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Ihe task of bridge-building between relıg10ns and cultures 15 mMoOSst
lıkely LO succeed when ımportant 1SSUES ATC at stake T hıs Wa ON  (D
TCason for becoming interested in radıcally dıftferent relig10us
approaches to what 15 perhaps the most intractable human problem of
all that of makıng of death‘ In thiıs aV should ike LO rıng
elements of anthropology an lınguistics K0) bear {wo authoritative
EeXtTISs from the Buddchhist Aan: Christian tradıtions. In partıcular,
he referring X6} the relationship between the semantıcs and pragmatıcs
of such EXTIS possible key LO separatıng what 15 iırreconcılable in
them from hat they ave iın COMIMONS hence IN Y tentatıve an slightly
1d10syncratic subtitle. place thıs analysıs 1ın the eneral context
of approach to the genes1s of meanıng 1n culture an socıety.

should thus ıke to alk about how talk about death egın
wıth the assumption that talkıng about €a has ıtself become
problem ın estern socıeties:;: paradoxically, the recent spate of popular
lıterature the subject 15 probably symptom of thıs deep-seated
inabilıty to face ca part of ıfe better indication of where the
problem lıes 15 that the work otf ELIZABETH KÜBLER-ROSsS,; after inıtijal
resistance, Was acknowledged to be nNnOot only NECESSATY but pıoneering.*
hıs SUZFESS that the heart of the problem 15 the loss of ancıent skills in
facıng to an preparıng for nes OWNN e and the deaths of
those 1Calr to ONC. In the absence of generally accepted riıtuals an
ymbols, which 1ICE ‘made sense’ of death ın WaY which nabled people
to TEa what W as then irequent anı hıghly visıble event public,
communal affair, ıt has become diftficult ıf not impossible tor Man y
people oday LO ra1ıse the subject at all when + touches them

JTalkıng about ea has become much problem for

hıs 15 the slightly revısed text of ead R the IVth Annual
Conterence of the Australian AssocJjation for the Study of Relıgions at the
University of Sydney, August 20—24, 1979, the general theme ‘Religion
anı (Culture’. Was able to attend the CGonference, visıting ecumenical centres
1n Sri Lanka the WaY, thanks to gran irom the University of
Münster.

KÜBLER-ROSsS, On Death nd Dyıng (New ork Macmillan,



talkıng about SCX Wa in the nıneteenth century.“ As ÄRIES shows,
there ave been mMan y changes 1n the WaYyS in 1C Kuropeans thought
of and prepared for ea from the acıent Christian ea of ea
transıtional clumber 1in expectation of the resurrection LO the fearsome
last judgement of the late medieval macabre per10d the idealised
reunion wiıth those ON  (D loved at the tiıme otf romantıcsm. At all tımes,
however, death Was something that 0381  (D accepted ConsC10usly AaN! under-
went publiclhy, SUurrounde: by Tamıly and dependents. Only in the nıne-
teenth century did there ADPCAr the charıtable lıe, the embarrassed refusal
LO speak about eı 1n the of the dyıng Ihe outcome W as the
virtual elımınatıon of the VAD thought of e from the health-and-
healıng ethos of modern, technıcısed medicıne.? would SCC these [WO
examples of large-scale cultural repression not merely analogous,
but contıinuous. Both the inabılıty to lıve com{ortably wiıth sexualıty and
the refusal to accept mortality AÄrIC EXpress10ns of alıenatıon from OUTX

bodiliness ın all iıts transıent, contingent and vulnerable realıty.“
In th1s should 1ıke LO examıne SOINE of the presupposıtions of

OUT being able to talk about ea iın the context of rational
culture which has largely eliminated mythology an rel1g10n, the cultural
media for communıcatıon about such "exıstential’ top1cs e chall
begıin wıth {WO short sections IC 111 attempt to determiıine what
death R  15 from the poınt of VIEW of nature an (2) what ea ‘means’
from the pomint of 1EW of culture. then discuss (3) SOINC work
arısıng irom the psychology and SOC1010gy of Janguage which 111
enable tOo cConstruct framework for (4 the analysıs of [WO traditional
relig10us CXIS ea ONC Christian, the other Buddhıist, in the hope
that they INAaYy provıde wıth paradıgms of how might alk about

hıs comparıson 15 worth tollowing Because of unftortunate concatena-
tıon of Causes such the advent of syphılis, SCX, 1n the small, tightly organısed
an! highly moral households of the bourgeo1sie around the middle of the
eighteenth century, had become lıterally 'unspeakable’; ct VA  z USSEL, Sexual-
unterdrückung. Geschichte der Sexualfeindschaft (Reinbek: Rowohlt, 1970
234—093 Sımilarly, about the middle of the nıneteenth century death quıite
suddenly "went under‘ subject of public anı prıvate conversatıon, that
the French hıstorian of culture PHILIPPE ÄRIES could entıtle the last part of
his monumental study L’homme devant la MOTE (Parıs: Ed du Seuil,
“La mort inversee”.
} his would AaPpPCAar X60) be Case of collective repress10on, the 'desymbolisation'
of central human CONCETN Dy wıthdrawing it from public circulation an
relegating iıt {tO the lımbo of clichees an cırcumlocutions, described by
ÄLFRED LORENZER, Sprachzerstörung und Rekonstruktion. Vorarbeiten einer
Metatheorie der Psychoanalyse (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1973 In popular
parlance: death, like SCX, had become 'taboo’.

his 15 central thesis of ERNEST BECKER, T’he Denial of Death New York:Free Press, 1973), which he offers corrective to FREUDS typically nıne-
teenth century preoccupatıon ıth SCX, anı which do not think W as effectively
refuted by DONALD EVANS 1n RKelıg1i0us Studies Review 295— 34
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e Fınally S shall iry LO draw SOINC conclusions about how the
study of relıgı10ns COU make urther contrıbutions towards solving OUTr

publıc AN! prıvate problems talkıng about ea In order for all thıs
LO be possible, however, must have method capable of establishing
what different relıg10ns have COILNINON I hıs aYyY intended
prelımınary sketch of such method

Death from the Point 0} Vıew of Nature
Ihe VCIYy poss1ibilıty of ea m1ig be called Dy product of evolution

Protozoa do not die they SIMpLy dıyvıde They thus achieve unrivalled
CONSISLENCY the maıntenance of theır SPECIECS throughout 11HNMEeENSsE

per10ds of L1ime, though VCnNn these prıimıtıve SPCCICS represent quıte
advanced stage of evolution from INOTSAaN1C matter But the theory of
evolutıon, understood the continual multiplıcation of possıbilities of
development suggests that urther stages of complexıty WEIC latent
thıs advance In the logıc of evolutıon development only possible
beyond certaın poımm 1f the possibilıty created of experımenUung
with different combinations of genet1iCc materı1al hiıs implies the eX1SL-
HAn of genet1C pool which A4SSUT CS CONSISLTENCY of SPCCIES whıle multı-
plyıng possibilıties of adaptation LO envıronment. Nature’s "solution' fo
thıs problem Was LO ınvent' sexual reproduction.

his complicated system enormously vulnerable at first glance,
but Ifs strength lıes 1fSs flexibility and the iıt provıdes for dıitfe-
rentiatıon within eX1ISUNg SPCCICS and development of LCW 15 As
agent of evolution tact sexual reproduction has only been superseded
by human culture It rests the creatiıon of for separate,
matchıng strands of the genet1Cc code, ditterentiated by SC  e and almost
incidentally characterised by Such individuals
creatures wiıth definite ıfe history and certaın identity, must hbe
capable of SUStaINıNg themselves diftficult envıronments long enough
to paSS the genetı1Cc information vıtal LO the continuance of theır
SPECIECS But wıth equal HECESS1  y ({He Y must then dısap-

