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“Now the whole earth had ()I1|  (D language tew words. And 1LL11C  w

migTated from the CAaSL, they found plaın the lan  O of Shinar ettled
there hen they saıd, "Come, let buıild ourselves CIty, and oOwer
wiıth ıts t0p 1ın the heavens, let make L1Lamne tor ourselves, lest be
scattered abroad UPDOI the ace of the ole earth.’ the ORD MR8815
down SCC the CIty the OWEeT, IC the SONS of LG had bauilt the
LORD saıd, ‘Behold, they d1C 0)8(  D people, they have OLl language;an thıs 15 only the beginning of what they ll do: nothing that they
PIODOSC do wiıll 110 be ımpossible for them Come, let SO down, an
there confuse their language, that chey INAaY NOL understand OIl another’s
specech.‘ SO the LORD scattered them abroad {rom there OVCI the AaCE€E of
the earth, they eft off bulldıng the ‚77  Clty (OLD TESTAMENT. enes1is
XL 1=2:4-8)

Introduction

The mythological narratıon the O-called “"Tower ot Babel” Gen. SCE
1—9) belongs the oldest theological tradıtion (the socalled Jahvistic sSOurce)

the Jewish Holy Scrıpture the Old Testament of the Christian Bible).*
About 0950 eologian lıving al Jerusalem alt that time the 111e

pohitical anı relig10us Cenire of all Israelitic trıbes ked quest1ons of that
kind “What Was the 1C4SOINM that the umty ot the created ankind has been
destroyed Carly after the creation? Why do the peoples lıve at dıttferent
places wıth different political, sOCclal, soclo-rel1g10us systems: Why do
they speak ditferent anguages that they NO ALLY INOTE communıcate
wıth ach other?”

In hıs the ancıent Israelıitic relig10us hınker refers extraordi-
LAr Y symbol ot urban cıvılization according hıs knowledge of the orlental
countrIıies: the Mesopotamıan cıty of Babylon bab-ılu God’s gate),  3
especı  Y the OWwWwer of the maın temple (ZL  urat there, real skyscraper
at that time.* The bulldıng of the bıg CIty an ot the temple-tower 15 NOTL only
mentioned example of the famous Babylonıan archıtecture, but 1t has
been interpreted by the Jahvistic theologıcal school symbol of mankınd
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March 1988 Remembering the discuss1ons, wan(t thank especlally Prof. Dr. N.S5  N
Raman, Dean and ead of the Department otf Phılosophy, for the chance otf
philosophical “Begegnung” in atmosphere of overwhelming hospitality.
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overestimatıng the capacıty tor creating the cıvılizatıon wıthout God
agalınst hım The multiplication of the O!  (D OT1g1N.: language of cCommMunılca-
t107n into ditfterent anguages did NOL symbolize for thıs early Israelıit1ic thinker

posıitively understood evolutıon ot the human intellect and culture. Hıs
theologıical hor1izon of interpretation educed the contempora phenome-
110 Ör multilinguistic communıcatıon tundamental and archetypical
ven of the hıstory 1C. be SCCI1 ın ıts COMNSCQHUCNLCE tor the ole
history of interlingulstic relatıons only Dy considering the theologıcal ate-

gyor1ES of SIN punıshment. The contusion of the language, the pluralıty ot
anguages, the ack otf communıcatıon have been pose Dy the Jahvistic
School of the 10th cen tury already religio-philosophical problem,
although tormulated symbolic language of dramatıc anı mythological
tale The mphıes the perspective that the abrogatiıon of the sinful will
Cal  - inally re-establish the unıty of all peoples hen they ll be able
communıIıcate wıth ach other and wıth God 1ın the rıg L language Centurıes
later, thıs eschatological Vvis1ıon 15 reflected In CT P partly
reinterpretation of the Jahvistic tradıtion. But thıs tradıtion 15 NnOoL the object
of OUT StudYy.

In OUI cContiext f 1s 1LLNO1C ımportant SCC that this Lype of PIE-
philosophical reflection 15 NOL isolated. The Comparatıve Relıgion ofters
enough materi1als ot mythological, theological, also religio-philosophical
tradıtionsI demonstrate deep reflection language, tfor instance 1ın
interpretations of the Absolute, the creation, an of revelatıon. These
Varlıous tradıtions of ditfterent relıg10ns AT scarcely noticed and evaluated
though they PICSCLVC remarkable richness of speculatıon. In partıcular the
tradıtions of Hınduism Indıan phılosophy A1LC of specılal value.

On the background of the close relationship between the history of
relıg1ons an the history of anguages thıs intends investigate SOINLC

philosophical aSspeCLs of the specific ole which the anguages of relıg1ons
play in the eve. opment ot intercultural communıcatıon. In omng
have — notıice of what James Campbell emphasızed: “Simplistic
approaches relig10us language m1g £ ead SOTINC consıder that
such language 15 of the SATI1L1LE type contusion that easıly ead
turther pro CeMS in relıgion proper. ”® In CONLTaAsSLT that simplicity exegetical
theoriles of text-analysıs interpretation lıkewise the phılosophy of
relig10us language AT referring actual lıngulstic research, hermeneutics,
an philosophy otf language 1C. show .  that relig10us language 15 pro ECMAI-
tical, largely because otf 1ts complexıity

