Being he offers. That participation has both . 

aspects of power and meaning, in Till.ich's interpretation. In it, the 

dynamic possibilities of the conceptual s,ymbol we are investigating are 

re:aliz~d. 

Tillich'is explicit on both aspects of man's 'existential partici

pation in the New Being. He claims that "to experience, the New Being in' 

Jesus ~sthe Christ mean~ to eJeperience the power in him which has conquered 

exis:te~tial estrangement in himself. and in everyo~e who participates in him. n 

(ST II, 125) That power is the power of being overcoming non-being. 

Through Jesus as the Christ, it becomes the re~creative factor in human 

experience under the conditions of existence. It breaks the bondage of 

the structures of existential. estrangement. Equally, Till.ich emphasizes , 

the aspect of meaning. Participation in the universal Logos, .the funda

mental. principle of meaning in the universe, nis dependent upon participa

tion in the Logos actualized in a historical personality." (ST II, 112) 

Christianity rep~aces the 5toic model of the wise man with the model of the 

spiritual man, the man imo lives in an empowering, embracing and involving 

relationship with Jesus the Christ. We can observe a three-fold character 

in this existential participation: it is ecstatic, communal and regenerative. 
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rïllich is consistent in stressing the ecstatic character of know-

1edge of the tiltimate and the ecstatic nature of faith. When he discusses 

the re1ationsbip between Reason' and Reve1ation, hé speaks:of the capacity 

and need for human reason'to become ecstatic, standing outside'itseU, 

in order to receive reve1ation.' It is fuil'illed' in its depth, not des-

troyed, in the process. Faith al.so has an ecstatic basis. Faith is the 

state of being tiltimate1y concerned, obedient to an unconditional. demand 

and trusting of the promise of til timate fuJ.fillment. It is an act of the 

total. person, conscious and unconscious, rational. and emotive. As the 

centered and embracing act of the person, 'it t'transcendsboth the driv-es 

of the non-rational unconscious and the structures of the'rational'conscious. 

Ittranscends them, but it does not destroy them." (DF,6) Faith isec-

static, for one starlds outside himse1f without ceasing to be himse1f in, • 

the avent of being grasped by the power of an ù1timate concern.' P.artici-

pation in the New Being in Jesus as the Christ can be' expected to':be' ec-

static as welle 

Actuilly, Tillich does not speak of "ecstatic participation" unti1 

the third vo1mne of 'bis Systematics. There he refersto ,the Pauline "in 

Christi, f6rmu1.a as sùggesting not a psycho1ogical. empathy. but "an ècstatic 

participation'in the Christ who 'is the Spirit', whereby one 1ivesin the 

sphere of tbis Spiritual power." (ST III;' 117) He maintsins, :f'urther, that 

the way for' tbis understanding was prepared' 'by the pattern of "ecstatic 
, -

participation irï,'the god's destiny" fostered in the mystery re1igions. 

(ST IIi, 142) The inner 10gic of bis presentation of the real.ity of Chris;t 

anticipates the ecstatic direction. 



-225-

The newness o~ the New Being lies in its nature as "the.undistorted 

manifestation of essential being within and.under the ~ondi~ions of 

existence." (ST II, 119) The New Being is man'.s essential being in a 

new modality, in actuality rather than potentiality, in conquest rathe,r 

than pre-existence. In participation in that New Being, a man stands .out

side himself, he stands re1ated to the uni ty of God-manhoa.d in 'Which bis 

personal center is no longer turnedaway from God in one or another manner 

of estrangement, but is united in the New Being. Ecstatic participation 

involves being drawn out of oneself into the inclusive, dynamic communion 

wi th God in the New Being. 

This new locus of the personal center of the individual indicates 

the conmmnal character of participation in the New Being. The power in 

which the person participates is in Jesus the Christ and "everyone who 

participates in him." The New Being, which represents the conque st of. 

the "old eon" is to be found "in those who participate in him (that is, 

Jesus the Christ) and in the church in so far as it is based on him as 

its foundation. tI (ST II, 164) As symbols have no power apart fromthe 

groups which find in them their self.expression, so participation in the 

New Being is participation in i ts connnunal manifestation in the Spiritual 

Communi t.y. Tillich is very careful to .avoid distortions in. this . doctrine 

by refusing to identily the Spiritual Communi~y fullywith a:ny of its. 

historical manifestations and by insisting that the church is only properly 

related ta the Spiritual Community where Jesus the Christ is its Lord and 

Judge. But at the same time he insists on the positive value of the church 

in a remarkable way. Not only is i t impossible to leap over twenty cen-
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turies of Christian tradition to an unquaJ.ified participation in the 

New Being in the Christ, but it would be- of doubtful vàJ.ue if we could 

thus become contemporaries of Jesus. John Knox be1ieves that "the Church 

remembers both more and l.ess than the Gospel.s contain." He agrees that 

Most of the factuaJ. knoliLedge of Jesus is contained in these sources but 

he cl.aims that the church Itremembers ~ inasmuch as its image of Jesus 

himsel.f, especiall.y in bis rel.ation to bis discipl.es, is not ful1y provided 

by the Gospel.s and could not be derived from thèm.,,9 The fact is that we 

know more about the meaning and reaJ.ity of Jesus as thé Christ in the con-

text of the twenty centuries of Christian participation than we would 

without them. Tillich coneurs: 

Wi th Adol.ph Schl.atter we can say that we know nobociY as 
well as Jesus. In contrast to all. other persons, the 
participation in him takes pl.ace not in the reaJ.mof 
contingent human individuaJ.ity. (which can never beap
proached eompl.ete1y by ~other individuaJ.) but in the 
realm of bis own participation in God, a participation 
which, in spite of the mystery of every person's re1~tion
to God, has a universaJ.ity.in which everyone can partici
pate. Of course, in terms of historicaJ. documentation 
we do know many peopl.e better than Jesus. But in terms 
of personaJ. participation in his being, we do not know 
anyone better because bis being is the New Being which 
is universally vaJ.id for every human being. (ST n, 116) 

It is apparent that the conmmnaJ. character of participation in the New Being 

in Jesus as the Christ draws one not onl.y into communion with God through 

him but into communion with others, and moreover, that this communion, 

experienced in the church, is an anticipation of an as-yet-unfül.fill.ed 

communion with all. men. The conmmnaJ. character of participation points 

9 John Knox, The Church and the ReaJ.ity of Christ, New York and Evans
ton: Harper and Row, 1962, p.50 
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in the direction of universality. The meaning made manif'est in the New 

Being is the meaning toward which a11 men aresummoned. An individu~' s 

participation inthat meaning is ·som~how unfulfilled until a11 men becom~ 

participants as welle 

Universalism is as consistent a theme in Tillich's system as is .the 

particUlarism of bis emphasis on Jesus the Christ as the final reve1~tion, 

thebear.er of the New Being. The New Being in him is New Being for alJ. 

men. Salvation is healing ... ~d men are not heru.ed ,in a vacuum; they are 

not u1timateJ.y healed until healing comes to a11. "In .some degree a11 men 

participate in the healing power of the New Being." Unl.ess this. were so, 

"they wou1d have no being.'.' (ST II, 167) But men are not totally healed 

until aD. are. In Jesus the Christ the healing quality is comp1ete and 

un1.imited, though in actuaJ.ity it is not yet ful.f'illed. 

The cha11enge of the universalist direction of participation gives 

the church its task. In re1igions of the non-historical type,according 

to TilJ.ich, a group, wether a family or mankind, does not participate in 

the effects of the New Being. (ST II, 87) Representative is ~he 1egend 

of Gautama making his silent faretiell to his fa.mi1y in the night· as he sets 

off· on the journey that resu1ts in his becoming the Buddha. Though Buddhism 

is a wor1d re1igion with universaJ.· sims and vast· cUltural creativity, its 

central emphasis is always on individual spiritual. attaimnent. In Chris

tianity, group-lif'e, families, historicaJ. entities are a part not of the 

periphery but of the inner core of the saJ:vation process.· .For that. mB:tter, 

not onl.y are aIl human beings inCluded in the dynamics of this partici

pation, but the naturaJ. worl:d, through its participative corit~ti.ity ~th . 
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man, ois included as welle (ST Il, 96) 

. ·Implicit· in thisentire discussion is the regenerative 'character of 

participation in the New Beingin Jesus the Christ., The new',meaning he 

bears provides new power-to-be. '!he essentia1 being from which man has 

fallen is re-created in men' in this participation~ Men' are empowered by 

it and can fulfilJ. the potentia1s that are thwarted by the self-destrUctive 

structures of estrangement.. He who participates in the Christ is a new 

creature, as Tillich interprets PauJ.. (ST n, ,119) In that participation, 

estrangement is conquered in principle, involving the conque st over the 

lawof sin and. death, the consequences' of estrangement. To be sure, par

ticipation in the New Beil:lg does notprovide an' escape from the conditions 

of existence., But the bonds of existence· are broken' and a man May antici

pate the fulf'illment thatis to come at the end of time. 

S,ymbolically,speaking, Tillich maintains'that those who'partic1pate 

in the New. Being actualized in Jesus as the' Son of GOd receive' the pOwer 

of becoming children of God themselves. (ST II, 110)' ThéologiêaiJ.y 'speak

ing, the 'participant is drawn into the experience 'of regenera.tion.' 

Although Tillich describes regeneration'and justification as one in 

terms of being a divine act, he speaks of the precedence of. regéneration to 

avoid the distortion in somePNtestant èircles of conceivingof,justifica

tion by !: faith, misconstrued as awork by which regeneration 1.s 'made ]>05= 

sible. In Tillich's view, the individual "ent~rsU the new eon Which the 

Christ has brought, "and in so doing he himself participates in it and is 

reborn through participation. Il (ST II, 177) The 'objective rea1ity precedes 
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the subjective involvement. Regeneration is the state of having been drawn 

into that neW real.i ty, the new meaning "and being in the Christ. The sub

jective consequences ~e fragmentar,r"and ambiguous but they areantici

pations"of the fullness to he real.ized eSchatologically. 

However fragmentary and ambiguous, regenerative participation does 

have ethical. results. Georgè Tavard"believes this tobe the real signifi

cance of Tillich's Christology, that it bears on man's ethical.poten

tiaiities. He ~it~s that Tillich' s -u •• ".is notan "ethics of good warks, 

or of the imitation of Christ, -or' of sacramental.' sanctification. " It is an 
, " . 10 

ethics of ontological. participation. Il ' In thé full range of Tillich' s " 

ethical. writings, being takes precedence over" doirig~ That is not to sfj,y, 

of course, that the domg of ethicaJ. acts i5" devaJ.ued. The principle is 

simply that what man does is rooted in what he" is; that "what a man does can

not fundamentall.y change the' character of who' he is, rather' fund8.mentaJ. 

changes in his being determ:ine the actuaJ. changes in his doing." 

Participating in the New Being, 'a man is' a new creature and hence 

capable of actions with new significance and quality. He does'not act in 

conformity with some new legal.istic scheme or "in the style of"asceticism in 

an imitative way. Rather, "being Christlike" means participating fully in " 

the New Being present in him. If (ST II, 122) The ethical. consequences- of. ' 

that participation are not the denial. of the actual.i ties of huinan existence 

but the 'living ta thin them concrete1y in such a. way as to enable one' s . 

actions to make the NeloT Being trans'lucent. The participant in the i~ew ' 

Being lives out of the new meaning and power manifest in'thé Christ. 

10 G. H. Tavard, op. cit., p. 162 
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Ultimately, theregenerative,consequence of ,participation iseter.nal 
, l '. 

life. Til1ich distinguishes the.Christian doctrine from the immort81ity 
• '.' • ... 1. 

<?onc~pt lm~ch he suspects may not even be Platonic •. The symbol of th~ 

eating of the tree of life is a ,suggestive ,one, meanin~ that it is partici

pation tn the,eternal that makes man,eternal •. (ST II, 67) 

. Does theregenerative character of participatio~ in theNewBe~g 

,put T:i.1lich in the tradition that requi.res a decisiv~, .subjective "'~ligious 

experience" that isregenerative? . Tillich takes note of this "point. of 

contention" bet'-1een orthodoxy and Pietism ~ch ~ntinues ,into :the ,prese~t 

and answers that what is necessary for Christian. saJ.vB:tion is lIexistentiaJ. 

participation and ul.timate seriousness ~ deaJ.ing with .theol.ogicaJ. que.s-, 

tions." (Pers,16-7) 

l'li thin our ana1ysis of the di ~e participation in the, conditions, . . . . ',' 

of ej~stence and existentia1 participation in the ~ew ~eing are ,all .the 

basic principles of Tillich's doctrine of atpnement •. This is ~ecause, in 

his view, it is an error to try to separate the "naturetlpf Christ ·f,rom, the 

"work" of Christ. They are intimately bopnd together - :with :the principles 

of the one implicit,:in the other. 1 .; 

Tillich is dissatisfied, 'With both the obje,ctiye doctrine of Anselm 
'1 . • 

and the subjectiye one of Abelard which continue to appear in differ~nt 

refractions, in the history of dO,ctrine.. The ~bj~ctive doctrine t,endsto, . 

make .the cross secondary and human experi~nce decisiye while the obj~ctive 

view of substitutionary atonement subordinates th~ love pf God to his jus-

tice and breaks the divine work.by insisting on the, cross as the.contribu-

tion of the human Jesus to the IJ1.aintenance of the divine justice. Tillich 
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believes that repl~cing the concept of substitution with that of partici. 

patio~ is the way .to a more ·adequate doctrine that can balance both sub. 

jective and objective aspects. (ST II, 17:3) 

The principles Tillich elaborates reflect the participation struc-

ture we have .been observing •. First, the atonj.ng processes are created by 

God and by Him alone •. Second, there are' no conflicts between God's recon-

ciling love and retributive justice, but the self. destructive consequences 

oi estrangement ar~ ordained to· go their way, in God's justice, because 

they are a part of the structure of being. Third, in removing guilt and 

punishment, God does not overlook the depth of that existentiaJ. estrange. 

ment •. 