S Only indıvıduals thıs die, and
i the logic of evolution they ST die order LO make WaYy for 1C
ıfe which this context Al exact reproduction of theır 5  5

always allowıng tor the continual inftiınıtesimal modifications NECCCSSALY
for adaption fo envıronment For evolution, CSSCHCC, change an 1ts
logıc logıc of change, VeCr which the maıntenance of SPEC1IES rECDTEC-
sents SCT1CES5 of temporary Viıctiorıes Strictly accordıng LO thıs og1 the
act of reproduction renders superfluous V 1 As 1t to
symbolise this for the black W1dow spider her mate during
the act of intercourse 49,

4a CF F VO  z WEIZSÄCKER, Der (Garten des Menschlichen Beiıträge Z2U7T SE-
schichtlichen Anthropologıe (München, Hanser, 146— 154 his to
ımply that there which iıt OUTr nature to be information,
embodiments ÖOr of the genetıc ode which alone capable of —-
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It 15 ımportant first step in OUT argumen to have separated clearly
indiıvıdual and specıes, an LO ave SCCMH that the dialectic between them
in the Og1C of evolutıon must torm the empirical basıs of an y discussıon
of death Our cultural FESPONSCS to the problem of e have deep roots
1n OUT anımal nature, an ıt 1S thıs continuıity between nature and culture
that wish to StIress in what ollows.

Death Jrom the Point of Vıcw 07 (‚ulture
Man alone (92084 the anımals, tar know E

S Ihe hıgh degree of organiısatiıon of human
INCINOTL Y permits LO integrate the experiential data stored there into  o
comprehensive pıcture of OUT through the stages of ıfte iın concert
wiıth the never-ending flux of cessation and becomıng in nature. Combi-
ned wiıth OUT AaWAaTCNCS5 of ourselves individuals thıs nowledge places

iın sıtuatıon which, when ace 15 surely unbearable Particularly in
estern cultures, moral values anı relıg10us ymbols rest the SSUM1LD-
tıon of OUT indıvıdual worth Anı destiny; yeL it precıisly
ATC indıvıduals that atter fulfilling OUT SPan reiurn LO the
oblivion from which A1Ilc and, LO greater lesser exten(t,
ATC that thıs 15 OUT fate No wonder the symbolic systems of
meanıng" provıde by mythology and relıgı1on ave been called NECESSATY
illusions‘, tor they have shiıelded mankınd trom the encroachıng 01d.
T’he ave nabled 19891  w an to about theır daily tasks und1ıs-
turbed by Oppressive uncertaıiınty about theır tinal destiny, which, if
WEe upOonN, nıght ell rob them of theır sanıty (we 111 be able tOo

the status of such symbolic sSystems 1n section 5) Only in thiıs

locking the potentialıty of 191 life {rom the elements of nature. number of
scıentists have recently pursued this logıc of evolution 1n rather crassly
one-sıided WaYy, thus partıally obscurıng the invaluable contrıibution their
research could make towards re-establıshing the lost continulty 1n OUTX COI-

ceptions of INan, beast anı nature. refer IK9) the school of thought NO

generally known 'sociobiology'; ct WILSON, 50cıobiology: The N ezo)
Synthesis (Cambridge, Mass Belknap Press, 1975); DAWKINS, T’he Selfıish
Gene (London: Oxtord U 9 1976 NECCCSSATY corrective 15 the beautifully
reasoned book bDy the British moral philosopher MarRY MIDGLEY, Beast an
Man The Roots of Human Nature (Hassocks, SUSSECX: Harvester Press, 1978),
in which che remınds that the discovery of S5SOMNEC mechanisms of evolution
need not coincıde ıth dıiscoverıng “the poınt of the whole thing‘  29 (93) She
arguces that, ıt has turned ouft, the scheme of things leaves ample P 2 indeed

indıspensable role, for the interplay of motives an: feelings between ind1ı-
viduals 1n achieving this result ın anımals Just much 1n human beings
(cf. 51—82, S 105—115). not dıssımilar thesis that both nature an
culture aTrTe involved 1n carryıng the evolutionary PTOCCSS orward 15 argued
vigorously by EDGAR MOoRIN, Le paradızme perdu La nature humaıne (Paris
Ed du Seuil, 1973
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framework of myth and riıtual COUuU. death hbe ace and undergone wıth
equanımıty.°

According to the French anthropologist EDGAR MOoRIıIn,® all the cultural
sSystems of meanıng which ave been devised 1in order to ‘make sense‘’
of death INa Y be educed LO [WO and only [wo basıc symbolıc structures

models, third Category being reserved for those who deny the eed
of anı Y such constructs. 15 not without interest in VIEW of what ave
SCCH in section that these LWO basıc Lypes ATC closely paralle to the two
broad classes of reproductive mechanism found in nature.

1) T’he "duplication MO biologically, thıs model corresponds to
the PTFOCCSS of cell divisiıon characteristic of the protozoa. Ihe dead ATC

hought of "doubles replicas’ of the lıyıng in the form of spirıts
ghosts. Ihey ead disembodied exıstence, an they must be propitiated
if they AIC not tO return X0} haunt those responsıble for theır well-being,
perhaps by approprliating an reanımatıng the COTPSCS of others. hı1s
model forms the basıs otf Varlous forms of anımısm, anı ıt has been
perpetuated ın the current rTESUTSCHNCC of spirıt1sm an occultısm, CSPC-
clally 1n America.! Philosophically, ıf has led LO the ormulation of such
notions altman, bSsyChE, anımda, soul, self eic. varıant of ıt Was known
LO the early uddahısts the heresy of sassatavada ‘“eternalism.’.

2) T’he “fecundatıon' MO the biological basıs of thıs model 15 sexual
reproduction, which CNSUTCS 1C ıte (of the SPECIES) despite ea (of the
indıvıdual). It has LWO maın varıants:

Even FREUD, owards the enNn! of his lıfe, felt compelled to postulate
trı eb to account for human aggressıveness, ct. Das Unbehagen ın der Kultur
(Frankfurt: Fischer, 1953, Or1g. 108— 110 Only agaınst the dark back-
ground of Thanatos an Ananke, the OWCTIS of inexorable destruction, does
Eros, the drıving force behind sexual love, take ıts full sıgnıf1cance the
defier of death:;: ct "AUT,: RICOEUR, De l’interpretation. Essaz / AA Freud (Paris:
Ed du Seuil, 1965 286—-7, 296, 2303 As ave SCCIL, there ATC go0od empirıcal
grounds for thıs rather speculatıve psychological hypothesis. What FREUD faıled
LO SCEC refused tO admıt Was that sexual traumata in early childhood ATe
the EXPrESS1ONS rather than the substance of the repressed anxıeties which result
in neurosı1ıs. The T1CAaSON they leave such deep impression OUrTr psyche 15 not
that they happen to involve SC  D 1n Prev10us A9C5S, if not 1n
Vienna, this W as nothing unusual! but that they AI OUT tirst encounter ıth
bodiliness, which thus becomes the primary symbol of the transıtorıness of OUTr

nature; ct. BECKER, Denaal, 25—46, anı MÜüÜLLER-Pozzı, Psychologıe
des Glaubens. Versuch einer Verhältnisbestiummung UvO  S T’heologıe und Psycho-
logıe (München—Mainz: Kaiser-Grünewald, 1975 In culture that Was

substıtuting technology tor the bodily OWCIS an abstract ıdeas fOr concrete
symbols, it 15 not SUrPrISINg that thiıs led widespread alıenation from the
body Aan! Consequent inabılıty to COINC tOo terms ıth the realıty of death
6  C MOoRIıNn, L’homme et la mOTE (Paris Ed du Seuil, 1970
C ÄRIES, L’homme devant Ia mMOTL,
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1) Ihe °cCOosmi1c’ varıant, illustrated by the Buddchist doctrine of Barman-
S$AMSATCA. One’s ee: predetermine the nafure of nNne s rebirth, an salva-
tıon 1S conceıved total lıberation from the PTOCCSSCS of nature, VCII
to the exfent of denyıng the indıyıdual personalıty altogether. text
exemplifying thıs 15 [/’dana VIUIL,

For him who clings there 15 waver1ıng; for hım who clings not there 15
waverıing. Wavering not being, there 15 calm; calm being, there 1S bending
(natı; OT, INOTEC probable readıng, yatı, longing). Bending not being, there
15 comıng-and-going (to bırth); cComıng-and-going not being, there 1S
decease-and-rebirth. Decease-and-rebirth not being, there 15 'here’
'yonder' LIOT anythıng between the two hıs indeed 15 the end of 111 (anto
dukkhassa). (PIS ed., 81)

Here OLLC COUuU. almost speak of preoccupatıon wiıth the inevıtabiılıty
of ea and ıts complement, rebirth, exireme LO motivate the
drastic solution of analtda, the denıal of seltf altogether 1n order LO bring
out how total the liberation from change NECCCSSATY for salvation must be

11) TIhe 'eschatological’ varıant, illustrated by the Christian doctrines of
NC birth iın the waters of baptısm, which symbolise both death and
maternity, and the resurrection of the body, accordıng to which salvatiıon
includes otally 180 relationship LO nature, but beyond tiıme in the
&107y of G0d ypıcal text 15 John 22 23—295, whıiıch, 11S5WCI to

question put Dy Greeks, INaYy contaın reference to the fertility cults
characteristic of Mediterranean countries:

Now AI öoNnsS those who went to worshi1p at the feast WEIC SOMME Greeks
And Jesus answered them, “”Ihe hour has COINEC for the Son of Man LO be
glorified. Jruly, truly, 5a y 0} YOU, unless grain of wheat falls into the
earth anı dıes, iıt remaıns alone: but if it dıes, ıt bears much fruit. He who
loves hıs ıfe loses it; anı he who hates hıs lıfe 1n thıs world 111 keep it tor
eternal ara RSV)

Gloritication’ 15 St John’s cıpher for the resurrection-within-the-
passıon, the "eschata-ın-death’.® The Johannıne notion of "eternal Lite’ W:
X0 provide basıs tor combinıng the doctrine of resurrection wıth that of
the iımmortality of the soul 1ın later theology (1 S fusion of the uplı
catıon an tecundation models).

The “"annıhılation) MO though developed wiıth SOTINEC sophıstıcation
Dy the F,picureans and Sto1Cs, for whom e W as "less than nothing‘
because it Ca  n be actually experienced neıther by the lıyıng LOT by the
ea thıs approach has usually hbeen combatted and repressed 1IMp10US
Dy those wıth interest 1n maıntaınıng rel1g10us iıdeology (though it

68 LOHFINK, SLUT Möglichkeit christlicher Naherwartung“, OHFINK
an GRESHAKE, eds., Naherwartung Auferstehung Unsterblichkeit.

5022871
Untersuchungen ZUT chrıistlichen Eschatologıe (Freiburg—Basel—Wien: Herder),
Q CGf MoRIN, L’homme el la MOTL, D LD
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made brief, perhaps premon1ı1tory APpPCATaANCcE in the lLıterature and
inscr1ptions of the Baroque peri10d).* Since the Enlightenment and the
respectabilıty of atheism this mo has had free rein, hought it has
usually found explicı expression 1n intellectual movements such
Existentialism rather than In popular mythology. The early udahists
referred tOo varıant of ıt disapprovingly ucchedavaäda, the doctrine
of "annıhılation1iısm., and ıt probably played part in the ancıent Indian
materıalıist philosophy known lokayata.

In the present sıtuation outlıined in the introduction INAaY Sa Y
that NONC of these models 1LOT An Yy varıant of them Ca  $ claım the 11-

ancy in the that there 15 An Yy lıkelihood of ıts being accepted
the basıs of general COMNSCHNSUS about the frue nature of e Ihough
the annıhılation mo INAaYy SCCITHN the ogıcal corollary of the scientitfic
world-view, the other two models SCCI1H quıte able LO co-exıst withın
the ever-changing amalgam of popular culture an relıgıon 1n pluralıst
socıieties. ese models, ase OoOUu prımary symbolic perception
of OUT anımal nature, ATiIC 1n fact INOTC than deal ypes , and ın order
LO understand how they function 1ın the cultural matrıx of eal socıeties

must equip ourselves wiıth SOINC notions touchıing the socıological,
psychological an: lınguistic make-up of socıial ıte

Makıng Sense of Life
In what ollows do not proceed the COININON assumption that

it 1S Frei1g10Ns which provıde the 1N1SWEeEeT LO the question, “What
"makes of’ OT ‘g1ves meanıng to ıfe and death?” Nor do
SSUME that relig10n May be defined in terms of solving specıifıc
lıimiting” problems such ea though thıs 15 not to deny that eı
plays promınent part ın the rıtual and symbolısm of most relıgi0ns.*

Religions, ZUuC, do not gıve meanıng to ıfe for the sımple
1C45011 that meanıng 15 More precıisely, the °COnN-
struction’ of meanıng must be presupposed 1ın order to conceıve of
soc1al lıfe, let alone live ıt out iın practice. OW! thıs CY1Sp formulation
of the matter to remark by NIKLAS LUHMANN, the Grerman sociologı1st,
1N the COUTSEC of ecture at the Franz-Hıtze-Haus, unster. T’hough
have not tound it 1n INanıy words 1n his wriıtings, ıt SUINS the whole
thrust of his attempt to buıild SOC10102y the CONCEPL meanıng".!*
( ARIES, “"homme devant Ia moOrTt, 336—340

11 Kor SUPVECY of the actors involved in definıng relıgıon ÖT MÖRTH, Die
gesellschaftlıche Wırklichkeit 10783 Relıgion. Grundlegung einer allgemeınen
Reliıgionstheorie (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1978 IO 292
1° (: LUHMANN, Funktion der Relıgıon (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1977 O14
1n which he shows that it 15 Dy presupposing the concept of meanıng that
"constitute the world/’, much that SS AG the production of ’non-sense’ (Un-
SINN) implıes aftırmation of "sense‘ whiıich makes AanıYy socıal actıvıty
whatsoever possible. One CONSCQUENC: of thıs VIeW, drawn 381 others Dy
IT’HOMAS LUCKMANN, 15 LO LeNH TT relıgıon anı soclety, though ‚JUHMANN
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ere 15 certaın CONSIUCHC between his VIEeEWS and those of Max
eber, who distinguished "socıal actıvıity' (sozıales andeln {rom 1381 wER -