. The fourth .principle is that God' s atoning activity is his partici. 

pation in existentiaJ. estrangement and its consequences. He does not re. 

move those consequences but 

••• he Can take them upon himself by partic1pating in 
them and transforming them for those who participate in 

.his participation. Here·we are in the ver,y heart of 
the doctrine of atonement and of God' s acting wi th man 
and his.world. (ST II, 174) 

Using the axiologicaJ.principle.of meaning to interpret this passage, we 

understand that God shares in the meaning of those. structures for.persons 

in existence, and in the· sharing, taking them' into uni ty· wi th himself, breaks 

their power· and transforms them. This .4ivine participation is manifest, 

according to Tillich's fifth principle, in the Cross of the Christ. 

The sixth principle 'is that ttthrough participation in the New Being ••• 

men a1so.participate in the manifestation of the atoning act of God." (ST II, 

176) Menparticipate in the'suffering of God, in his sharing the.meaning 
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of the meaninglessness that is man' s condition in estrang~ment;. they' 

participate in the suffering of the Christ. God's suffering is, then, 

not' a substitution, but a free participation, fully consonant with bis 

nature as God, as we have seen.
11 

Man's under~tanding of it 1s. not by 

"havinga theoretical· knowledge of the divine participation, but (by) 

'participation in the divine participation, accepting it and being trans

formedby it." Participating in ,the divine participation, man parti ci- . 

pates 'in ,the power of the New Being. 

~ 

4. BibJ.ical Backgrounds of Tillich' s Christological Participation 

Tillich' s cri tics and interpreters are hardly to be blamed for 

taking him at' bis word whenhe asserts that the material normof systematic 

theology,today must be the New Being in Jesus as ,the Ghrist as ,our ultimate 

concerne (ST l, 50) But their procedure is to be questioned when they 

immediately conClude that Tillich's thought is ontd10gically determined, 

with the biblic'alldtness.to Jesus Christ submerged bY an alien structure 

and terminology. The judgment ,is supported by citing the lack of biblical 

quotation in bis eXposition of his Christology in §vstematic Theology II. 

Nothing less than another dissertation would beadequate to the 

task of documenting the manner in whichthe Christologies .of the New Testa-

ment and the exposition of Tillich illuminate each other. However",at 

this point in our investigation a survey of the question must be, presented 

for two reasons. First, we have traced the development of the particip~ 

tion concept philosopbically, describing its character as an onto~ogicaJ. 

concept. This in itself does not justify its theological employment, though, 

11 pp.220-2 above. 



-2:3:3-' 

ta be sure, it does not prohibit it. But the' term, in TilliCh's Christo

logy and to a degree in his s,ymbol and cognition theories,' appears to nave 

a religious significance. For the sake of a balanced portrayal of the 

concept' s history, we shouJ.d look at i ts background in the Itreligious tt side 

of the Christian tradition, particularly in the New Testament.' And second, 

since the "normtt of participation is, for TiJ.lich, to be found' in the 

Christological setting, biblical anticipations of his understanding wou1d 

seem to be extremely important. As a. matter of fact, we shall see that 

the biblical rather than the ontological influences on Tillich's Christo-

logy as well as on his participation theory are decisive. David H. Kelsey 

maintains that Tillich's theological normin actuality is Jesus as the 
, , 

Christ, not the New Being, tlquasi-ontological term" that itis; or more 
, ' 12 

precisely, his norm is the picture of Jesus as the Christ. Tillich defines 

the Bible' as a Source of' theology (ST l, 34-6) and suggests that though 

he has not inCluded many specific biblical references inh1ssystematics, 

the knowledgeable will dis cern them in the background. (ST l, vii) 

The biblical source from which the major elements of Tillich' s 

Christology can be seen as derived is Pau1's doctrine of the Second Adam. 

tI ••• As in Adam all die, so aJ.so in Christ shall all be made alive." (I Cor. 

15:22) As Adam is the s,ymbol for the transition'from essence to existence 

with its subsequent structures of existential estrangement~ so the Christ 

is the bearer' of' new reality, the inaugurator of the new eon. Pal.Ù. states 

his conv~ction that "as one man's trespass led to condemnation for all men, 

12, D.H. Kelsey, op. cit., p. 6 
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(Rom. 5:18) ~e elements of the two ,transi.tions,the atoning work of 

Christ, bis universaJ. ,significance and men',s solidarity with him are 

aLl contained in the Pauline statement. 

David Hill affims bis agreement with Natthew Black, W.D. Davies 

and others that Paul' s doctrine of the Second Adam is much more fundamental 

than has been generally reaJ.ized. It does" in fact, provide the "scaffold

ingtl of bis Christology. 13 Hill believes that this concept is the Pauline 

fom of the Son of Man symbol in the Synoptics. W.D. Davies, however, 
14 

questions the ease with which he comes to, this conclusion. 'Whatever the 

merits of thesepositions"it is at least clearthat the basic structure 

of Tillich's doctrine has affinities with an important strain of biblicaJ. 

thought. 

More than similari ty of structure, however, can be asserted. Hill 

sees three further important parallels. ~rst, the personaJ. ~d social 

aspects of participation in the New Being are clearly points of contact 

with Paul's formula of "being in Christ", which we must elaborate further. 

Second, Tillich's treatment of the temptation of Christ is very simil~ to 

the Pauline doctrine. In a passage that reflects the Second Adam theme, 

Paul speaks of the temptation to be like God, before which Adam fell, as 

met and conquered by ,Jesus Christ. _ (Phil.2:6f) Jesus resisted the tempta

tion to separate his oJom center from God" to become a center in himse:Lf 

in estrangement. He kept his will su,!:>ject, to God's will. The third point 

13 D. Hill, ttPaul's 'Second Adam' and Tillich's Christology" in Union 
Seminary Quarter~Y Review·, v.21, 1965, p. 16 

14 Sigmund Mowinckel has expounded the theory in He That Cometh, 
transe G.vl. Anderson, Oxford: Blackwell, 1956. Davies simply questions 
the "easy negotiationtt of the way from Paul to the Gospels by Hill, -w.ithout 
direct refutation. Union Seminary Quarterly Review, op. cit. p.33 
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of similarity which Hill. sees is themeaning of Christlikeness. In the' .. 

same passage, Paul challenges Christians to take 'on themselves "the form 

of Christ," notin a 1ega:Listic, imitative way, but to"have this mind in 

you which was dso in Christ Jesus." The inner qua:Lity of Tillich's ethics, 

we have seen, is the aim to make ·the pOl-ler of the New Being translucent. 

Those who, have this mind, for Paul, are trànsformed (Rom. 12:2) becomirig 

new men. (cf. ST l, 95-6) 

Tom"F. Driver raises an interesting'question about this argument. 

'Why does .. Tillich not simply use the '''Second Adam" phrase and be done with 

it? He proceeds to formUlate an equally interesting ariswer: that the . 

Second Adam language "has today the'liability that it May pull the 'Christ 

of faith'into that region of un-historical myth where Adam has long3since 

gone. tt15 . For Tillich, it is necessary to assert forcefully,the historica:L 

character of Jesus as the Christ~ The transition of Adam, fram essènce to 

existence, is transcendent; the turning~point of Jesus the Christ must be 

in; the midst of historical actuality. Hence Tillich needs to create new 

tarms. 

Nevertheless, ·the New Testament realities can be seen behi~ thème 

It is particularly instructive to examine more Closely the paraiiels between 

Tillich's participation in the New Being and Paul's "being in Christ~" We 

need not accept all the elaborations that have been'deve1oped around H. 

Wheeler Robinson's seminal theory on the tlHebrewconception of corporate 

personality" to acknowledge in the religious experience'of Judaism a back

ground for the Pauline understanding. The Hebraic capacityto speak of 

15 Tom Driver, Discussion in ibid., p. 3.0 



Israel in personal terms ~ the fiuidi ty of transition fl'Om singul.ar to 

plura1 terms, and other 'indications of individua1 identification 'With the 

corporate people are sources for the kind of relationa1 experience Paul 

describes. 16 Nor need we identify primitiveChristianit.y as a mwster,y 

religion to recognize the likeness of PaUl's expressions with the Greek 

mwster,y idea of the god as the demon of the group, its souland lire. In 

communion with the god, the members of the group become entheoi, enthused 

w.i. th his inner presence, or rise above the prison of their indi vidual. t 

natures to lose themselves in the common lifeof the whole'and become 

divine. F .1-1. Cornford describes the dynamics:' 

In this type of religion ••• the centra1 factis the human 
group, with a homogen30u:s, i."'lcrganic type of solidar:i.,ty, 
held together by the unique relation in'wbichit stands . 
to i ts daemon - a relation by which man can participate 
in tîe divine and, conversely, the 'divine can enterintO ' 
man. 7 

The PaUline concept did not take shape in a vacuum; behind i t were strangs . : . ": 

of basic human religious experience which themselves had a long ,tradition. 

In the Pau1ine view, the bistoricaJ., ethica1 and eschatologica1 

orientations of the Hebraic tradition reshaped the elements of the mwster,y 

experience, as well as stoic insights, centering on a person, .~esus Christ, 

and the power of his Spirit. In bis elaboration of the relationship "in 
• 

16 H.W. Robinson's article is in Weroen Und Wesen des Alten Testa
ments, P. Volz (ed.), stummer and Hempel. The theor,y has been revived by 
J. de Frain in Adam et son lignage: études sur 'la' notion de 'personnalité 
corporatif' dans la Bible, Bruges: Deselee de Brouwer, 1959. De Fraine 
sees "corporate persona1ity" as expressing two things: "d'abord le fait 
qu'un individu identifié l une commaunauté; et ensuite que, nonobstant ce 
caract~re 'corporatif',' il demeure Vraiment une personne individuelle. tlp .18 

17 F.M. Cornford, From Religion to Philosophy, New York: Harper 
Torchbook, 1957, pp. 113~ 
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Christ," the ecstatic, communal and regenerative character.of partici

pation in the Tillichian scheme can be seen to be paralleled. The . rela-

tion of the believer to Christ is so close as to make tbem inseparable. 

partaking· or partnership in Christ is exclusive: "you cannat par.take of 

the table of the Lord and the table of demons." (I Cor. 10:21) Mets chein , 

which Paul uses, is a cognate of methexis. In this relationship, the 

believer shares in the benefits of Christ. Paul addresses the Philippians 

as "partakers with me' of graceV (1:7) It is God -who cills believers into 

ttthe fellowship of his Son" (1 Cor. 1:9) -which is a "participation (koin

~) in the. Holy Spirit" (II Cor. 13:14) and a sharing in bis power. 

The believer is called out. of himself, in Paul's letters, into a 

relationship that basa consistently ecs·tatic character. Interpreters are 

increasingly disturbed over attributing ~sticism to Paul. Anders N,ygren 

summons us to shed our individuilist presuppositions that insist on a dis-

tinction between Christ and his disciples. "No, Christ is the whole, and 

the disciples participate in him. ,,18 He insists that this is not ~sticai 

but a sharing in an objective historical. real.ity. Bultmann explains that 

the "in Christ" formula "denotes not, to be sure, an individual. ~stical 

relationsbip to Christ, but the fact that the individual actual. lite of 

the believer, living not out of himself but out of the divine deed of sal.va

tion, is determined by Christ.,,19 The danger of the ~stical. re~ding of 

Paul which all want toavoid is the loss of selfhood. in the ·supra-historical., 

spiritual "substance" that mysticism implies. In Christ the individuaJ. 

18 A.. lijygren, Christ and His Church, Londc:m:SPCK, 1957, p.92, bis 
underscoring 

19 R. BuJ.tmann, TheolofPl of the New Testament, v.I, New York: 
Scribner' s, 1951, p. :328 



. :~ -. . ~ 
,f: 

_:' '_ 1:'el)l8.:l.ns a self; ,it, is still he who rejoices, _loves, belieires, acts~ But' 
• ". ....:. : ~ , • '.. • ',. '. ,'.,. ~:"'..., .' Il. .' 

he, is no 19nger .lçst in the self-destructive patterns of bis sel:fhood~ 
'. • • .. ' .~' !.... ' ~. • .. ~t ., :",'. r • .0;: : • .' .~ . ~ • " ~. ' .... 

~. ' •• . •. t 

,l.1e stands olltside himsèlf;: his center~ is united wi th Christ. -It 1s. a; 
•• " • .' 1 r ..- , ." " , .' " "." "'.' • .., ..•. ~ .' • 

. . 

~t~~~ ofecs~tic,p~icipatio~. (cr. ST II, 119, III, 117) 
• ,',. ~.' ~. i ~. : ' ~ " .1~ 

One who is in Christ s~ares the lmnders ofthat ecstasy.. He is. 
'.~ ~ ~, '. J .,. :". " 1.. • • '.\ ! 

lia new creation." (II Cor •. 5:17) He finds enco~agement inCQrist (Phi:l •. 
:. •• •• t • • • ." J " 1 • • .,.. .' •• 11 

.2:1) becomes "aliv:e, te God". (Rom •. 6:11) and receives the gittsof eternal 
~ : J" .. _. l l ':. ,.' " .... :.. ~' • ..' ".', ;,' 1 • • ,"" 

lite (Rom. 6:23), freedom (Gal.~ 2:4) and red~mption. (Rom •. 3:24) The 
.: .• : - . '. t ~ . " . :. ' r,: .' 'f. .'; . 

b~;ever "puts on". Christ (Gal.. 3:27) and, finds nit. is ~o longer Iwho 
• ' , ,.' '. '. • - t~. :' 1 

. ~ye, but Christ who lives in me." (G~. 2:20) 
, <1:' • • , , : \ .. 