‘behaviour‘’ (menschlıches Verhalten) the crıterion of subjectively
intended meanıng" (subjektiv gemeinter Sinn), which ACC1I1UCS only LO
the tormer?? a | AT thus the presupposıtion
of An Y form of soc1ıal ıfe whatsoever. Ihe EIMECTSENCE of socıal meanıngs
15 both coincident and coextensive with (a) the CINECTSECENCEC of 'subjects’
who ‘ intend’ these meanıngs an (D) the CINETSCNCC of "media’ which
"communıcate‘’ these meanıngs. O SS5U111C that actıyvıty wıth which
contronted INay be communiıcatıve 15 to SS5U111lC (a) that such actıvıty 15
not merely the effect of SOINC observable external au but orıgınates
in AaufonoOomous centre of actıvıty (a 'subject’) and (D) that it represents

certaın selection trom possible ansg' set of actıvıties and by this
VerYy fact CXPICSSCS SOILNC ommunıcatıve PUTDOSC (an intention ’ )!*. Put
INOTC concretely: when the traffic polıceman blows his whistle,
approprıate part 15 “DO yOou 111CcaMn me} “DO you

shouldn’t be here?”
‘Meanıng’, far from being metaphysıcal mysterYy, 15 something

quite effortlessly, A  84 day. We ATC continually readıng meanıngs
off the intentional actıons of others, whether these be speech acts, rıtual
performances spontaneous gestures, an find ourselves able to
respond 1n kınd, expecting LO be understood by others meanıng"
intending’ something by OUT O W communiıcatıve actıvıty. Every sıngle
utterance, iın order to be communicatıvely viable, must sıgnal the
possıbılity of ıts being able to be included 1n what mıg call
consıstent, shared 'background’ of meanıng before Ca  w take ıt to
S1eNIENY anythıng 1n partıcular?®. We ATC dealıng here wiıth t{twoO
SC115C5 of 'meanıng" which must be carefully dıstinguished. PTODOSC to
call the first “soc1a|l’ meanıng an the second ‘utterance’ meanıng.

Ihe lınguistic structure ot utterance encodes, ıt WETIC, CoONstan
though often oblıque indications of how what SaY 15 'meant to
be taken by placıng ıt agaınst thıs consıstent background of soc1al
meanıng. By sayıng “I went to the ospıta fırst, because father 15
sick” instead of *Dad’ siıck! So went to the hospital tirst” “Get
to hell out of here!” instead of 1ıke LO be eft alone 1810) ıf yOou

to locate relig10us experience 1n sharpening of ındıvıdualıty an solıtude
31—32
i MaAx WEBER, Wirtschaft un Gesellschaft. Grundriß der verstehenden SoO-
zıologıe (Tübingen: Mohr Diebeck], 5th X A ed 1976, Or1g. 1921

My uUS«e of Concepts such subject' anı intention'’ MaYy suggest that
invokıng metaphysıical entıties, but used here these ATr perfectly good descr1p-
tıve categorIıies. It 15 by virtue of making the assumptions whiıich underlıe these
cConcepts anı not by introspection‘ intuition'! that arrıve at the
notion of ourselves autonoOmous subjects; c£ MEAD, Mind, Self nd
Socıety from the Standpomunt of S0cıal Behawıorist Chicago of Chicago
Press, 1934 75if..,
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don’t mınd”, 1SSUINg hat ONMNC linguist has called "semantic 1N-
structions !® about how what sayıng 15 "meant’ ' intended’ LO be
understood by choosing NS Varıo0us soclally sanctioned WaYyS of
sayıng essentially the Samne thıng Intonation an gesture ave sımılar
functions.

We might explicate urther thıs aıly achıevement of meanıng an
understandıng hrough the medium of language by CoNce1vıNg ıt
resting twofold CONSCNSUS, which though argely tacıt and implicıt
Ca  $ be described hypothetically*”. Firstly, at the eve otf “soc1al’ meanıng,
there 15 CONSETLYUS about ıntentional actıons, which what cCounts

such In gıven socıety an what expectatıons IMay entertaın 1ın
theır regard. On greeting Kuropean friend do not normally expect
to have LO respond to salaam, 191038 15 ıt WI1Se to embrace Englishman
and kiss hım both cheeks But d the eve of ’utterance’ meanıng there
15 also CONSECTLSUS about t+he structure and function 07 language which
tends to preselect those utterances that ATC lıkely to be regarded
"relevant' interesting‘ VCMN "valıd'’ an "true 1ın gıven söcı1al
context!?. Ihe exıstence of these mutually interactıng CONSCNSCS IMay be
inferred indiırectly irom the tact ell known to those who have lıved
broad! that they not only VarYy irom ral socıety tO another, but
VarYy independently (an aspect which 111 be of interest in section 4)
both acceptable WaYyS of actıng an the presupposıtions of meanıngful
utterance ave to be earned, in varyıng combiıinatıons, together wiıth
each foreign anguage.

In thıs connection the German psychologist of language HANs HÖRMANN,
Meınen un Verstehen. Grundzüge einer psychologischen Semantık (Frankfurt:
Suhrkamp, 179—212, identifies phenomenon he calls Sınnkonstanz, the
ability to interpret SUCCESS1IVE utterances ın constant ontext of meanıng, which
he regards the indispensable precondiıtıon of both lınguistic theory an! COIN-
muniıicatiıve practice.
16 The Instruktionssemantık proposed Dy SCHMIDT, Texttheorze. Probleme
einer Tinguistik der sprachlıchen Kommunızkatıon (München: Fink, 56, 15

Case 1ın point; for urther detaıled work along these lines SCEC VA  Z

D1)Jx, ext and C(iontext. Explorations ın the Semantıcs and Pragmatıcs o} Dis-
COUTSE (London: Longman,
17 have attempted this much 1INOTC elaborately than 15 possıble here in two
exploratory papcerS: MAY, “Consensus 1ın Religion. An Essay 1ın Fundamental
Kcumenics , Journal of Ecumenıical Studies 17 ; and, together ıth

colleague HEINZ-GÜNTHER STOBBE, “Übereinstimmung un! Handlungsfähig-
keit. Zur Grundlage ökumenischer Konsensbildung un! Wahrheitsfindung”,
PETER LENGSFELD, ed., Okumenische I’heologıe. Eın Arbeitsbuch (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1980 T,

Ome ıdea of hat 15 involved here Ca  -} be gleaned from the detaijled
phenomenological analyses of OUT everyday world’ made by ÄLFRED SCHÜTZ,
who spoke of socıally sedimented 'typifications’ of realıty uponNn which
depend 1n order to determine 'relevance’, ct. SCHÜTZ an LUCKMANN,
Strukturen der Lebenswelt (Neuwied—Darmstadt: Luchterhand, 1975 156—9240
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er, perhaps SUrpr1Sıng implıcations of thıs line of thought tor
OUT 1ın this aV have been sketched 1ın remarkable book by
RAMCHANDRA (+ANDHI!?. On the analogy of everyday, forensic sc1eN-
tifıc uses of language ArC accustomed LO spea of the “contents’ of
thıcal and relig10us language T these referred to SOMEeE kınd of ideal
objects which existed in theır OW. right. his IMaYy be acceptable long

OM remaıns withıin nes OW. cultural system of meanıng, but it 15
habıt of mınd IC creates difficulties in sıtuatıon ot cul-
tura|l pluralısm. We ATC led LO pıt ONC rel1g10us claım agaınst another,
certaın that only SOTILLC of them usually OUTr own! INa Yy legitimately
be accepted ‘true’. Alternatıvely, A empted fo abandon relig10us
discourse altogether iırrational. (JANDHI suggests that the supposed
Ontent of INa y rel1g10us, thical an metaphysical CONCEDPLS Ca  ®} be
reconstructed by adverting LO the communıcatıve BDFractices

1G theır meanıng depends Ihe notion of the soul, for example,
15 already implicıt 1n OUT of the personal "I he ground
of applıcatıon of OUT 1dea of sou|l 15 AaCct of addressing. “ ‘I’ and
you ıke ordınary OUNS; rather, their
uUuS«e s1ıgnals the fulfilment of the conditions for interpersonal Uu-

nıcatıon. ven 1n Buddhıist EXTIS expoundıng the doctrine of anatta,
the use of the personal implıes the assumption of individual
PCTSONS exerc1sing acts of inıtiatıve an 111l (GANDHI'S attempt 189
reconstiruct CONCEDPLIS such ‘immortality”, .  good an “mıiracle’
in the SAdINC WdYy May leave hım OPCH LO the charge of offerıng pProö-
jectionıst account of relig10n in the ecriticısed by FEUERBACH AanNn!
FREUD, and would prefer LO leave OPCH the question of whether what
he thus AaCCOUNTS for pragmatıcally 15 not iın fact the substantial soul
immortal atman of traditional metaphysıcal systems but rather the
s1ally constituted 1{° of modern behavıourısm, but h1s original V
1VeES valuable ınt which 15 worth tollowing

hope tOo ave establıshed the exıstence of what might call
"cOommunıcatıve milieu’ in society, resting woliold CONSCHNSUS, 0CX-

ensıve wiıth socı1al ıfe tself, about the ans' of intentional actıons an
their possible meanıngs when converted ınto lınguistic utterance Only
those who partıcıpate 1n thıs miılieu Al capable of communicatıng at all

15 the indispensable matrıx of all AaCCOUnNLTS of 'how the world 15
‘how ATC LO lıve’, whether scientific relıg10us. Communication in
thıs mılıeu has [WO maın aspects, both of which ATC crucia LO the
analyses shortly be attempting in section The ON INAaYy call
19 (GANDHI, T’he Avaılabılıt y of Relıg10us Ideas (London: Macmillan, 1976

(JANDHI, Ideas, In closely argued delivered immediately after
thıs ON at the Sydney Conterence anı entitled ‘““Can Die? An Kssay ın
Religious Philosophy”, Ian Kesarcodi- Watson of La Irobe University, Mel-
bourne, 1Iso took .ANDHI S ideas an submitted them to penetratıng CT1-
ticısm which 15 reflected ın the remarks which follow (now publıshed 1n elı-
ZL0NS Studıes 1980 163—178).
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' intention’, the other 'reterence’ (which ATr not LO be confused wıth
CARNAPS purely semantıc categorıes 'intension’ and 'extension ; they ATC

closer LO, though not identical wiıth, FREGES Sınn UN Bedeutung). The
tirst aspect has LO do wıth the of language ıin CONTEXTIS involvıng
sıtuatıons Aan: interpersonal relationships, an the dıscıplıne that studıes
ıt 15 known ‘ pragmatics'. Ihe second aspect, which depends the
fırst in order to produce meanıng', has to do ıth the symbolic structure
of S18NS and theır possible relationsh1ps, and the discıplıne that studies
it 15 known "semantıics’. Together, these [WwWO aspecCts of communıcatıon
explaın how ıt 15 possible for us not only LO refer successfully LO states
of ffairs in immediate sıtuatiıons, tor example iın objecting to being
un justif1ably booked by raffic polıceman, but to abstract the content
of what Was sa1ıd from ıts orıgınal context of uSC, generalıse ıt, an
recommunıcate it ın other sıtuations, tor example 1n ellıng OUT famıly
what happened the WaYy home. {f INAaYy be permitted LO usSsec these
L[WO pleces of linguistic shorthand from 110 in the SC15C5 indicated,

Inay proceed LO employ them in analysıs of two key rel1g10us
EeXIs about ea The argumen f thıs section, though unavoıdably
rather abstract, 111 ave served ıts PUTrDOSC it it has warned agaınst
takıng the explicıt and conflicting claıms expressed ın these EXIS LOO
lıterally.

akıng Sense OT ea
Havıng SCCIl how make of anythıng Ar all 1n the context of

socıal lıfe, and indeed how allow ourselves LO be convinced that
there 15 Aln y poıt in lıving from day LO day, ıt 15 110 tıme LO ask
how make of eı For eı 15 problem of quıte different
order, lımiting" problemj threatens LO demolish the ole socıal
tabric of meanıng have Just been consıdering. W hatever other actors
INAaYy be involved in makiıng of ea ATITC certaınly thrown
back uponNn the cultural traditions which have shaped OUT V1EW of realıty,
an which INa Yy EXDECL to be ase SOINC selection from COIIN-

bination of the three models dupliıcation, fecundatıon an annıhila-
tiıon discussed 1n section Our hypothesıis 8l be that these models
somehow underlie the torms of speech and conduct Dy An of which
iINnen and WOINCN 1n different traditions OINC LO erms wiıth ea but
that underlyıng them there May be VEn deeper SOUTCCS of what
have called intentional actıon’ which ave INOTC in COININON than the
content of the Varı0us models might uggest

Ihe Christian and Buddhıiıst tradıtions, Sa ATC wıdely dıvergent
examples of uscecs5 to which the fecundation mo has been put Text (1)
(I T’hess 4:153 5:11 SCC Appendix), probably wrıtten by St Paul around
51 to h1s recently ounded communıty 1n Thessalonica, 15 OIl  (D of
the earliest Christian eXIs has had profound influence Christian
thinkıng about death through the A9C5S. Though he later developed the
teachıng of thiıs early letter in of greater theological density
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(e. g T’hess O—2 CGor 1:3—11, 7—5 4—17; Rom
7:25 etfe.); thıs early statement 15 of partıcular interest, for ın the

context of Paul’s “atfflictions” (3:3—5) suffered for the spread of the
gospel, an the “instructions” (4:2) he had passed LO the
communıty, the central problem addressed ere 15 that of the first deaths
NS Christians who ully expected the en! of tiıme to Trea ın uponNn
them at anı y moment. In apocalyptic context such thıs, with ıts
overwraught eschatologıca. eXpeCLanCYy, the OCCUTITENCE of deaths required
explanatıon, an iın proceeding to g1ve ONEC wrıiting, it would SCCHN,
1in SOINC haste Paul provıdes with OINC otf the first Christian aCcCcounts
of ea 15 sıgnifıcant IOr the pragmatıcs of the text that OUTr interest
ın ıt cannot ignore 15 intensely hıstorıcal frame of reference: 1in cContiras
LO the Buddhıist text 111 hortly be considerıing, ıt Was addressed
to VeLrYy partıcular sıtuatıon at partıcular time.

Paul draws heavıly not only the already established teaching of
faıth about “the comıng of the L dn hrough whom “obtaın
salvation” ( but also the apocalyptic mythology prevalent at the
tıme, wiıth ıts bızarre but poweriu. imagery of the “"trumpet of God”
callıng to A ıneet the Lord in the An 6—17) Paul’s MCSSAHC, which
15 ouched 1n quite Vivıd sets of contrastiıng metaphors (awake/asleep,
day/night), 15 both insıstent and closely argued. On closer inspection
SCEC that the 1Ssue which all turns 15 that of grief (4:13) the mentıon
of which sefis Paul’s ole traın of thought ın motion an acts ASs

‘semantıc instruction'’ indıcatıng the problem which 15 go1ing LO set the
immediate context for what ollows