The. communal. characterof the relationsbip "~Christ" iS,equâlly 
, . .' ." • ~' .' ,t • : • ~'.. -. 

clear in.paulls.latters. Not.only do believers stand in a ~eci81 rela-
• , , " . ' .' ."" :", ......'..,... ~ ......,.. 1 .·.r ... :-' 

. tionsi:4p w.ith.him but in the, experience of profo~y sharing .witheeach 
- • • ". •• • • . ' ".... •• l " ". -. . .. .. 

other. StIhlin defines the koinonia which expresses this relationship . 
',' . t' .' - " '. ' :", ,': ,1 ~ " 1 ~ 

.~s:~ng the sense,of 

a large. number of pèople who either bav~ a s~. in or, 
accej>t a part in something 'Which' i5 bath' greater and" .'. " . 

. lD?re comprehen8iv~ than thel!lse~ v~s, . and t~u~ shS:rlng 20". 
in which they stand in close communion with one another. 

pâul write~ te the Philippians of their relationship in' christ in' terins of 

What they. have in ~mmon, for they' "knOw him and the power' 01" his reSur

rection and share his suffering~~'" (Ph.i.l. :3:10)' The unit y of believers 

. 1s àttested and seal.ed in thé Eucharist: "because there is' one'lod~ we 

Who ar~ ~ny are one body.li . The eup' 1.s lia participation (koinOiliar ih 

the blood of Christ" and thebread lia parliêipation" in his' body~ (l'Cor.10:16-7) 

.. 

20 w. sttthlin, in studl.a L1.turgica, v.1, 1962, p. 220 
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The Pauline concept of the church as the' body of Christ is the most 

.obvious expression of this unity~ J.A.'T. Robinson's discussion orthe 
meaning of s~ ands~ma in Pau1 is ·illumiriating. 'In n "eorintliians 

(5:5), body is ttthat WMch ·joins· al.l people, irrespective of individuaJ. 

differences, in life's~e toge~her.,,21 This is true oi both te~s. 

The difference 1s that "while ~ stands' for man, in the so~idarity of " 

creatio"n, in his distance from God,'!2!! stands for man, in the so~idarity . 
. ' 22 . ". - .' . 

of . creation , as made for God." Christ has participated in our ~, to 

break the hold of the powers that have doniinion over 'it, throU:gh his . 

death "dying out onthem,"to rnake possible a!2!! for us. Believers in 

turn partic1pate . in his death 'and triumph and are to rep'roduce; through 

baptism and in conduct,' what Christ has done on the 'cross. . Paul expresses 

it precise~y: " ••• you have 'died to the ~aw thr~llgh the body of Christ, 

so th8.t you May belong' to anothèr, to him. who 118s' been r'ais'ed frOU; 'the 
" 

dead in order that we May bear fruit for God. tt (Rom. 7:4) In Robinson's 

view, Paul' s doctrine of the. church is an. extension of, his Christology 

in virtue of the connection between the, :rie'sh-body, and the, glorif~ed-body 

of Christ. Pau1 wrote to the, Corinthians, ~'your. bodies are' memb.ers of 

,Christ •. " (I Cor. 6:.15). His. concept is .corporaJ.., no;t corporate. The 

flesh of" the incarnate Jesus or the bread of the EUcharist or the .church - . 
are not said to be.~· the Body of. Christ ,-. they .!!:2.- the: Body of C~i.st. 

To Robinson, this. i.s not ~ metaphor but Chris:t,iaps "are in li~eraJ. fa.ct 

the risen organism of. Christ's .person in ap., its· ,concrete reality.,,23 : 

21 J.A.T. Robinson, The Body, London: SCM Press, 1952, p. 29 
22 Ibid.', p. 31 
23 Ibid., p. 51 

... ... 
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His translatic:In.Qr. l .Ço~int~an~ 12:?7 carr,ies. this~ug~~ ."ye .~~ ~he 

~~.of Christ and seve~ally membranes thereôr." JQhn ~ox agrees~hat 
. . '.. . .'. • • • '. .. ..... ". .:.' . -'""!. 

"InC?re . i~ involved. here '. than mer~ . ~mpariso~ ••• the Church is in ract "?he 
,. , 24· . .. . ..... , " . 

body of Christ." . Robinson continues witb his anaJ.ysis of the si~i"'!' : ... -. '. '.' ". '.. ~ . ..' . 

canee, or the Suppt3r and the word~ ,spoken by Jesus, "This, i~ ~nesh~, 

basing .his reading on Jeremias' view thàt the wo~ was the Aramai~ .bisra. 

What this m~ans is 

.that Jesus is makingover to his followers IItil.l ae come" 
His actuâJ. self, His lite' and personal.i ty. In· so rar· . 
thenas ~h~ Christian community r~eds tm this body and, 
blood, 'it becomes the very life:and personaJ.ity or the 
risen Christ. 2' . ' 

Robinson carries this interpretative principle of identity through.in CQm-
- . . . .' , .. ' 

ment:ing on the bo~-member simil.e: "For just as the body is one ~d has 
,- . . . .' . ... .. .. .' .. 

IIU!l'lY members, and all th~ D.1embers of the. body, though Many, are o~e .bQdy, 

so .it ~s ~th Christ." (1 Cor. 12:12) .. He believ~s that Paul sol:v~s th~. 

problem or the One and the 11any not bya union of the different meIr!-bers 

among themselves but by maintaining that there must bèmany meml;)ers for a . . . . .",. ':.' .,. 

body, to exist at all. He sees this as a reversal. of the Old Tes1!ament . 

concept of the remnant, where a few or even one coul.d .repre,sent the, Many; 

here the many represent the one - in fact, they constitu~e.the one. 

Robinson's interpretation is a val.uablecorrective to,the ~etaphori~ 
\ : ' .... 

cal. und.erstanding. or the "in Christ" formula and "bo~ of C~ist" conc~pt 

in Paul.. ~e communal. character or.these ~er.ms receives ~u1l.exp~ssion. 

However, the element of separation that is discernible ~n P~u1!s view'is 

24 John Knox, op. cit., p. 8:3 
25 J.Â.f~ Ro~inson, op. cit.; p. 57 
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, lC?st in the emphasis on the id~nti ty of' bel.iever and Christ. In the, 
. '. .' . ". 

captivity epist1es the language, is ,s~teq: Christ is. the, "head, t;tf' the .. 
C .• :;~::) . ... .. ~ • '. . - - : W' '. • '. 

bo.d.y, thech~ch;" (Col. 1:18) and th~ reconcUiation of' ~ things in. . . .. . 

C~ist ,isaf'f'irmed, in spite of' the ,fact that the Col~ssians are, still 
; '.. . ',. . 

tO:rn by devotion, to ,the tlelem~~taJ. spirits of the, univers~. Il Th~ headshl.:p 

of Christ ref'ers ,to his overlordship over the powers, a conque st ~ch the 

Col.ossian Christi ans have obviously not reaJ.izeo. in their own lives.. His . .. , ' ' 

. " . -
headship over the church is the source ,of its l.ife, 'glor,y,.love and peace 

. . . . . . 

(Col. 3:4) ,into 'which'aJ.]; are to g~ow.· (Eph~ 4:1;':6) A'diaJ.ect1caJ. element 

~derlies these passages. Whil~ there isan :i:-dentity between .Cm:~st ~d ._ 

the church, ,it is aJ.so true that the, church ha~ not r~aJ.ized.in its life 
. '.'. '. . '. . , .,'. 

t~e full signi~icance of that identity: Christ iS,not o~ within ~t but 
• ~ 1 • • \. ... • , ': 

above it.,To say,that the church is the ,body of Christ is ~el.y not to .. .... - . . .. 

utter tlonly ametaphortt and yet' i t is ~t a description., Th~ church, i~ clearly 

nO,mere organization of men to be comprehended by,the.sociologic~.sciences. 

Sçhmidt has grasped an important factor in Paul:, tlaJ.ong ,withtthe so~ca;u.ed 

Chr~st-II\Ysticism and Christ-cult there, remain theGod of th~ ,Old T~stam~nt 

and ,his 'WO~shipping cOmmunity.n26. Christ is still kuriosand the Cfu"istians 

are douloi., Jo~ Knox summarizes Paul' s ecclesiology in this ~y: : . ." . -

,The Church, therefore, is ,not on1y the ''bo.dyttof' the Event, 
or the "body" of God' s action, but in a reaJ. and wholly 
unique sense i t, is Christ' s own body and has ~ ts. reconc*ing,. 
uniting'character because he himself lives in its life. 

Yet 'its life is not entirely co terminal. w.Lth 'his lif'e. Ever,yth:tng 'the 

26. K.L. Schmidt, 'The Church, transe f'rom m!, London: Black,19.50,p.22 
27 John Knox, op. cit.,' p. 10.5 '. 



church does is not Christ's unilateral doing. The formula that expresses 

the relationship precisely is participation. "To say that" christian~ in 

the churCh participate in Christ preserves" the ecstatic and communal 
èhar~cter of p~ui's dociriD.e,' emphasizing the priority of Christ ~ bis 

Lordship over the new eon and the churCh, imparting both cOnnotations of 

identity without loss of personal. center, and distinction ldtbout unde~-" 

mining the presence of bis power and spirit. The participation" concept ois 
" " 

aJ.so incJ.usive enougb to illumine the meaning of Paul.' s other symbols for 

the church, that it is "God's temple" CI Cor". 3:16~7) or the bride of 
" . 
Christ. (Eph. 5:31-2) 

We have aJ.ready seen ma.ny indications of the" regenerati ve' Chara~ter 
. .' . 

of the relationship of the believer "in Christ." Paul. is vivid and direct 
" "" "_ t.1'pe.r~uA " . 

in describing to the f~ithful what they hav~ are and will be experiencing. 

They had" been in bondage but in christ ar~ set- fre~" (Gai. "5::if) "They"had 

struggled under the yoke of the law but are now released to lire "in" the 

sPirit. They had been dead, but now are aJ.ive to God. They have "died 

with Christ,ti are "united with him in a death like bis," "a deathtO- the 

ol.d s~ir (Rom. 6:4-8) but now are ri~en to "a lif'e that isnew. Beli~ver~" 

"were ••• raised with him" (Coi. 2:12) and "~shall •• ;,llvelw-:ith" hinl." (ROm.·" 

6:8) In "Christ, the believer has become nothing less than a n~wcreation. 

Cerfaux describes Paul.' s viet>1 of what ~as happened: 

It is not merely a new social "status to replace the old~ 
but it is a new human nature :which is created in the . 
Christian which is a participation in the l1ature" of Christ;. 
a new race of men begins, a phenome~§n which can be com
pared only l-dth the first creation. 

" ,. 

28 Lucien Cerfaux, The Cburch in the Theol.ogy of st. Paul., transe 
G. Webb and A. Walker, New York: Herder, 1959, p. 171 
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The three-fold character of participation - ecstatic, communal and 

regenerative - is 'Bll Visibl:e' ill the Pauline fomJl.ation. 

The letters of Paul are' not', hOWever,theonly New Tes't:!,ment back

groUnd oi: Tillich t s Christology and bis understanding of the dynamics of 

participation. 'The, ki%igdom-teaclrl.Dgs of' Jesus' as reported in the Synoptics 

contain the dimensions' of future realization and present actuality. while 

the'prayer of Jesus is for the kingdom to cOme and the direction he gives 

his disciple's is to watch for its commg, with the appearance ~f the' Son 

of Man in glory, there is dso ample evidencé of' the new eon banni aJ.ready 

arrived, that-thè kingdom is "at hand" (Mk. 1:16) and "in your midst." 

(Lk. 17:21)' The Isaianic prophec,y is fulfilled in' the h~aring of ~se 

g~thered in the' synagogue' at Capernaum and wheil JollD. the Baptist sends 

his d:i.sc1pies to 8:sk if' J esu~ is th~ ~ne ~o' is to come, the answer is to ""' 

report on the signs of what is a1ready happening. (tk. 7:~)' The frequent 

references to "eritering the kingdomtl '(Matt • .5:27, 7:21; 18:3, etc.) emPha

size its actùa1ity and its dim~nsion ofinClusiveness; The'banquet sayings 

imply cOIllDlUlÜty, as do the' parables of the' tares and' the dragmet. Lund

str8m ~annot De far from the mark when he stresses b,th aspect.s: 

TO Jesus the present and th~ coming'Kingdôm or'God stood' 
side by,side., Neither can be,explained awayor assume a 
dominating position at the expense of the other. vfuat 
unites them is the Son of Man ••• The Kingdom of God has 
éome and'is active in the sayings and miracles of Jesus. 
Satan is overcome ••• Only faithsees,what is afoot, but 
at the Last Day the2~ower and glory of the Kingdom shall 
be revealed to aJ.l. " 

But that po~er and glory shan. not be other than that which is a1ready known 

29 G8sta Lundstr6m, The Kingdom of God in the Teachingof Jesus, . 
transe J. Bulman, London: Oliver and Boyd, p. ,23~ 
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iti'Jesusand shared in· an -anticipatoryway by :those who . are ·ready. Men 

may partièipatenowin'thàt New Reality which will 'bring .the future ful-

fillment ~ . 

Basiè·themes of the'Johannilie'literaturemust a1so~e:seëri in ,the 

background of .the 'forniulations of 'Tillich. Theprayer of John 17, in' '. 

which . Jesus seeks' the. drawing 'of the' faithf'ul into' the uni ty . that he ahares 

with the Father has the character ofecstati~,participation.The conversa-

tion With Nicodemus is on the regeneration that is offered in the Spirit. 
f'- •••• .• 

(John.3:5f) Perhaps the climactic passage for the meaning of koinonia 

and its.communBl character is the opening Qf l JQhn,·where the autho~ 

dec1are.s bis intention in writing, "that you May have.fellowsbip .with us; 

and our fellowship is with the' Father and· with, his Son. Jesus Christ.tl, (1 Jn. 

1: 3) . The symbol. of the vine· and the branches is a participation, symbol: '. 

"forapart from me'You can do·nothing.1t (Jn. 15:5) (c~. ST I, 1:3lt, II,.1~6) 

To' these 'New Testament 'backgrounds we might add . one more: ijebrews 3. 