The text 15 in tact O!  (D long exhortation “that you INnaYy not grieve”
(4:13), and each of the [wWO sections ınto whiıich it naturally ends
wiıth call LO ‘“comfort ON  @' another” and “build ONC another 32  up
(DLZ) While ser1es of insıstent ımperatıves leads LO the second
exhortatıion (‘ keep awake’, Ö ‘“ let be sober”, 5:8), the first
15 preface by explicıt utterance of Christian faıth pPOSSESSINE what
lınguists call ‘illocutionary torce’ because ıt commıts Paul an hıs
relig1i0oniısts LO that taıth, An from thıs basıs he ımmediately constructs
hıs argument: .. elieve that Jesus died and OSec agaın,
‚V-C: Q 5 through Jesus, G0od 413 brın g wiıth hım those who
have tallen asleep” 4:14) 1 hıs argumentatıve structure 15 repeated
the conclusion of the second part of the text 5:9—10 his "cOommı1ssıve’
0 MR of propositions about Jesus an (+0d 15 the basıs which Paul
proceeds to make serl1es of pronouncements possible states of aitairs
whose OCCUTITENCEC he regards absolutely certaın (cf the grea number
of verbs in the future tense, which 1ın the jargon of speech act theory
WOU. CXPTCSS ‘verdictives’, because uttering judgements an predic-
tıons, though 1n thıs context they also include ‘behabitives’, eXpressing

underlyıng state of hoping), arguıng tenacıously all the time ef: the
large number of partıcles in the SyNtaxX 1C sıgnal argumentatıve
intent: “since vVCcn

CCthrough”, Ba  in “therefore’”, ‘When
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then”, ‘For but, SINCE c&  So that whethef E 7a  Or Etc.): Narrative
structures, which vehicles for the ommıtment of faıth, AI inter-

wiıth argumentatıve Sfiructiures whiıch apply that faıth LO the
problem at hand

Another signıfıcant aspect of Paul’s diction 15 the frequent UuUSC of the
first and second personal The text 15 intensive dialogue
between c.  we (Paul and hıs tellow-Christians) an ...  27  you (the waverıng
Thessalonıcan communıity). It 15 thus highly personalised, VCnNn strıdent,
in tone. TIhe of the text AIC determined by the struggle
of powerfu personalıty LO stem the tide of extireme eschatologica
enthusiasm which 15 ın danger of urgıng back owards ıts opposıte, the
despaır of those ...  who have hop:  27 4:13 hıs unambiguous CXPIECS-
sS10N of intention overliıes superficially less obvious but pragmatically
INOTEC ıimportant attempt to shape aA f3 EUTE towards death
such WOUuU obviıate SrTET JIhe motivatıon proposed by
Paul tOo Support thıs attitude INAaYy be educed from the emantıc S

of the LEXT, which dIC much less coherent than iıts pragmatıcs. Various
levels of symbolısm, each 1ın iıtself hıghly diversitied an complex, AdIcCc
mıxed almost indıscrıimınately, LO OUT INOTEC discernıng CVC at least
theological, mythological, metaphorical, actual. What hope 111 be
pardone for callıng the pragmasemantıc' unıty of the IET 1C- 15
instrumental in determinıng its meanıng', stems from ıts unhesitating

to partıcular e2 which 15 invested wıth transcendent S18N1-
{1cance, that of him ...  who died for that m1g live wıth
hım  27 which baniıshes OUTr 1gnorance “concerning those that AT

asleep” 4:13
Turning 1O LO text @2 (Sutta-Nıpata ITIL,8; SCC Appendix), enter
palpably dıfferent, almost ahıstorical world T’hough it MaYy be fairly

late compıilation, the text contaıns Sayıngs which echo the earliest
Buddchist tradıtion. In order to apprecıate the pragmatıcs involved it 15
ımportant LO realıse that the teachıng contaiıned in the text 15 usually
presented in the form of encounters 1in which the Buddha consoles the
bereaved 1f “consolation’ 15 the word tor his stringent precepts! Er
I dana II, 7’ VIIIL, 8) Samy. [IIL, 3} 2.9 ILLE Z TO0; T} also Ang ILL, 35

ASC Jara disease (uyadhı) and ea (marana) the „INCSSCHSCIS
of the g d”‚ 1 S1ENS pomınting to the transıtorıness of existence). nstead
of St Paul’s insıstent appeals to elieve and hope, however, tınd
subtle combination otf contrastıng ıllocutionary' forces. Negative value
judgements (verdictives’) along the lines of V. 574 (“How insignıficant
15 man’s lot here Iraught wıth HE 585 (“Fruitless 15 woe!””)
AT counterbalanced by V. 593 (“Wh draws the dart WINS calm of mind
nOot ase: trust”, LA "Clinging" to thıs lıfe). But also tind
unıversal statements (‘constatiıves’) about the inevitability of ca
sometimes expressed by the negative prefix ( There 15 ans

whereby inan not die”, \ S 575 sometımes by the unıyersal quantifier
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(“death 15 for all the COININON JO 578; sabbe, OCCUTS three tımes
in 77—578).

ese syntactic attributes structure the logical framework wiıthın which
the emantıcs otf the text Inay be understood. Semantıically, the text 15
constructed around opposıtıion between ACHSES ıte 1101lam,

574, 589) an yon world’ (v 579; these ATC known “deictic’
“ndexıical’ eXpressions). Kar irom tryıng LO portray ıte beyond the aV

attractıve alternatıve to ıfe here, the text concentrates the
unpleasant aspeCts of earthly lıfe, assumıng that release from thıs 111
bring “calm otf M1n  dn (vv 564, 593), although attempt 15 made to
define the nature content of such STatfe (cf V, 582'!). Wiıthin thıs
syntactic-semantıc framework of universal statements Aan: clear alter-
natıves, essential Buddhist teachings AdIiIcC brought LO bear the c 11„ of
ex1ıstence ın thıs world (dukkha 1n 574, 584, 586); the futility of
preoccupatıon wıth the “Self” (attano in 5839, 5895, 592); the claım
that ..  men pASsS according tOo theır deeds” (kammä, c$£ V, 587) {Ihıs subtle
combinatıon of partıcular "View of the WOT. with ındubitable sStatie-
ments of unıversal fact motivates the text’s invıtatıon {O cc  see  27 (Dassa,
imperat1ıve) the evıdence of human WOC (vV. 580, 587, 588), which 15
gently rhetorical compared wiıth the apodictıc appeals of St Paul The
only explicit utterance 1n the text wıth ‘“exhortative’ illocutionary force
(“oust grief! ,  { 590) 15 1n fact ouched 1in the optatıve (vineyya harıde-
vılam). vVven INOIC prominently than 1n T’hessalonıans, the problem
addressed in the Sallasutta 15 that of griel; the text could faırly hbe
described carefully reasoned antıdote to mournıng.

I he impliıed usSec of the second CrSoN PrONOUN 1n these utterances 15
indirect that ıt $fects the of t*he text quıte ditfe-

rent relationshıp between the speaker' an the "listeners’ 15 established
irom that created by St Paul’s compellıng personal style (we may imagıne

hikRkhu ‘preachıng dhamma)’, C recıting and commentıng the text
for the editication of layfolk, Wa privileged to wıtness in Sr1 Lanka).
The text 15 restrained invıtatıon LO SCC matters 1N thiıs WOoOr. of CXPC-
rience and indubiıtable tact wıth respect LO the celf anı ea iın the
iINAanNnnNnNeTr represented 1n ıts > Ü reflect the maın poınts
of Buddhist teachıing. The WAaY fOo achlıeve thıs 191° poınt of V1IEW 15
delicately suggested by the eaft paradox of 5992 ““Whoever secks hıs

happıness, let hım draw out the dart” (1 “laments, aın longings,
and paıns caused by f„) uh C: (threefold use of attano).