Here the author'writes encouragement to the' faithful, . thàt . tlwe share, (meteeho) 

in Christ,if only we hold our· first confidence· firm to the ' end.'! (Heb., 3: 14) 

The "meaning here is very close· to the Pauline conc:ept of, the body of· Christ. 

The symbol, however, is that of a house, God's house, with. a universaJ. 

dimension in thatGod is the builder of a1l things. (3:4) "Vlithin this 

house Moses had been fai thful but his' role is hardly that of Jesu~, who as 

the Son is so close te the builder, and who liSsfaithful. "over"· God's house: 

"and we are his house if we hold fast our confidence and pride in our hope." 

(3:6) The faithful have their role in actualizing this house because, 
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participating in Christ, they share in the' power and promise of his lord

ship41 

The New Testament does . not only provide, sources for Tillich' s 

general ChristologicaJ. structure and Ms specific' understanding of exis

tential participation in the New Being· in Jesus the Christ;, we can, of 

. course~, . find ample' baèkgrbund . there for'Ti11iCK"s--~Qèi"i;trine of divine par

ticipation in the human condition as well~·TheLogàs·d.octrine of·,John 1 

is too obvious to require e1aboration:it is ·clear1y. decisive for Tillich. 

The kenotic Christology of Philippians 2 is likew:ise-determinative. The 

passage that May easi1y be overlooked; however, includes the· opening chap

ters of Hebrews. (cf. ST II, 111-2, 119, 158) 

What is significant is that a dynamic is exp1icit in this passage, • 

verba1ized iÏ'l temisai "'ïjartic:i.pa.tion~ 'Wliiëh-has' nô"parIDel in the P1atonic 

dia10gues or the Neo-Platonic philosophic tradition. Here we read of the 

exa1ted Jesus, the Son through whom al1 things were created··(1:2) . and in • 

whom a11 things exl.st. (2:10) But since thechUdren of 'mentlshare in 

flesh and blood, he himse1f likewise partook of the same nature, that. through 

death he might destroy him who has the power of death. tI (2:14) The move

ment of participation in the phi1osophic tradition, .as·we have seen, is 

a1ways from l'belowtl to tlabove," from the lesser to the greater rea1ity, 

from the wor1d Qf appearances to the 'WOrld of Ideas. Here the concept is 

used in the reverse direction, as Tillich uses it. That reverse direction 

becomes normative for Christian participation. The author here is expres$ing 

in terms of partaking, the dynamic that is basic to the New Testament 

understanding of the Christian calling, to share in Christ's suffering, 



thatwe may be glorified with him, to participate in bis participation. '. 

" Were theologians to be judged on their f'idelity to the Bible acco~ 

ing to the number'of' biblical quotations they inclùde 'i!l' their Writings, 

Tillich would obviously, apart . f'rom bis sermons, be f'ourid. wanting. Wch 

a course, however, is obviously supèrfiéial. On the deeper issUes 'of ·the 

themes,. concepts, s.ymbols and doctrines of the Bible, espécially of 'the ' 

prophetic tradition and the New Testament,· Tillich is surely riotan '1Iun

biblical theologian." But these would not be sourc'es for Tillich -were it " 

not for. something else the New Testament contains: thé picturè of. Jesus "the' ". 

Christ and the potentiality of our participating in it. 

5. Participation in the Picture of Christ and its Relevance for the 

"Historica1 Jesus" 

The fundamenta1 affirmation of Tillich's' theology, 'or for that matter 

of any Christian theology in his view, is that" Jesus is the' Christ. The' 

pic-ture of the character of Jesus is an essential aspect' of that affirma-

tion. Tillich draws on that picture as portrayed in the New' Testament for 

his, Christology and, in fact, for the basic nature' of the answering side -

of his theological system. In Jesus, essential God-manhood is actilal.izéd 

under the conditions of human existence,with no signs of estrangément in 

his life, neither the removal in unbelief of his center from God,' nor con--

cupiscence,nor hubris, for he.saw goodness as not·one'$ own possession but 

a participation in the goodness of God. (ST II, 126-7)' Rence, Lessing"s 

crucial' question demands an answer: how can an eternal blessedness be 



based on· an historicaJ. avent? 

As an historical. figure, Jesus must be. a .proper subject of histo~-

cal. research. Tl?-echurch can have no warrant for staking off bis .life to 

remove it from ~storical investigation. Tillich affirms the capacity of 
. . 

Protestant Christianity to apply with honesty the critical. metbods of 
. "', -' -

historical research to itsown sacred documents. Bu~ thi~,r~search pl~ces 

a special. urgency behind Lessing's questi~n.Suppose bi~toric~ resear~ 

shoUld conclude that the biblical. assertions about the life of Jesus are 

unfounded? In an autobiographical reflection,.Tillich refers to bis raising 
. '. '. .. . . - . 

and attempting to answer tbis question in 1911 in its radical form: "how 
. . 

.the Christian doctrine might be understood if the non-existence of the 

lrl.storical Jesus should become hi"storically prob~ble.tI·(m, "3:3;..4) ·:Norman 
f{J . 

Pitténgér has presented Tillich's answerintbis way: 

••• he is prepared ~ say that, if it ~ necess.ar.v. .to . 
reduce our precise knowledge of Jesus as an bistorical 
character .to a minimum, there .'WOuld stillbe the ba~ic 
and enduring real.ity - nameiy, that in and through suCh . 
eventsas did in fact occur in and in ~ssoc~ation with, 
Jesus, there was manifested the n~being." . . 

However, Tillich insists that we must go beyorid the possibiJ.ity ~f reduc~ 

tion to a minimum, in spite of the improbabUity 'ofthat kind o'f concl1.\sion. 

Suppose it were probable that Jesus never lived ~ What'thén, for Christian 

life and thought? 

The key to Tillich's answer is contained in a few senténées: 

'participation, not historical' arguIÏlent, gua~antees the 
reality of the event upon which Christianity isb~sed. It 
guarantees a personaL life in Which the New Being has con-

30 W.N. Pittenger, "Paul T:iUich as a Theologiantl in Ang1.ican Theo
logical Review, v. 43, 1961, p. 278 
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. quered- the old- being. But i t does not guarantee his name 
to be Jesus of Nazâreth. Historica1 doubt concerning the 
existence and the,life.of someone·with this name cannot be 
overruled.He mighthave had another name. (This is a 
historically. ~bsurd, but logicalJ.y necessary, consequence 
of' the historical. method.) 'Whatever his' name~ the New 
Being' was and is ·actual. in ~s man. (ST n, 114) 

This answer, however, is either unclear or unconvincing, for Tillich's 

solution to the problem' of the "historical Jesu~" has been under attack 

consistently with many of thesame arguments mustered against it regardless . ., 

of Tillich's subsequent. replies. Bince the, key concept, however" is par-
..... 

ticipation, we can expect that our present an~ysis should help to clarify 

TPJ.ieh!s position, and, perhaps, to make it more convincing. 

Part of Tillich's' heritage on this issue, 'Whicll a1l of us share, is 

the failure of· the old .tquest for the historicaJ..,Jesus. u It became apparent, 
. . ..... . 

alter the attempts that characterized the mneteenth, century, that is was 

impossible. ~ distill ~rom the records ~ portrait of. Jesus as he really 

was, before the. "distortions" of. the tradition that grew around his memory. 

It became clear that ~ description of Jesus·was conditioned b.Y the her

meneuticaJ. principles one brought to the task. In l'act, it has come to 

be questioned whether an historicaJ. positivism can uncover'a Jesus w.ho 

would have a:ny significance.':-· Tillich brings to the problem the distinctions 

lI12.de by his teacher, Martin Kllhler, 'Which are rooted in the two words for 

"history't in the German language: Historie and Geschichte. The former . 

represents hi,tory simply as recorded events, the latter, as interpreted, 

known, significant for individuaJ.s and· groups. 1'1e have seen that T-i...llich 
. ,. 

is convinced that history is not really understood b.Y the historian uriless 

he parti~ipates, in it, uriless it becomes no longer simply Historie but 
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Geschichte. Klhler's distinction is between "der sogenannte historische 

Jesus" who is a subject of historica.1 uncertainty, and "der' geschichtliche, 

biblische Christus" who is the object of faith. 31 W~th these same"dis-, 

tinctions, Bultmann has come to insist on no more than the historicity of 

JeSus, his pure "thatness," refus~hg to concede airy' specitie characteristics 

as indispensable. Tillich appears' to go somewhat turther, though' he in

sists that the picture of Jesus' which We' have must be understood as derived 

from the taith experience of the chUrch, trom existentiâl. participation in 

the power ot New Being' in Jesus. Jesus' ,was net just historically' there, 

bût ,was' there in such à way as to 'he the bearer' of that' New' Being. This 

takes Tillich almost as far as John Knox, for one, wants assert_ abOut 

Jesus' to go. "We cannot relegate, Jesus' te the background ot the Christ, 

Event", according to Knox. nIt bel.ongs to our existence as Christi~s iO 

aftirm the actua.1ity ot Jesus' existence -'and not mereiy:the bare tact of 

it, 'but something ot the full, distinctiv~ qUa1itYotit.,,32 But at this • 

point' Tillich sees' a danger, 'claiming that' faith' caimOt guaràntee "the 

essentia1s in the biblica.1 picture." We must assert that "ta:î.th'can only 

guarantee its own foundation. ti (ST II, 114) 
. ' , 

Tillich's'position'and the criticismS of it'inVolve t'WO'basic'issues: 

The first is the relation'ot the facts of histor.y to the rea1ities of 

history. james, C. 'Livingston argues; follomng Hans 'Conzelmann, that ' 

aJ. though the Gospels do not intend to be historièaJ. soùrces they can still 

be used as such by the historian. Therefore, 'Tillich's insistence ~hat 

31 KRHler's 'WOrk is translated Py Carl Braaten as The So-Carled 
Hist6ricaJ. JesUs and the Historie, Biblical Christ, 'Philadelphia: Fortress, 
1964, with a forelmro by Tillich. 

32 John Knox, op. cit., p. 21 

. ,\ ' 
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. w,e, .cannot go behind, "the. biblicaJ. picture of Jesus as the Christ" arbi .. , 

trari1yprohibits a va1id historical endeavor.33 Tillich's point, however" 

is not ·that such an endeavor is unwarranted bu~that'it i8 not significant. 

The discovery of. verifiabl.e· historical facts will not en1arge th,e me~ning 

of historical realities. Let historical research uncover the fact .tbat . " . .". .. 

Jesus was one of. seventy-three or one-hundred and seventy~three vic.tims .. 

crucified in A.D. 27.> Such a fact in itse1:f does· no.t ~rasp one except.as. 

it has a place wi~hin a larger picture of meaning. 

Simi1arly, Livingston ~~es. that because historic2:1 truths are !,nl.y 

probable thEUcannot, for Tillich, be the foundation of. faith. In. this. Way, 

Tillich "has dra~ anillicit deduction from a truismtt according to Living

ston, by ho;Lding that because. historical knowledge is probable it cannot 

b~ cer:Ca1n •. 34 . The t~st. of Tillich's argument, ho~ver,. is elsewh~~e., 

The·facts of history are not decisive for faith because in.and of the~selves 

a1~ne, they catmot become matters of u1tiniate concerne 9nl.y 'Within. the 

!r,amework. of meaning can th~y carry this signific.ance. Livingston goes 

.on to· conclù.de that Tillich arrive~ at the obvious1y untenable conclusion 

that. "nothing, in effect, ca~ really count against the object of faithlt 

because the evidence of the facts of history do note . He is here. limi~ing 

the scope of Tillich's position to fit his argument. For Tillich another 

faith, and onJ.y another faith, can count against faith. We have seen him . . . 
contend that scientific ct?-ticism does not destroy religious symbols;they 

are destroyed when the.r no longer express the u1timate concern of the· group 

:33 James C. Livingston, "Tillich's Christology and 'Hi sto.ri cal Research" 
in Paul Tillich: Retrospect and· Future, op. cit., p •. 44'. 

34 Ibid., p. 45. 
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for which they have meaning and power. ~ John Knox writQS of. an. image of 

Jesus as a constituent part of tlle·memory of the church, which must carry 

with it, for those Who share in it, its own authenticity. He states: . 

l am not sure l can see how historicaJ. research could 
conceivably destroy this memory; but l am sure that if it, 
or anything else, should do so, i t would aJ.so destroy, or 
would have destroyed, the Church itself' - and therefore ••• 
the p~5ture (of' Tillich) and thekerygma (of' Bul.tmann) .as 
welle . ' 

. . 
Cl.earJ.y, historicaJ. research cannot destroy this memory; onJ.y another 
. . 

memory, another decisive concern, could accompl.ish that. Equally cJ.ear 

is the ded'liction that no one eJ.ement of the compJ.ex can be removed without' 

displacing aJ.J.. OnJ.y other reaJ.ities of' history, that is to say, other 
.. 

f'acts of history that express meaning, can dislocate the reaJ.ity of "the 

biblicaipictùre of Jesus as the Christ. Il 
. . .. ". .. 

The second issue which is f'undamentaJ. to this discussion and even 
.. . 

more cruciaJ., is the question how it can be possible f'or faith to guarantee . , 

areaJ.ity of history. The basic critiques of Tillich's position here are 
.. . 

expressed by D. Moody Smith, Jr. and Livingston. Smith outlines Tillich's 

assertion in this way, that participation through f'aith guarantees a fully 

adequate though not historicaJ.J.y strictly accurate representation of the 
.. 

personaJ. lif'e attested in the New Testament in which the New Being came to 

unambiguous eJq>ression. Smith asks how, if' no single item of the tradition 
. . 

is guaranteed by f'aith or historicaJ.J.y certain, "could the tradition as a 
. . 

whoJ.e be guaranteed and aff'irmed as essentially and theref'ore historicaJ.J.y 

3.5 John Knox, op. cit., p. 35; my insertions. 
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true in the face of historicaJ. doubt ?!t:36 Must not the representation have 

some content? : If no specifie content is verifiable by faith, how can the 

total picture, composed of contents, be guaranteed? The, argument holds 

-in itself but loses its force against Tïllich because it involves a mis-. . ..... 

reading of Tillich's assertions. Tillich does not claim validity for "the 

tradition as a whole" or any content within it on the basis of faith. . . 
What he does contend is that the driving force within the tradition is 

guaranteed. No specifie concrete event is ascertained by faith, but the 
. . 

fact that concrete events did oceur which embodied the power that fai th can 
~ . " 

and does ascertain.· 
. , 

Livingston's argument is not based on a misreading. He agrees with 
. . 

. '. 
~...:uich that faith c-annot guarantee ."the essentials in the biblical. picture" 

because faith cannot guarantee historical. claims~ How then does Tillich 

know that there was a concrete individual, historical. being who created 

the biblical. picture, that the picture was notcreated by the disciples out 

of their imaginations? What can Tillich Mean when he asserts that "faith 

can guarantee only i ts o.'wn foundation, namely the appearance of that real.i ty 

which has created faithtt ? He cannot Mean that faith is able to guarantee 

the existence of the New Being as a concrete historical. individual, for 

that is an historical. question. Does he Mean then that faith guarantees 

tlthe subject of believing reception" but net that this· real.ity is Jesus of 
1 

.. . 

Nazareth? But Livingston quotes Tillich as having said that "Jesus as the 
. 

Christ is both an historical. fact and a subject of believing receptiontt (ST :7.: 

36 D. IvIoody Smith, Jr. "The Historical.Jesus in Paul Tillich's 
Christologylt, Journal. of Religion, v. 46, 1966, p. 137 



II,' 98) and. that these two factors carinot be separated. : tlTheref'ore," 

according to Livingston, nit· is ill.icit for him to: go on' to say thàt it is 

existentiaJ. 'participation, not bistorical. argUment (that)· guarantees the 

reaJ.i ty of the event upon which Cbristiani ty is based. u, . Li vingston con-

cl.udes: 

The event upon which Chrlstiani ty 1s based is' a Union of " 
historicaL fact and existentiaJ. participation or faith. 
Al1 that faith can guarantee is' the' receptive dimension 
of the event."37 

The historicaJ. risk and the bistorica.1 task are not el.iminated. 

A difficu1.ty in Livingston's critiQUe is rooted in the ambiguityof 

the term ''his'tpricaJ." as he uses it •. Tillich does not claim that faith can 
~' . . 

guarantee the historicaJ. Jesu~ but it does guarantee the historie Chris:t. 

The Jesus of Historie is ,outside ~ts .co~etence, but nO,t ,the ,Christ o,~ . 

Geschichte. But Livingsto~ hel.ps to define the issue: can faith guar~tee 

a factuaJ., bistor;icaJ. foundation for. the hi~toric Christ or fo~ the "bib

l.icaJ. picture"? It must be emphas.ized that Tillich is not contending for 
. . 

faith as a method of historicaJ. research. He is not asking us to acknow-

l.edge the capacity of faith to confirm any historicaL fact other than this 

one: a.basis, in fact, of that biblicalpic~ure. 

Had we not been examining participation in its various settings in 

Tillich's thought, we might well have agreed 'Vuth Livingston that its em-

ployment here is illicit. However, having seen participatJ,.~n as the means 

of.verification both in ~illich!s theor,y of cognition and bis anaLysis of 
'. _. , . 

symbols, we are not surprised to find i t here, at the very heart of Tillich' s 

37 J. Livingston, op. cit., pp. 46-7 
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system. How can participation guarantee the factual. faundation of the 

picture? Because, Tillich holds, nit can be definitely asserted that 

tbrough this p~cture the New Being has power to transform tl:lose who< are 

transformed by it." (ST II, 114) But Smith, for one,' answers that n ••• it 

is by no means self-evident that an imagined picture cotild not have trans

forming pOl-rer ... 38 

Participation does not guarantee the ttelement.s" of the fact-event 

behind the biblical. picture, but it does guarantee its character. The 

nature of existential. participation guarantees the bistorical, perso~aJ. 

and Spirit-bearing character of the factual. basis of that picture. This 

can become Clear in comparjl~g participation in the Christian circle with 

participa~ion in a non-hist~ricaJ. mythology. The latter, such as iB found . . ; 

in mystery or mystical. religions, may have ecstatic, colllIJ1'Un8J., and regener

ati ve character of a kind. But that kind is directed toward escape fram 

history rather than regeneration within it, toward an emp~ying of the 

personal. center, rather than a fu1filling of it, toward an ecstasy divorced 

fram the structures of the mind and lire, rather than a transformation of 

them. The very nature of the participation that is known in the Christian 

circ le demands the orientation in history, the person-to-person communion, 

and the bearing of the Spirit that unites power and meaning, that are pos-

sible only in the "factual. foundation" of the biblical. picture. The par-

ticipation could not be possible or explicable in arry other way. Tillich 

has written that tlit is the bearer of the Spirit who tbrough the Spirit has 

created the church and the picture of himself in the New Testament in 

38 D.H. Smith, op. cit., p •. 138 
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mutuaJ. dependence. tt39 They are mutually corroborative. Neithercan be 

explained wi:thout the· other. . Kelsey gives us this' insight·: H, •• ,. the' 

picture participates in the power of the ·New Being· just ·as much 'a's the 

receiver of the p;cture does.,,40 

6. Christologica1 Participation. 

In keeping with the principles by which Jesus as the Christ i5 to 

be understood,.as the eternal God-manhood unit y actualized,under,the co~ 

ditions of existence, participation in the. Christo1ogicaJ. setting. of. 

+'illich' s system has two . directions • ,On. the one· hand; . God in uni ~y wi th 

Jesus as the Christ, participates'in themeaning'of e~stence·and·its· 

conditions. On the other, persons particip~te in the'power of the New 

Being in its meaningfulness •.. Bath kinds of ,participation'have quaJ.ities ., 

that are fundamentaJ. ta Ti11ich' s use of this. conceptuaJ. symbo1., . . 
God participates.in the meaning, th~ consequences and aim of the 

destructive structures of estranged existence. In.·this sense, 'God suifers 

thoughhis being is not made finite for he transcends existence whiJ.'e 

participating in it. This pattern of participation is paral1eled by the 

ontologicaJ. structure in which God, as the Ground of Being, ·is . the' ltabSb_ 

lute participant." 

The divine participation is actuaJ.ized in a person'who becomes the 

bearer of the New Being. In Jesus as the Christ, the incarnation of'the 

Logos, the eternaJ. principle of meaning, who participates in human existence, 

39 Paul Tillich, "Rejoindertl , JournaJ. of Re1igion, op. cit., p. 194 
40 D.H. Ke1sey, op. cit., p. 48 



the conditions 'of °existenèe 'are conquered~ 'The meanings of estrangément 

and i ts structures are drawri iilto' his unbroken uni ty Wi th 'God~ , 'They are ' 

trànsformed; their power is broken; they are seen: in' the:tr fm liega.. 

tivityas not'ul.tililate; they'are defeated. The biblical backgrounds of 

this view are the Pauline Christol.ogy, the Johannine LoBos doctrine, the 

Synoptic picture of Jesus as the Christ, and the participation concept in 

Hebrews. ,The'bibl.ical -sdtness is that'in ,this persan'thé New Be~g has" 

come. George 'Tavard belleves that no one has rais~'thé"'questi~n with' , 

the seriousness and éarnestness of Tillich, "What:is the réià.tion between 

an event. in history, the appe8.rance~of the Christ,' and ulnvers8J.' sâ:Lv~ 

tio~?"41 That,of éour~e,'is Lessing's'question.' 'InkèeP1Dg With'the 
. '. .. . . . , '. '.' ..' ~-

Tillichian . principl.es, thé answer is ,that ail' etèrnaJ. blessednèss a.."ld. 

univers al salvà.tion must be ·based on 'an bistorlcal event. 
:. ..'. ': -

The answering participation on the humans1de' 1à iD the power of 

the New Being in Jesus' as the CbÎ-ist, a participation' iD bis particiÎlation 

which has transforming effectiveness. Themail of' f~ith is no 'l.onger b,Und 

by' the sel.f-destructive strUctùres of estranged exist.ence' but' can pai-

ticipate in unambigùous l.ife. He cSn anticipate ~. in' thts' p~ticipati~~~ 

the ultimate fulfillment that is ta come. ThepSrticipation bas ecst~tiè, 

communal and regenerative character, with historical and personal dimen

sions. Eilgene H'. Peters ask~ if the tran~fo~tion that. re~ ta fram the 

conquest of estrangement by the New:Seing is'tlto'be co~ceived ~s rebase 

from éxistence l" He questions, "How can one who i5 estranged fram God 

41 G. Tavard, op. cit.', p.' 169 .. 
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be in union with bim?" He wonders if' ~t must, not be.Tillich's,position, 
•• ; • '. • .' :: J :. ~ .' " .' ,':",' " 

in the light,of his principles,that.s~v~tio~ ~s.from.existence if 
'. 42 - ' , . ,,' ~ '. 

existence is estrangement., Th~ ques~ion~ are, ~erfi~ia;t •.. .-It ~l}ld 
,- ,. , -

not be transformation but escape if' .sal.vation did,not occur "dthin exis-
• . '. 01 •• ".. :"":. ',' l' .'. 

tence. Sal.vation f'or Tillich,is,nQt from,existence but f'rom estrangement 
'. . " ,.....,',.:' " . . ~ . : , 

and its consequences. The dimension of historical. actuality is central.. 
, • • '. ..... -'.. •. • ....... i • ,-

as the s.etting of' the, saving pro~ess~ Nevertheless" once sal.va~i,on t:r<>m 
, ',~ J., • .• • 

estrangement oceurs., existence is transcendeÇl., " That ~s not ~. s~y it is .. . . .... ~. 

negated. Rather it is .transformed and no lo~ger,s~ly what ~t had been, 
. . '. '" .' ., ". ~ . . 

even though its anticipatory real.ization of unambii@ous, life is,not ful-
. . .. '. '.' - . . .. ' .. ~ .. ' . ..".:. -' ...... 

filled. Salvation within history, points beyond history. Participation 
• • 1 j.. • • ; .,. • 

for Tillich is transforming: eC,stati'c, c,ommunaJ.,~. regenerative, in histori-
, . . . . '~ . . '.' . . 

cal. a!l!i personaJ. dimensions. 

Behind aU of the se, Christological. and, soteriological., ~.sserti0!1s of 
, . 

Tillich s:tands "the biblical. picture of J,esus aS",the Chris,t." pamel Day . 
. . .' , .' - . . . .' ~. ' 

Williams insiststhat there" i5 nothing "gnostic" or ttdocetic'" about 
. . '..' . '....... . .... 

Tillich's Christology, as early critics had held. TiP-ich, he maintains, 
, '.' " . -' .' .' , '--

"does not dissolve the meaningof Christ into a general., abstract idea.,,43 
~ ... :' . . ~. .. 

Jesus as the Christ is an historical. individ,ual., bearing the power of N!3W 
.' . . . "-. . . ..: .. 

Being, attested by the nature o,f our participatio,n in that po:wer, and ,~ts 

meam?-g. , And ye~ there is a question to ~e, ,ra:ised he~e" which .is press~d 

by Wo~rt Pannenb~rg. ' He contenqs that the his~ricaUy, :uniq~e pe,rs,on. 

o! Jesus is not "constitutive" for Tillich's cO,ncept .of .God. ln support of 
. "",'. .. . . 

his assertion he bids us look at Tillich's discussion of the trinity.44 

42 E.H. Peters, op. cit., p. 301 
43 D. D. Williams, op. cit., p. 217 
44 W. Pannenberg, op. cit., p. 231 



.;.;2,58.;. 

Ta be sure, Tillich's discussion of the trinity does ziot begin with 

thehistoricaJ. question of "how'the" impact of Jesus 8.nd its "memory "aJ.tered 

the early Christians' understanding of the' nature' of GOd and how their 

experience of hiril and the power o~ bis, Spirit became the source of tr:i.ni ... 

tarian thinking. Tillich's discussion is oriènted'iri'the" structure of'lire 

as a" symbol applica.bl:e, in a" transcemdent "way, to God. " . BÙt what cou1d: i t 

reaJ.ly mean for" JeSus as" an historically" Unique person to be "oonsti tutive" 

for a concept of God? Surely the fact'that'he did'not~ or'preached 

on a mountain or anticipated the coIiling end of all -thl.ngs cannot be "cOn

stitutive" for a concept of God. But "the" çharacter of: bis participation 

in human existence and the nature ofhis conquestover, it mustbe so 

"constitutive." For Ti1l.ich, -this is precisely -the case; 

What àpparerit1.y misleads many interpreters of Tillich is the assump

tion that bis thought begins where" his system does.' Because of' the con-' ' 

apicuously ontologicaJ. setting of thefirst two parts of ohis published

system, the impression emerges thatall of histhought is to-be under

stood fram the ontol.ogicaJ. perspective;" that he constricts ·thé déeply-sùg

gestive religious' symbols to the mou1ds of ontol.ogicaJ. terminol.ogy~- ' . '. 