We have 1L1O W SeCCH ın SOMMEC detail examples of iWO varıants of the
tecundatıon mo for makıng ofe INOIC complete
tıc analysıs of these varıants WOU. ave to show how the Christian
approach paradoxically, 1n VIEW of ıts explıcıt moralıty has drawn
quıte heavıly the basıcally ‘sexual’ symbolısm of fertilıty, transposing
it into the vıctory of ıfe out of sacrıtıicıal an redemptiıve death 1n the
eucharıst and out of rebirth ın the ‘maternal’ waters of baptısm, which
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symbolise death,“* whereas the Buddhist framewor of barman-samsara
(rebirth accordıng LO one’s ee: ınto N temporal existence) rests

SOrt of “cosmic’ involvement 1n the PTrOCCSS of birth-of-death 1n the
natural order, trom which ATC LO free ourselves radıcally and, ıt
WETIC, empirically. As statements about the WOTr. OUT exıstence ın ıt an
OUT destiny these L[WO symbolıc SySstems conflict irreconcılably.

But the potential otf these alternatıve vers10ns of the
fecundatıon model 15 not only hıghly suggest1ve; at fundamental evel,
underlyıng ditferences elated LO communicatıon in the respective COIl-

eXfS, it 1S also remarkably sımılar. Each model led to the development
of what might call therapeutic rıtuals for mastering the overwhelming
experience of ea the ON for example, 1in the form of the medieval
practices which issued in the Artes morıendı of the Baroque per10d, the
other 1n Buddhist seren1ıty in the face of death (even LO the extent of
condonıng suicıde iın of TOVCN holiness), attıtude reflected iın
the BARDO I1 HOÖDOL (roughly, ‘“(Gıu1de to the Intermediate State’, 1  €.
between ıte and release) of 11ıbetan Ruddhism hiıs sugygesti0n, that
the differences between the two varıants, AS evidenced in OUT exX{Ss, SCCIH

least ımportant the eve of UD should iıke to take in
concludıing SUMMATY of argument.

Conclusion: ‘Makıng Sense of Death' C ommunıcatıve Practice

Generalısıng firom OUT observatıons 1ın section the basıs of OUTI

reflections 1n section 37 INnaYy conclude that in order LO what
death 15 anı what it 15 go1INg LO ‘mean’ to us, not only eed SOINC

symboliıc schema (even Existentialist ıke SARTRE has
quite explicıt ‘mythology'!) but, VCIl 1NOTC importantly,

that thıs schema 15 fırmly anchored in the C
tural matrıx o f CO  SCS U ın terms of which gıve
meanıng to the sımplest actıons of OUu aı lıves.
Being necessarıly concrete, such schemata symbol sSystems 111 be
several 1n number and MaYy thus be logically to 0381  (D another
1n what they “state’ about OUT final destiny the 0301  (D Sa yS °‘resurrection
of the body‘, later elaborated fo ımply e.  iın heaven the other
SaysS °"rebirth in the COSMI1C round MrVanNAa beyond individual SO-
nalıty".”?

elıeve ıt ollows from what ave SCCIl in thıs that such
conflicting symboliıc schemata the ‘semantic’ level AICc Dy Al

921 er MOonRIN, ”homme et Ia mort, LOCLLTAT
For ploneering anı surprisingly lıttle noticed treatment of the logical

1SSUEeSs involved ele WILLIAM ÜHRISTIAN, Opposiıtions of Relig10us Doctrines.
Study ın the Logıc 0} Dialogue Among Relıgions (London: Macmillan, 1972

An attempt mediate Z# INOTEe semantıc and text-analytical level between
Buddhist denials of individualıty an! Christian assertions of Pneuma
principle of communalıty 111 be found 1n YNN SILVA, Ihe Problem of
the Self ın Buddhısm AaAn GChristianıty (London: Macmillan, 1979
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that eed in order to COINC LO terms with death, y
all that relıigıons, grea and sma ave LO offer
Ihe evidence ave SCCH for 'pragmatıc base’ underlyıng the artı-
culation of different VIiEeEWS of man’s final destiny in different CONTLEXTIS
in the examples considered above WOU. SCCHMN to uggest that, ıf 1NOTC

attention WEeEIC paıd to the ComMMUNLCALITVE practıce of attempts to "make
of death‘, NC ground COU. be broken not only 1n the study of

relıg10ns, but also in the development of psychologically responsible
therapıes esiıgne to help VCcCcn the cıtızens of estern socıeties face
the primal fact of eı No doubt because of the WaYS ın which OUT

Varıo0ous dıiscıplınes A1ICc institutionalısed 1ın unıversiıties, fınd scholars
either Oopposing theır OW:' ymbolıc schema to those of others (ın ecology
an ıts equivalents) comparıng the Conients of several the neutral
ground of phenomenology (in relig10us studies).

Both pursuılts ATIC NCCECSSATY. But if pragmatıcs WEeTIC Liırmly established
disciplıne wıthın lınguistics, and if techn1ıques WEIC thus avaılable

LO the study of relıgıon tor concentratiıng what might call the
"communicatıve abıliıties’ cultivated 1n relig10us communiıties and sedi-
mented 1ın the pragmatıc eepn structures’ of tradıtional EeXtTs and PraCc-
tıces, fjield of a ] investigatıon and experımen-
tatıon mıg be opened for relig10us anthropology. Kor the "commu-
nıcatıve practice’ developed in nes relationships with others in the
COUTISC of lıfetime, which 15 put LO ıts fıinal test 1in the tace of the
irrevocable reakdown of all communiıcatıon at the hour of death, has
always needed specifically relig10us envıronments in order LO mature.*®
ese nclude the archaic symboliıc schemata, rooted 1in the evolutionary
constitution of OUT nature, which ave been handed down to 1n the
Varıous relig10us traditions and which AICcC inescapably thrown
back when called upon LO talk about death OUu ea that of
those NCar to of those for whom ATC responsible, which 1t1-
mately includes a ll mankind. In quite fundamental these tradıtions
ATC cannot SImply star from sceratch and hope TO
develop effective ‘thanatologies’ and correspondıing therapıes a b (

But could ook INOTE closely al the WaYysS 1n which, SaYV, Afrıcan
socıieties lıye 1n an from uniınterrupted dialogue with their
dead The SwIiss anthropologiıst JEAN ZIEGLER W as able to study such
socıet1es, S{l intact despite the upheavals of transportatıon and slavery,
under the condıitions of their Brazılıan exıle.*4 He found unıty of SyI1ı-
bolic schema and socıal practice, reflected 1n the Afifrıcan Sayıng Man
15 the medicıne of 27  man’, which ave lost. We cannot regaın ıt by
returnıng to the past haven of reiuge; but by usıng the tools of the
human SCIENCES in WaYy which 0o€s Justice LO the profound signıfıcance

Not long after delivering thıs papcr, Was privileged LO be able tOo —

perience how such enviıronments stil1 SUrV1Ve residually while assıstıng at
ather’'s death 1n small country hospital ıin Australıa.
D4 ZIEGLER, Les vrvants el Ia mort (Paris: Ed du Seuil, 1975
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of relig10n for culture, INay be able to learn ımportant €SsSons about
how LO shape L1CW communıcatıve practice for ıfe and death 1in the
anonymous, ıimpersonal wasteland created by OUT technological mentalıty
behind the glıtterıng tacade of estern culture.