Actually, the reverse is more true. He expands 're1igious "eXperience to· : 

an ontologica1 level.. ' ' 

Langdon Gilkey expresses an important insight;-though in -à curiotis 

way, when he clàims that Tillich' s statement of Gad as Being~i tsel.f is -" 

itself symbolic, as Gilkey hol.ds allontol.ogicaJ. concepts' are. In Gilkey's 

view, Tillich'stems àre an expression of his 'expérience of new being, of 
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renewaJ. 'as anontologicBl. experlence' .. 4.5 We havEr sean why·oritologic8J. 

concepts are· notsYmbolic, for 'then symbols' would have no point'f)f ref

ererice over against which 'thaYcOuld be 'Seen: as' symbols~ 46 But the' tlirust 

'of what Gilley is 'saying holds;·that' the decisive tmng for Tillich, ' 

personallYmUst" have been the mannerin' whicb he· participated in the 'New 

BÉdng. It s·eems he participated in the poWer' and meaning of Jesus as the 

Christ in 'not only a personaJ.or lrl.storicaJ. but an ontolo~caJ.: way. As 

aco'nsequenc~, he. came tounderstand the real.ities c)f.~life and history . 
. , , . , ~ 

in 'their ontological. setting as well, aJ.ong with the participation by . ..... 

Which they are known. 

45 L. Gilkey" l1aker ot Heaven and Earth, Garden City: Doubleday, 
1959, pp. 297-8, m. 17 

46 pp. 161-2above. 



CHAPTER VI 

pARTICIPATION IN SPIRIT! LIFE AND HISTORY 

The concluding parts of Tillich' s theologica1 system, on "Life· and . 

Spirit" and "History and the Kingdom of God",.reinforce the structure of 

the participation concept which we have sean develop in earlier sections 

and bis earlier wri tings. New elements or qua1i ties of the relationship 

are notintroduced but those we have observed are given expression'in new 

contexts. The. character of participation, as we have come to understandit, 

has indeed a -large role in shaping not Ol'Üy the terminology but the conolu_ 

sions at which Tillich arrives in these areas of bis thought. 

The inter-relationship of. being and meaning that is constitutive for 

participationmakes of it a"particularly appropriate term in the constel

lation of themes that centers in Spirit. Pannenberg has given an appraisa1 

of this part of . Tillich' s work: 

Not for a long time in theology has the biblica1 conception 
of the Holy Spirit as the source and medium of alJ. li1'e 
been so clearly expressed in contemporar,y thougbt forms and 
concepts. 

The church, which is normally displayed in its particultll'ity as an enclave 

of received revelation in an a1ien world, is here presented in a relation 

to the Spiritual Community in its universa1 significance for man. From 

this section of Tillich's thought it is now clear that the New Being im-

plies, in Pannenberg's words, na universel. concept of reality under the sign 

of the Holy Spirit~l If the Christologica1 part is the he art of Tillich's 

" .. _ system, the pneumatological describes itslife-blood. What makes the par-

1 W. Pannenberg, op. cit., p. 230 
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ticipation term so suitable is Tillich's definition of Spirit as üa 
. . ~ .. ., 

dimension of lite (that) unites the power of being with the meaning of 

being." (ST III, 111) 

The architecture of the s.ystem as a Whole is' not complete without 

th~~e sectic~~. Setting, aside the discussion of Reason and Revelation as 

a kind of prologue, we cm 'then view one main section' on beingand its 

power, another on meanil..g and its power, a third on'their uility. But l:est 

the impression is left that the s.ystem drives in Hegelian fashionfrom 

thesis to antithesis and synthesis, it is to be noted that the 'WOrk of' 

the Spirit is to unite in the actual.ities of life and history universall.y 

what has been united in .. unambiguous fashion in the center of the s.ystem, 

the center of history, that is in Jesus as the Christ. The power of the~

New Being in him continues as the focus of participation. . 

In surveying the manner in Which participation continues as a key 

concept, lje shall need to discuss its operation in the 'dimension of Spirit, 

i ts fundamentaJ. role in the churèh and the Spiritual. Communi ty, . i ts 

function in ethics, its place in history, and its use in describing the 

relationship loti. th Eternal. Life. 

1. Participation in the Dimension of Spirit 

George H. Tavard condemns in Tillich precisely what Pannenberg co~ 

mends. In Tavard ~ s view, 'Tillich reduces the divine persona of the Spirit 

to the Spiritual. ;resence.
2 

T"i11ich is not, however, quarreling with the 

2 G.H .• Tavard, Reviewof ST III in Journal. of Religion, v. 46, 1966, 
p. 225 



formulations of the patristi~ period; he is rather s~ing.tha~ ~ey are . . To ~c. .. ;-J.e 
misunderstood in our own. #he Spirit as person is gross1y mis~~ading in . . . 

viewof the understanding we have of personsl.ity and personhood. In fact, 

'l'illich at seve:;-al. points .questions the use of "spirit" itse1f, with its 
, '. . '. .' 

unfortunate connotations of distinction from body and identiticat~onwith - . . -, . 

an ethereal ghostliness •. Til1ich's effort is to restore the possibi1~ty 

of understanding God as Spirit by1'reneW1ng the meaning of the term in 
. . .' . " 

relation to lite. 
' .. 

Tillich's concept of the "muJ.tidimensional unity. of lite" is an ex.-. . ..... . " . . '. 

pression of his belief that the realms of the inorganic, the org~c.and '. . . . 

the spirit participat~ in each other. Alongside the element. of s~~ation . . 
between them is an element.of identity, in terms of being.and.meaning. Lite 

is the actualization .of the potential., and can .be used to describe the 

genesis of stars .as well as men. The dimension of the organic, ~e main-

tains, is "esse~tially present in the inorganic. Il (ST III, 20). ln the 

self-actualization of lite in aIl dimensions three functionscan be dis-

tinguished, o~ self-integration "under the princip le of cente~ess," self-
.' . 

creation "~der the principle of growth,1t and se1f-transcendence "under the 

principle of sublimity.tI (ST Ill, 31-2) 'WhUe these functions, along with 

the elements of ontological polari ty that ground them, are fully visible 

only in man, in the dimension of spirit, they are anticipated essentially 
.. - .. . 

in the other dimensions. Bu:t always, in ~he se1f-deve1.opme~t of ~ese 

functions,. the ambiguities of life are present. The dimen~ion of spirit 

as decisively as any of lite's dimensions is subject to those ambiguities 

resul.ting fram the structures of existential. estrangement •. 
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Among the àmbigu1ties of 1ife 'are the personaJ: and moral. ones~ NC;' 

self-transcendence is poâsib1e without participation;· the self cannot 

transcend itseU as a centered' seU withQut participatiÏlg in' corimmnity.· 

(ST III, 40-1) Community is essential. for the dimension· of'spirit and yet 
, , 

community-orierited confomism can stifle the hUinan spirit. The· moraJ. 

imperative is basically'the requirement of participa.ting in the other in 

order to constitute one's se1fhood, Which' is his' moral. task.' sU~h partici

pation nmstbe in the center of another seJ.1', to ttaccept bis particul.arities 

even if ·there is no convergence betwèen the t'WO individual.s as' individual.s." 

(ST III, 4.5) The participation, - in other words, mu~t go beyond dependence 

on' characteri~tics of the other ~ch may be· attractive. But then the 

ambiguity of the morai iaw assertsitsêU: "Hôw is· participation' in tlle 

center of the other se11' related ta participation in or rejection of his 

particul.ar characteristics?" (ST III, 46)' Do they support or exc1ude each 

other? 'What are the moral. requirements if. the "other'" is· an assassin? 

Aga1n, Tillich speaks of the ainbigui ty of "personBJ. participation" 'Which 

al'Ways inv61ves an e1ement of giving onese1f and. an e1ement of hol.ding , ' 

oneseU back. 'The emotionaJ. participation in romantic iove, for exalnp1e, 

inay be d1.storted by missing the othert s sel.fhood through preocCupation with 

ane's own involvement. (ST III, 77) 

Wi th· thoroughgoing' consistency in aJ.l parts of his system, Tillich 

insists that there is no se1f-elevation or se1f-transformation possible 

that can break the hold of estrangement from the side of' lire itself.The 

initiative is all~yS on the side of the 'Spirit, the Spiritual. Presence, God. 
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This r~resents one of the continuous applications of the Protestant,prin-

.cipl.e ... Participation :Ln the power that conquer.s estrangement is never 

self~initiated; it is always divinely initiated. 

~ow .the question is, how complete is that· conquest?· How fuli'illed 

is that .participation? :As' we have seen, Ti,llich' s answer. is that i.t. is 

both compl.ete andfragmentary. Th,e conquest is complete in principl.e but 

not in actual~ty. Putting it another way,' T:Ulich .speaks of those lolbo are . '" ,', 

tlgraspedby the Spiritual Presence": 

Though born anew, men are not yet new beings.but have· 
entered anew reaJ.ity wich can make them irito new 
beings. Participating in the .New Beipg does not auto-· 

- matical1y guarantee that one is new. (ST III, 222) 
• • -J .~. 

Tillich's compl.ex expressions about "participation in the transcendent unit y 

ofunambigUous life" (ST III, 133) being neterth~lef!s fra~entary, are 

meant to convey the fact that a man is still living under the conditions 

of an ambiguou~ _ e~s1?ence, wether or not he has parti;cipate4 in the New 

Being. Participation does not impl.y a spiritual perfectionism. Neverthe

l.ess, that participation is real. The ambigud.ty under Wich he l.ives 1s 

not the same ambiguity, because he has seen the eternaJ. city, he has known 

the ambiguity's conquest. Withiri the framework of Til1ich's meanings this 

cou1.d be ca11.ed a -spiritual participation or a symbolic participation, 

though these words are misleading in their connotations Wich make their 

use questionable. He who is born anew isinvolved in a meaning-bearing 

particination and his life is transformed. - . 
In view of 1ife's multi-dimensional unit y, àll dimensions oflife, 

inorganic, organic, spiritual, "as they are effective in man, participate 
-, 
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in the Spirit-created ecstasy." (ST nI, 118) The dimension of spirit 
, . 

participates directly, the others indire ctly , , in part because spirit is 

actuâlized under biological conditions and in pàrt because the inorganic 

and organic dimensions find their dynamic elements fulfilled in the 

dimension of spirit. The basic structure of Tillich's analysis of spirit 

is participative. 

2. Participation in the Spiritual Community and the Church 

The Spiritual Commurii ty answers "the real question" which 'WB have 

been raising and 'which ,Tillich .p~ases ' in' this 'tmy: . 

••• whether, in.spite,of the existential estrangement of 
the children of God from 'God arid.' from . each other, partici
pation in a transcendent unit Y is possible. (ST +II, .157) - . ~ 

The Spiritual Community does not suggest an answer: it ~ the an.,swer,. .a 

participation in New Being that is ecstatic, communal ,andregenerat~ve, 

to be actualized in personal lite and history. It can be called the '. 
Community of the New Reality, in the sense that it imparts the New.1;3eing 

and the New Heaning in l-mich it is grounded. The Spiritual Commu.rrl,ty·is 

holy, participating through faith and love in the holinessof the .divine. 

lite. (ST III, 155-6) Within it is the source of the power that conquers 

the ambiguity of self-constitution morally, the source of participati~n im 

the transcendent union that makes the moral act possible. (ST II~, 159) 

Further, in the Spiritual Community, the ambiguities of inter-personal 

relationshi~ that are in~licit in life under the conditions of ~~stence" 

are overcome. These Tillich identifies as the a~biguities of inClusiveness, 
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whiC?h has .~ exc1usive dement, of equality, whi~h can only be partially 

app~~1?ed, of leadership, which .has demonic possibilities, .and of legal 

~o~, ~ch attemp1?s.to.but cann~t successfully resolve these ambiguities. 

(ST ~II, ~05). 

Now the !?aradox of the. churches, refiecting the only Christian para

dox, Jesus as .the Christ, is that they participate in both the ambiguities 

of life and in the unambiguous life of the Spiritual Connnunity. (ST nI, 165) 

The, Sp1rl tuàl. . Conmluni ty is . net some. orgariization alongside of or above 

the churches., It is within.them as t~e source of the lite inwhi~ they 

participate. One cannot .et:lter the Spiritual Community except through the 

churches. That ~s not, however, in Tillich's scheme, to make membership in 

it dependent upon_membershipin a church ~r a·de~ominationi Tiliich's sug

gestive theory :Ls 't~t the Spiritual Community May be manifest in· a "latent 
.. . 

church'~ apart ~rom the ecc1~siastical patterns, as wall as the "manifest 

church." The pre~ence of the Spiritual Communi ty in the chur~ and the 

essent~al character of participation in ~t pravide a critical principle for 

the chur ch as wall a~ a source of creative reforme ~ elevation by a.mani

fest church of its structures to the level of the unambiguous, or ~a~ 

exc.l.usively to embody the Sp~ritua1 Community, is rejected as demonization. 

The mechanization of church structure and ritua1 is resisted in the drive ., . . 

for new and ftùler expressions. (ST In, 244) 

The experience of worship is an expression of participation in the 

Spiritual Community through the manifest church. It involves "the ecstatic 

acknowledgement of the divine holiness and the infini te distance of HiIn 

who at the same time is present in the Spiritual. Presence." Worship is 
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not "theoretical assertion" but rather ''paradoxicaJ. participation of the 

finite and estranged in the infinite to which it be1ongs." (ST III, 190) 

In contemplation, a profound element in worship, a "participation in that, 

which transcends the subject-object schemelt is experienced which is "too 

deep for words," beyond the ambigui ties of language • Here Spirit is lmown 

by Spirit - the only way possible. 