ENALX. he Texts for Analysıs
EXT T’hess 4°13 5:11 RSV)
4.:13 But would not have you ignorant*, brethren, concerning those who ATiIe

asleep“, that yOUu Ma Yy not grıeve others do who have hope.
For sınce believe that Jesus dıed AaAn LOSC agaın®, Vecn 5 through

Jesus*, (x0d 31l bring ıth hım those who have fallen asleep.
For thıs declare tO yOou Dy the word of the Lord. that who AT alıve,
who ATr left untıl the comıng® of the Lord, shall not precede® those who
have tallen asleep.
For the ord himselt 111 descend from heaven ıth C} of command,
aıth the archangel’s call, and ıth the sound of the trumpet of God And
the dead 1in Christ 111 rıise‘ first:

17 then wh ATC alıve, who dIiC left, shall be caught together ıth them
ın the clouds to meet the ord 1n the Ar and shall always be ith
the Lord.®
Therefore comfifort? 07381 another ıth these words.

5:1 But to the times an the seasons!®, brethren, you have need to have
anythıing written LO yOU.
Yor you yourselves NOW ell that the day otf the ord 111 OLLLC like
thief in the nıght
When people SaYy, ”L here 15 and security”, then sudden destruction
8! (0)8091° upDON them ravaıiıl upon ıth child. an there
111 be CESCAPC.
But you AdIiIC not in darkness, brethren, for that day to surprise you liıke

thief.
Kor you Ar all SONS of light anı SONS of the day; AL not of the : nıght

of darkness.
So then let not sleep, others do, but let keep awake anı be sober.
For those who sleep sleep nıght, anı: those who get drunk AL drunk at nıght.
But, SINCE belong to the day, let be sober, an put the breastplate
of faith and love, an tor helmet the hope of salvation.1!!

agnoeın
2 koimönenOn, from ko1mdo, make tOo sleep; here ‘die’” See 1 9 E Cor

g  S  3 aneste, from an-z'siamai‚ rı1se agaln; used here only (see V. 16)
did, ıimplyıng unı0on ıth‘’
Harousıda,9 comıng (of ruler)

6  6 phthasömen, from phthano, torestall
anastesontaı, zu0! r1se
Sun Kyri0 esometha
parakaleıte
chronoı2, Raıro1:; could INncan ‘’appointed times’

11 histeos haz agapes baı perikephalaian elpida SOterıas
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HKor God has not destined for wrath, but to obtain salvatıon through OUTI

ord Jesus Christ,
who died for that whether!* wakel® sleep* might lıve ıth
hım.

8! Theretore encourage*? O1LLC another an buıld OTILC another up just A

you AI doing.
1% LON apothanontos herı hemOnNn, ING 1te . for UuS, that
13 gregoromen, vigılant
14 katheudomen, asleep, here ‘dead’
15 harakaleıte
16 o1ıkodomente

EK 23 5Sutta-Nıpata III, (Sallasutta, 1 he art Sutta’”) (PIS 112—114)
574 How insignificant! 15 man ’s?* lot here,

How brief, obscure, hOow troubled, fraught ıth 1 11!®
575 There 15 whereby INa shall not dıe

Death ollows decay: such 15 lıfe's course.*
576 'The early rıpenıng fruıt hazards? the fall

Ever death’s hazard? haunts the Iıves otf He  -

577 Just the potter’s earthen vessels end
In shards, K0710) man’s lıfe Young anı ma(tiure,

578 Ihe fool anı SaSC, COMNNC all wiıthın the
Of death: death 15 tor all the COINMIMNON lot;®

579 And of death’'s victıms passıng to yon world?
No father h1s s10) kıth h1s kın

580 See! whiıle they crowd an SaAZC and WCCP, their kın
Are 038[  (D by ONC, to slaughter, borne.

581 hus smitten 15 the world DYy eld an death,
I he W1S€e world-plight® discern, lamenting not.

5892 hou knowest not the "whence‘ ‘whither‘ WaYy
And, see1ing neither COUTSC, grievest* iın vaın.

583 1f ON  '@’) Dy grief anı oolish self-afitliction
Could ease1t his paın, the W1Se would surely do’t

584 ÖOne W1NS not alm of mınd by tears an griel;
the MO the body languıshes

5835 And lean an pale becomes; self hurts the self;
The dead Ad1iCc not helped thus fruitless 15 woe!

anımıtta, causeless, groundless
maccanam (Skt. martya), mortal, here Anı 1n ff man
dukkhena
evamndlhıamma h1 hbanıno, lıt "such 15 the nature of breathıng things'
bhayam, fear, danger

6  6Ö sabbe maccu-harayama, aım, refuge, resort, here ‘all INC  - AT C destined for’:;
sabbe repeated twice 1n SSS

paralokato
loka-parıyayam, lıt turnıng, SUCCESSION, here “course of the wörld’; cf. 588

9  9 parıdevası
ud-abbahe, pull Out; cf. 592, where the word 15 used of the dart

11 dukkham
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586 Who yıelds to grief the deeper sinks in ill
Who waıils the dead falls urther 1n grief s OWCL.

587 See how 111LCI1I1 pass accordıng LO theır deeds:**
How, COIMINC withın death’s9 tolk tremble here!

588 Men hope for thıs and that but other thıngs
Betall: Just thus 15 separatıon. See

589 T’he world’s plıght! Kor hundred
1119 maYy lıve, but separatıon

From kıth an kın then he 1K070) leaves thiıs lıte
590 Since thou hast heard the man-of-worth,*$ ust grief;

deeing O!  (D dead Aan! SONC, NOW hım lost!14
591 As fire of burnıng house Dy water’s quenched,*°

S50 seer-of-sooth, WI1SE INan, rapt, EXDEIt swiftly
As wınd-blown cotton seed, scatters grief’s Uur$!

5992 Who seecks self-happiness*® trom self draws out!7?
1he dart laments, vaın longings, paıns self-bred?®.

593 Who draws the dart W1NS calm of mınd not based
On trust,** and, griei o’ercome,“® 15 griefless,*! coo|.*®*

12 yathakammupage
arahato SUEUa

14 Na labha mayd , lıt 15 longer obtainable, accessible to me
15 parınıbbaye
1G attano sukham PSANO
17 abbahe sallam

Aattano
19 a-sıto, lıt not bound’

sabbasokam atıkkanto
21 asoko

nıbbuto, blown Out, released

Zusammenfassung
Der Aufsatz geht VOoNn einem ın westlichen Gesellschaften spüurbaren Un-

vermogen AauUs, über den Tod VOTLT allem den eigenen reden. Nach einıgen
Überlegungen ZUT Stellung des 1lodes 1m Prozeß der FKvolution werden dre1i
Modelle vorgestellt, diıe allen kulturellen Entwürten ZU  aan symbolischen Bewal-
tigung des Todes zugrundeliegen: „Verdoppelung”, „Befruchtung” un:! „Ver-
nichtung”. Aut dieser Grundlage wırd das soziale „kommunikatıve Milieu”
untersucht, 1n dem WITr ın Form eınes Konsenses auf mehreren Ebenen einen
Lebenssinn gemeinsam „konstruieren“. Aber W1€ bezieht sıch dieser auf die
„Grenzirage” Lod? Beim Versuch, einer Antwort näherzukommen, werden ]e
eın ext au der irühen buddhistischen und christlichen Iradition nach all-

tischen und VOT allem pragmatischen Gesichtspunkten analysıert. Als Ergebnis
stellt sıch heraus, dafß diese JTexte, obwohl die ihnen zugrundelıegenden SYyINn-
bolischen Entwürfe semantisch stark voneinander abweichen, AÄhnlichkeiten
autweisen auft der Ebene einer „pragmatischen Tiefenstruktur“, die bei der
KErarbeitung VO  w} zeitgemäßen Verhaltensweisen angesichts des Todes brauchbar
Se1InNn dürtften. Am nde wird auf die Notwendigkeit eıner dem ode ANSCHMCS-

„kommunikativen Praxis“ abgehoben.
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