The church's task of actualizing the Spiritual CoDllJIUirl.ty gives it an 

"intensive universality" in seeking "to participate as church in everything 

-created under aJJ. dimensions of life." (ST III, 170) In its task, the 

church fights against aJJ. the ambiguities of life in the realms it enco~ 

ters. The criterion of membersbip in a church, in Tillich's assessment, 

is not subjection to a faith nor possession of a tlre1igious experience" but 

rather the desire to participate in thelifeof a group based on- the New 

Being in Jesus as the Christ. (ST III, 17.5) The scape of the èvangelism 

of the church, in Tillich's view - ~ch says something about the ttapolo_ 

getic" nature of bis theologicaJ. system - is to draw men to a trànsfer from 

latent to manifest part:Lcipation in the Spiritual. Co~ty. (ST III, 220) 

Carl J. Armbruster, for one, be1ieves tbis to- be an inadequate -basis 

for the legitimate claims of the manifest church. Hé is disturbed by the; 

"sweeping concept of the latent church" that Tillich introduces, wondering 

if in fact, the "explicit recep>tion of the New Being in Jesus the Christ" 

reaJJ.y' does "add ta the manifest church?" He acknowledges that· Tillich ag

rees that the possession of the Bible, the sacr~ents and an organization 

to raJJ.y and sustain Christians in their efforts to live the Gospel. have 

va1.ue but goes on to question 'tmether, in view of the demonization and 
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profahization into which the manifest church faiJ.s, it is' really worth .' 

the priee. Armbruster writes: uThe impression' is that the latent church 

is dynàmic, exciting, productive, and pregnant with hope,' while the mani

fest church is tired, dUll, weighed doWn with· ambiguities', and moribund _ 

despite" the fact that it has· received the New Being"in JeSus t.he Christ'.11 

He then completes thethrust:'HOne is tempted to con~ude almost blasphe~ 

ously - because it has'received the New Being inJeSustbe Christ.nJ 

It is perhapsnaturalfor those who are particulàrly sensitive to 

the positive meanings and values ôf the manifest church ta feel'that Tillich 

has overdrawn bis' case. But nowhère dOes he iiÏlply··that the . latent church 

contains the full potentiali ties" of . participation that are' open· ta:' :the . 

manifest church. The latent church'often'exercises' â,·prophetic'w.1.tnéss 

on behalf of the SpirituBJ.. Community, when the manifest church is s:iJ.ent. 

The latent church often provides healing acceptance When' the: ma.idfest . church 

is destructively exclusive. . All of this Tillich contendsand: it is' incon-

testable. But the' chùrches in manifestation are ltembodiInents of: the New: 

Being and creations of the spiritual Presence." (ST III, "169) ··In the·-

manifest church, participation can reach an intensity ôfconscious a~eness 

that the latent church 'can oDly antièipate~ . 

3. The Ethics of Participation 

In the setting of thefourth part of his system; it becomes even 

clearer ·that Tillich' 5 etbical theoryis an ethic of particiipation.
4 

J C.J. Armbruster, op. cit., pp. 2J5-6 , bis underscoring 
4 cf. 'p. 229 above. 
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MoraJ.ity is not a matter of pure' sel.f-determination, but its ambiguities 

are overcome' only in the Spiri tuaJ. Presence'~ Nor fs fai th separate from 

works of 1ove; rather, both are aspects of participation-in the transcendent 

unit Y of unambiguous lif'e.· 

The saintJ.iness of 'Which Tillich speaks is founded on grace. To- be 

sure, he insists on a kindof asceticism, a discipline which is necessitated 

by the fact of a telos of humanity. But it is not an asceticism ef a 

"spirituaJ.ity" higher than the materiaJJ.y· conditioned reaJ.ity of·' the wor1d. 

Such is a faJ.se saintJ.iness that withdraws from the task of the actuaJ.iza

tion of the New ReaJ.ity.· The asceticism TillichcaJJ.s for i6 one that"'con

quers na Subjective sel.f~a:rfirmation which prevents participation in the 

object." (ST III, 211) It is an asceti'cismof openness, to persons and 

things, that is made possible only inthat poWer which transcends the' 

subject-object split, the power of the SpirituaJ. Presence •. The SpirituaJ. 

Presence as grace makes the sel.f-determination of moraJ. 'action possible, . 

and as "creator of participation" makes other-determination po·ssible. (ST in, 

212) 

The grounding of the power to overcome moraJ. and ascetic ambigui ties 

in the Spiritual. Presence reveaJ.s the centraJ. place of faith in Tillich's 

ethicaJ. theory. Faith has the elements of 1) being opened up by the Spiri

tuaJ. Presence; 2) accepting it in spite of the infinite distance between 

the human spirit and the divine; and 3) expectingfinal. participation in the 

transcendent unit Y of unambiguous life.· (ST III, 133) Faith is characteri_ 

zed not qy an obedience that submits to formulas or beliefs but by an obedi-
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ence ~ participation inwardly re1ated to that to "Which it is'true. (ST, 

III, 132) Faith :is the state of being tlgrasped" by that. toward 'Which self-' 
" 

transcendence aspires,tlthe u1timate in being and meaning." (ST ,III, 130) 
• l, .. 

The, term "seU-transcendence" incncates again that faith has something 

essentiaJ. to do ldth men's ethicaJ. endeavor. Faith is the manner in 'Which 
1 ~ 

the New Being is ir~c,eived. 
• ,.~'. . ·S 

The consequences of participation in that New 

Being are the experience of the New Being as creating (regeneration), as 

paradox (justification), and as process (sanctification., (ST III, 221) 

Participation makes ethicaJ. achievement possib1e. 

Faith is ins'eparabJ.e' from10ve, the ~terial. princip1e of Tillich's 

ethic. They represent the two sides of ecstatic participation in the trans

cendent unit y of unambiguous 1ife. (ST III, 135) "He 'Who is in the state 
" 

of agape i8 drawninto this unity." Love incl.udes an e1ement of know1edge, 

though not of anaJ.ysis or caJ.cu1ation but rather a participative know1edge 

that changes the knower and the known. And it contains an emotionaJ. e1ement, 

ttth~ participation, of the centered wh01e of a being in the process of re-
.. 

union." (ST III, 136-7) Further, it contains a v01itionaJ. e1ement, the 

will to unite, to ~vercome existentiaJ. separation. 

At :this point John Macquarrie expresses bis dissatisfaction. 'Whil.e 

he concedes that Tillich May be right in bis anaJ.ysis ~ch seeks to over

come the sharp distinctions betl~en ~ as the desire for union with an 

object, and agape, 11acquarrie h01ds that: 

even so there is a kind of disinterested 10ve (carl it 
agape or anything e1se) which seemsto be the bighest 
10ve and which, as ndisinterested" aims at 1etting the 
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beloved stand by himself just as muCh as it a~ at 
any reunion (or union).S 

In ~ situations, Macquarrie points out, love must sacrifice its urge 

toward union to . allow the belov~d the freedom of his being. 

If this side of love is disallowed by a participation ethic, then 
'1 

Hacquarrie is certainly justified in bis dissatisfaction. But we have 

seen all along that participation as a relationship contains the elements 

of separation and identity. Further, we have observed that in partici

pation in the power of the New Reality, neither the centeredness of Jesus 

âs the Chr~st nor the centeredness of the believer is obliterated. Cen-

teredness is ful.filled in this relationship. This enables Tillich to call 

for a union or reunion that does not destroy either participant. We might 

weIl consider his statement of the moral imperative again: 

The moral imperative demands that one self participate 
in the center of the other self and consequently accept . 
his particularities even if there is no convergence 
between the t'WO indi viduals as indi viduals. This ac
ceptance of the other self by participating in his 
person:al. center is the core of love in the sense of . 
agape ••• (ST III, 45) 

The ethic of participat::ton does not smother - except when distorted under 

the conditions of estranged existence. 

4. Participation in History 

Participation in the transcendent unit Y of unambiguous life does 

not take place in a vacuum but in history. The historical. dimension is 

part of the actuality in which the Ner.-I Being is to be realized. 

5 J. Macquarrie, "Discussion: Tillich' s ~stematic Theolog-.Y" III" 
in Union Seminary Quarterll Review, v. 19, 1963- , p. 348 
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In view of thè multi-dimension81 unit y of life, Tillich discusses . . 
the dynamics of hi~tory in nature as well as in human e~stence. The 

participation of stages of growth in each other in biologi~81 lite is 

historic81. (ST III, 316) "Nature participates in history." (ST III, 320) 

Nevertheless, the dynamics of history come to fullactu81ization in man, 
.", . . " ~ ~ 

in 'Whom the new becomes possible, for in participation in the dimension of 

spirit, causality can become creative and not simple conditioning. (ST III, 323) 
. '. . . 

The ~biguities Which Tillich disCloses in their operation in per

sonal life are also to be observed in the historicaJ. setting: the ambigu-
',' ~ . . 

ities ~f self-integration, s~-creation, ~d self-transcendence can b~ 

sketched out in their implications in nations, empires and historic81 groups. 

_ ~om the~e aml>i~ities some seek escape. The answer to them is not their 

avoidance but their conquest in the power of the New Being or New Re81ity 

which is symbolized in the Kingdom of God. 

The Kingdom of God has a double character,. reflecting the Christian 

paradox and the p'aradox of the churcbes, in that i t has 'iziner:"historicSl 

and transhistoric81 sides. "As inner-historic81, it participates in the _ 

dynamics of history; as transhistoric81, it answers the questions implied 

in the ambiguities of the dynamics of history." (ST III, 357) The symbol 

of- the Kingdom includes life in a11 reSlms, meaning that "everything that 

is participates in. the. striving to'trnrd the inner aim of hi.story: fulfillment 

or ultil~ate sublimation." (ST III, 350) The characteristics of the lfingdom 

of God are therefor~ all-embracing: politic81, soci81, person81istic and 
~ 

universal. Ail persons who contribute to its movement participate in it. 

(ST III, 391) 



The task of the churc:ili ;Ln history is, t-o be the representative of 

the Kingdom of God. In this way, it has a univers al. mission. . : . It is no 

victory, o~ the Kingdom to attempt to take, one self' out of history in the 

name of the transcendent, Kingdom. That onJ.y separates one from the his

torical. group and its creative self'-real.ization. "One cannot reach the 

transcendent Kingdom of Gad rd thout participating in the, struggle of the 

inner-historical. Kingdom of Gad" to overcome the ambiguities of historical. 
" ' .. 

existence. (ST III, 392) In the kind of historical. sacrifice that fu1fills 

rather than a.nnibUates the individual., a victory of the Kingdom of God 
. . 

has . occurred, a part~cipation in the Kingdom as the End of History is 

experienced. 

~oJ.fhart Pannenbe~g, who endeavors to think through the impJ.ications 

of the assertion that history .is the horizon of real.ity, has criticized the 
_. . . . . ~.' 

ontological. underp~gs of Tillich 's view. tiAn ontology for which his

tory is onJ.y one theme among others and does not determine the structure 
. " . " . 

for the basic ont~logical. statements themselves," he writes, "canno~ give 

to a sing1.e historical. event arryabsoJ.uteJ.y decisive Sign:l:ficanc~.1t6 "The 
, . . ,~ '. . ~' 

problem Pannenberg uncovers, ho'treve~, is a problem for arry~ew, incJ.uding 

his own, which ~eeks to go beyond the most primitive historical. relatiVisme 
.,' :". 

Meaningf~ history must have points of reference that transcend it onto-
. . ~ . : . . . 

J.ogicall.y ~ As saon as an event is given "absoJ.uteJ.y decisive significance" 

it is no longer merely an historical. event aJ.ong with others. As soon as 

history is seen to have some kind of end, or aim, or ~ter, it is nO,longer 
~~ . ~~ ". . 

meJ:'eJ.y , history. !itll A the event .. the direction express an. ontological. 

6 w. Pannenberg, op. cit., p.231 
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ground ofhistory. Pannenberg's crim view is that we can "parlicipate pro

J.eptically" ,in the- final reaJ.ities, such as peace, spirit, love, J.if'e in 

a broken, partial. way, a view of participation very c10se to Tillich; s. 7 

The differences are that Pannenberg does not see the ontological basis of 

hisown position, Whil.e Tillich emphasizes the ontologicalstructureand,~rr, 

Pannenberg rinds in the "historical" event of the resurrection of Jesus 

a full participation in the reality of eschatological life wbïle Tillich 

beJ.i'eves the center of history· is in the appearahce of the poWer of the 
\ 

New Being in the picture of Jesus as the Christ, with its factual.-historical 

foundation. Ti'llich's view does not give ~ concrete historical. event 

"absolutely decisive significance" but it does give that kind of signifi

cance to historical. actualization ·at a point in the past which 'disC1.oses 

the aimoft1le futUre. Participation in the power that conquers history 

must take place within it. 

5. Participation in Eternal. Life 

As Tillich draws his system to a cJ.ose, he is aWare of the .. higbJ.y 

symbolic nature of the language that he uses, and the language.theoJ.ogy 

has always used in speaking of the last things.' History has an end, in 

the'doubl.e meaning of aim and conclusion: the end of the transcèndent 

Kingdom of God or Eternal Life. 

At this point in the system, the entire pattern of J.:i.;f'e becomes 

clear. It is a pattern, or more accurateJ.y, a Gestalt, of dynamic move-

ment with fo~ moments. It begins with the moment,of'dreaming innocence, 

7 W. Pannenberg, et.al.,. TheologY as History, J. Robinson and J. Cobb 
(eds.), New York: Harper and Ro't-1, 1967, p. 26:3 
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which is lost in the transition to the moment of existence w.ith its am

bigui ties. Into the midst of existence enters the centrai momeilt of the 
. .. 

New Being with its meaning and real.ity. Its goal.is the fourth moment, 

of essential.ization. That is not to say that the movement is simply a 

return to an original. state, as in Origen's scheme. For Tillich, "partici

pation in the eternal lite depends on a creative s,ynthesis of a being's 

essential. nature with what it has made of it in its temporal. existence." 
, . 

(ST III, 401) Lire and history have a positive contribution to make 
. -

:. ~ 

toward the end of life and history. Essentialization involves the fulf'ill-
-

ment of those positive contributions and the negation of lite's negativi-

ties. "The Divine Life is the eternaJ. conque st of the negative; this is 

its hlessedness." (ST III, 405) 
, . 

In the final conquest of the ambiguities of lite and history, the 

polarities, in their various elements, are in bal.ance. The individuaJ.iza-

tion-participation tension is resolved in the aetual.ization of both. The 

essentiaJ.ization of the individual is in participation in the essence of 

all indi vidua1s. (ST III, 409) 

The symbolic phrase, "resurrection of the body", expresses "man' s . 

p~ticipati~n in eternal. life beyond death. U(ST TIl, 412) 
, 

This symboli-

zation negates the "nakedness" of merely spiri tu:ù ex:! stance $ incorporating 

all of the dimensions of being. It affirms a positive val.uation of life 
. . 

and history. To the question of whether this involves the presence of a 

self-conscious self in Etemai Life, Tillich believes the o~JLy answer can 
. \ 

be tlro negative statements. On the one h~nd, there can be no participation 
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i'if' there are no individualcenters to parlicipate." Tillich carries 

through the logic of participation: the centered, self'-conscious self 
. . . ~ 

"cannot be excluded f'rom Eterna:l Lif'e." On the other hand, "as the 

participation of' bodily being in Eterna:l Lif'e is not the endless continua-

tion of' a constellation of old or new.physica:l partiCles, ~o the partici-
. . 

pation of' the centered self' is not the endless continuation of' a particular 

stream of' consciousness in memory and anticipation." Such would require 

the projection of' temporality and spatial.ity into Eternal. Lif'e. The l.ogic 

of' participation here leads to ecstatic transcendence. The self-conscious 

center is not in Eterna:l Lif'e What it is in temporal existence. 

The last word of' Tillich's system is that Eternal. Lif'e is l~fe in 

the eternal, that is to say, l.if'e in God. (ST III, 420-1) An tteschato-

logical pan-en-theism" is his theol.ogical. terminology f'or the Pauline 
. . .. 

vision of' the end When "God may be everything te every one" or Ital]. in all." 
(I Cor. 15:28) We have seen that Tillich hol.ds that l.ife in the Whol.e of' 

creation and in a special way in human history contributes "in every . . 

moment of' time te the Kingdom of' God and its eternal. lif'e," that "since 

eternal l.if'e is participation in the divine l.if'e, every f'inite happening 

is significant f'or God." (ST III, 398) The entire creative, historical 

pro cess has meaning in and for God. 

Clar~: M. Williams on asks how this assertion that the world process . 
means something for God can be consistent with Tillich's earl.ier statement·. 

, , 

that "there is nothing Which the created worl.d can of'f'er God. He is the 
.. ," 8 .. " 

only one who gives." (ST l, 264) Part of the ~pparent contradiction is 

8 C.N. Williamson, Review of' ST III, Journal of Rel.igion, v.46, 1966, 
p. 303 
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resolved when it is noted that Williams on has quoted out of contexte The 

paragraph in questionis an historical surve,y. The sentence actu~ 

begins: ttyet, according to Lutheran theology, there ,is nothing' which 

the created world Call offer God." Tillich does not always accept thè '0,'" ::' 

dict~ of Lutheran theology as unquaJ.ifiedly bis own. 

,Nevertheless, Williamson raises an important issue for Tillich'~ 

God does have aseit.y. He is not dependent on anytbing the created world 

can do for him. His being can be nei ther dimirdshed no1" enlargedby the 

works of creoatures. Tillichis not saying, 'in bis tleschatological pan-en-

,theism" anytbing to contradict that'. For what he 'is affirming. is that the 

work of creatures has meaning :for God. That is not to 'say,that the creature 

can alter ,the meaning of creation and 'histori for the Ete2'nal, but he· ° 

does participate in its actualizatiol'l. Positive aspects of the 'actualities 

that restilt from the participation of creatures in the power of: the New 

Being, concrete expressions of the New lv!eaning are taken up and ful:i'ill:ed 

in the Divine Life. 

Carl Armbruster perceives the !fact that in ,the last analysis, Tillich's 

is not a closed but an open system. He is di:sturbed by the absence of 

more specifie answers .:to the question of how' God and man' are reuni téd by 

essentialization in Eternal Life. He writes: 

The ;'rilliclrloali s;}Tstem is a synnnetrical, carefully constructed 
arch, and i t is precisely at this point that we expect to see 
inserted into place the keystonè Which is 'universal essen~ 
tialization. But the arch is not joined, and so we age ne~er 
quite sure that the'missing keystone really does fit. 

But the Protestan~ princiPle must resist ever,y'effort to close in the arch. 

9 G.J. Armbruster, op. cit., p. 272 
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On Tillich's princip1es, the Divine Lite, human freedom and the meaning .. " :. ; . 
of history mil.itate against a closed theoJ.ogicaJ. system. , Perhaps thedii'-

ficuJ.ty is 'With themetaphor. Armbruster seems to want theology to build 
." :) 

a cathedral. Tillich offers something else • 
.' 

,',' , . 
We might better think of Tillich' s system and hisview of partici':' 

i .' ~ 

pation in the Di~e Life as like a mosaic, in whose creat.itGn all. have a 
. " 

share. No bJ.ueprint is given in advance; t~ is no kit in which pieces 
. . 

are marked ta match the numbers.Rather, eaèh' bas creative freedom'in 
, 1 

the Spirit for the: actualization of his ,share, based on a vision of the 
. . '. . , 

picture of Jesus as the Christ 'Who discloses the theme of ,the 'DlOSaiC, and 
.' ' . . . 

accompli shed in participation in the power of the Neto1 Re~ty in him. The 

'WOnder of ~t is that out o,f the brokenness of our efforts, frOm the frag-
. , .. , 

ments that seem ta be aJ.l. we can contribute, a work of meaning and beauty 

is being created. 
• 1 ~ 

" 
If the metaphor of an arch can be appJ.ied ta Tillich' s ws:bem, i t 

.. 
must be used in the sense of a gateway, like Tennyson's in his 'participation 

passage: 

. . 

l am a part of aJ.l. that l have met; 
Yet aJ.l experie;nce is an arch wherethrough 
Gleams that untraveled 1·rorld, -whos!Omargin fades 
For 'ever and for ever 1-men l DlOve.. , 
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THE MEANING OF BEING 

The resul.ts of our investigation of the pa:-ticipation concept in 

the mosaic of Paul. Tillich's thought can now be drawn tagether. We have 

discovered the meaning of a term, its core, consistent in spite of its 

diverse settings and its ~ implications that have all the complexity 

of a major conceptual s,ymbol. It is definable. To participate' means ta 

share deeply the meaning of another's being and hence ta share its power.' 

When that meaning is meaninglessness and the power iS'weakness, ·ta par-
. .~, 

ticipate is ta bring meaning and power; when the meaning is meaningful' 

'and the power is real, to participate i6 ta receive meaning and power. 

Participation contains an element of separation that protects per

sonal centers trom destruction by submergence, and an element of ·identity 

that prevents their self-destruction in isolation. It is dialectical in 

structure and dynamic in character. The relationship is. not bound by the 

categories of causality and substance but inoludes their significance 

transcendently. It is ecstatic, communal and regenerative, driving taward 

fulfillment in the actualities'of personal lite and histary. In this way, 

participation has a role in the pro cess of essentialization and is con-

stitutive. of Lite EternaJ., that is, the Divine Life. 

The character of participation i5 established in the participation 

of God, in his unit y with Jesus as the Christ, in the conditions of estranged 

existence and the participation in turn in that participation by those Who 

have been grasped in faith and love by the power of the New Being in him, 

as their Ultimate Concerne 

-,. 
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In establishing the meaning of participation in Tillich's thought, 

we have come to observe i t as a centràJ.· conceptual. symbol in his system. 

We have foundit in aU the constellations, ontological., cognitive, sym,.. 

bolle,- Christological:, Spirit-centered, historical. and eschatol:.ogical. 

Thetermappears continu~ in ~ich's ~itings of the 1950~s and 1960's. 

However interesting this might be, is it relevant? Could not .the -sarne be 

said for a term.such as "Lif~" or Logos? 

Whatever maybe the possibilities in the pursuit-of other terms 

through Tillich's theological system, the relevance of this on~ is. basi~ 

and -at 1east four-f'old. Participation is, in contemporary theologica::L 

language, an unusual term, which makes the fact .that it is too genera:t;Ly 

ignored by. inter.preters of Tillich more surprising, particularly when _i~ 

useis so widespread. In a special. way, parti.cipation is a typica::L term 

for Till.ich, because it suggests the ontologica::L, ... existential and biblical. 

. str~sin .the. "fabric" of his theology. Further, we have seen this tem. 

open upfor us sorne of the fundamental princip les .in Tillich's system, such 

as :the axiolog~~al principles o~ being and meaning and the polar elements 

of ·separ.ation and identity •. Our ana::Lysis of participation, .additionally, 

has underscored not orily the dynamic-relational quality of this term but 

the dynamic-relationa::L qua::Li ty of the theology in ~ch i t is used so widely. 

The manner ·in ""mch our study has indicated againthe particular 

traditions of thought that have had greatest significance for.TilliCh.has 

been of historical interest. In ·an "afterword" that is ~art of the volume, 

of essays, Paul Tillich and Catholic Thought, Tillich responds 'to George 
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MCLean Who had referred to participation: 

He decl.ares that this concept,' which is much used by me, 
is not Protestant. He is right wi th respect to the main 
stream of Protestant thought. But since there is no 
religion Whichcould exist without the experience of 
Spiritual Presence, . Protestantism also basa strong l1ne 
of thought in which the reali ty of participation is ex-
pressed, from the mystical elements' of the early Luther -f.: 

on, to the doctrine ofunio sYstica in Protestant Ortho-
doxy, to Pietism, Scbleiermacher, Rùdolf otto and the 
liturgical. reform movements. In these cases "Catholic 
substance" reappeared under the control of the "Prot-
estant principLe.,,1 . 

Adams calls the decisive tradition for ·Tillich the "subterranean stream" . . 

of Western thought, but we have seen as wall the determinative influences 
~ .' 

of the classical. traditions of Greek philosophy and Christian theology. 

It has become clear, howaver, that Tillich does 119t receive and use 
• <;. ~ 

the material.s of t.'he tradition~ in which he stand~ unrefiectively. He 

changes the entire direction in which participation points. Not orily does 
. . .... : 

man participate in the Divine Life but the Divine Life participates in . .' :.. ' ~ . 

humanity; in fact, the latter is the paradigmatic participation. This 
.' ~. . 

. reversal, slong lod.th Ti1lich's evsluation of the concept in its more normal. . . . . 

setting as transcending the categ~r~es of ~ausality and substance, reveals 
~ , . ~ 

that in Tillich's system a profound distinction and significant relationship 

between the being of being, that is, the power of being, and the meaning of 

being are recognized. Til1~ch writes that "the unive:rse of meaning is the 

fulfillment of the potentialities of the universe of being." (ST III, 84) , 

Meaning stands in relationship to being as God.does to Being-its~lf. In 

1 Paul Tillich, tiAn: Afterword: Appreciation and Replyt. in O'Meara and 
Weisser (eds.), op. cit., p. 303 
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the New Being me. and being are uni~d, and the power of meaning 

imparted. Participation is. the me~s, of the', r~tionship of be~ and 

meaning. The a:xi~~ogical princip~es iD Tillich' ~ syste~ are profoundly 
, . 

re~evant to al1 thought~ for' as soon as the question of the meaning of· 

being is raised, it must be answered. 

Another interestingaspect of ~e pàrticipation concept an investi

gation unveils is its qual~ty as a bridg~-term between philosop~ and theo

logy. , As such, it is again typi(:al of Tillich's thi~ing., Tillich is ' 

conscious of standing tlon the boundary" between, these two: discip~ines of, 

the mind., The determining influences that shape: the meaning of this t~rm 

for him reveal how the two,sides ha~e significancef~r e~Çh other across. 

that boundary. In this case at 1east, a philosophical term with origins 
. .' . ." . 

in the Greek tradition received a special.co~oration"in fact, a decisive, 
. .... . . '. " 

new significance, in the Christological setting. Its meaning was deepened 

~t , i ts vaJ.ue for philosophical., disçourse was, not ~ost. 

,The ,central. place of Tillich's s.ymbol th~ory and its integral. role 

in his entire scheme of thought have been emphasized.qy ~ur.stu~y~~ere 

is nQthing peripheral. about that theory: its b~sic ontologicalstructure 

al?-d cognitiveprin~~p~es ,are of a pie ce with a11 of Tillich's main,prin~ 

ciples and , structures. The crucial. role participationplays in that' 

theory underscores its crucial role in the entir~ system. . .. . . . . 
Asid~ from i ts significance in pointing to ~he fundameptal. ~o~ogical. 

princip~es in Tillich's system and a11 thinking, the participation concept, 

as we have ob.served:, has .. a speci~.1 value :lnits historicaJ. setting. Par-
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ticipation can indicate a real though incomplete relationship with and 

involvement in the New ReaJ.ity. It can car'ry the connotation of the un

amb1guouJ, in that the relationship is not lv.ith a question~ble power or 

partial meaning. And yet it can convey, through its element of sep~ation, 

the fact that realization in persona11ife and bistory d::s fragmentary 

and that participations are partial. This dual emphasis is necessary for 

any realistic or valuable soteriology. 

Our investigation has Shed some unanticipated light on a question 
. . 

not really basic for it: to lIDom is Tillich's systematic theology adch-essed? 

Tillich refers to bis theology as apologetic, with its challenge directed 

to those outside the Christian theologic~ circle. The methodology of 

correlation of question and answer is surely apologetic in nature. Yet 

Tom Driver holds Tillich's work to bedirected to the church.
2 

Perhaps 

we can agree with both. Tillich appears to be addressing those who parti ci

pate, however distantly, in the heritage of the New Being, who may believe 

themselves to be in no church at ·all but who actually comprise the latent 
.' 

church. His chaJ.lenge is for them to see all that i5 involved and can be 

realized in their participation. 

If these are the people addressed, what is the message? In an essen-

tial way, message and medium are conjoinedin participation. For the answer 

to the question, what does it mean to be? is basicaJ.ly: to"übe means to • 

participate. Participation is the mean~ by which being is fulfilled in 

meaning. Participation does not merely convey the answer; it ~ the answer .• 

Paul Tillich's is a philosophical theology of participation. 

2 Tom Driver, op. cit., p. 32 
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