The Correspondence hetween Religions and Languages
kven it Canno g1ve etaıle': specification of the correlatıiıon between

relıg10ns an anguages 1t I1LAY be usetul z into consıideration SOINLC

aspects‚ because CVEIY religıon promoted the EVE. opment of language and
of lınguistic In the enviıronment where the relıg10us ideas, instıtu-
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t10NS, ethıcal soclologic standards could penetrate inftluence the
sociocultural CONLEXL. E: 18 beyond questi1ons that hrough the dADCS ot
ankınd untıl 110 the relıg1ons represen important factor socıal
ultural lıfe, VCI 1ın secular antırelig10us socletles of OUT. days In
partiıcular the values ot soclal individual ıte partiıcıpate St1 in
ethical tradıtions of relig10us socletles. And VCI)l In modern philosophies
relig10us categorı1es iıdeas A1C reinterpreted ıIn secularızıng manner.®
Rarely, however, the contrıbution of the rellg10ns the SLOTY the
philosophic understandıng of anguages has been appreciated.

The Social C(‚ontext of Religious (L ommunicatıion and INDULSLLC Culture
The ınvestigatıon ot the history of religions LOVCS language be

inherent an constıtutive part of relig10us ymbolıc communıcatıon,
sacred elig10us language essent1al element of eTary culture.
Prayers, rıtuals, doctrines, creeds, preachıing teaching, disputation and
apologetics, systematical reflection well relig10us OEeLTY, that 1S, all the
different OrMs of ymbolıc communıcatıon need language 1C. 15 pIO-
pPCT artıculate the relig10us taıth and practice 1n Varlous textual
non-textual CX The torm-historical formecritical research of sclent1-
fic bıblical exeges1s could exhıbıiıt that the OT: delivering the erary
tormatıon of relig10us aATe connected wıth socıal performances of
relıgıon nd wıth the diverse tunctions otf relıgion ın soclet.? These
sOCl1o-relıg10us soclo-lhinguistic aspects of relig10uUs language d1e6 NOT only
typical tor the ıblical scrıptures and tradıtions but aAIc of general IMpoOT-
Lance Mentioning another example OIl  D Cal refer also the connection
between the Vedic tradıtiıon and specıfic and theır functions 1ın the
Vedic post-Vedic soclety the Puranas the corresponding maın
socio-rehlig10us CONtLEXTS

According thıs soclo-relıg10us of relig10us language and wiıth
regard the hıistorıical and PTCSCIIt development ot relig10us language
have ask how far relig10us language the tradıtional artıculatiıon of
reliıgıon 15 affected by socıal ultural change how far relıg10us
language be transtormed (translated) 1ın actual communicatıve
medium wıthout l0ss otf meanıng. The delivering ot rel1g10us rehg10-
philosophic. ways inftluence: Dy the PTOCCSS oft reinterpretation
corresponding the EVve: oprnent of the relıgion, ıts self-understanding
socı1al function. The Sdi11C 15 TU of the hıstorıcal PTFOCCSS of commentatıng
an philosophical systematizatıon.

Religio-Historical Aspects of Religious Languages
Sınce the time ot the ancıent ciıvılızations relig10us have been ellvere:

the earlhliest expression of lıngulstic culture. Apart Irom short ıke
incantatlions, PLAyCIS, ymns proverbs ellvere: sometimes only
lıterary Iragments, know LL1LO1C extensive lıngulstic productions In form of
hymnic collections myths, finally ead VCI) 00 of diverse
religions NS be praised documents of hıgh linguistic an aesthetic
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tandard After mıllennıums centurlıies they d1cC still basıc of
relig10us INnSplrations and IMpress actual chinking lıving. arts ot
these tradıtions contaın deep phiılosophıc reflections exemplifying YUCS-
t10Nns AN1SWEIS of searching seli-reflecting exIistence the WdY
forward the lımıts oft understandable uttferances And ıt 18 NOL unusual that
relig10ns ot hıgh culture PTESETIVEC old lınguistic tradıtion which CannotL

ALLY 1L1LO1C be understood ın the ordinary communıcatıion. Theretore specıfic
lınguistic and exegetical studies d1ic indispensable probe into the meanıng
of such tradıtiıon.

Sometimes the language of Holy Scrıpture 15 considered be ıdentical
wiıth the language of the revealiıng Absolute that it should NOL be
translated into aLLY other language, lıkewise linguistic Corrections
addıtions A1C NOL allowed when LEexXTt has been accepted HICS the
exclusıve artıculation otf the dıvine truth. Nevertheless the researcher ot
relig10us tradıtions knows also the Adasec that the translatıon otf Holy
Scrıpture has been deemed the S unfailing wOrTd, an ıt succeeded
1ın pushing AWAY the OT121N: TEXTt OuL of the lıturgıical reading. ”

In connection wıth Holy Scrıptures relig10nNs gen er  Y differenciate
representing the orıgın. authentic revelations then other
classıtıed authorıtative tradıtions which ]aım be ase' the authentic
revelatıon and continue the orıgınal relig10us mpulse by commentatıng
an actualizıng the damental scrıptures of relıgion. “ The authorıtative
tradıtions iIrequently contaın of later tıme, but sometımes they belong

the epOoC. of foundation, an they bring the relıg10us INCSSASC In Varlous
eTarYy lınguistic torms. The G a.nge TOM later canon1ızed and
enerally accepted Holy Scrıptures the different periods otf tradıtıon 15
therefore NOT only important for the analyses of developing relıg10us
thinkıng but also tor the linguilstic PIOSICSS ot rel1g10us artıculation ın
relatıon the evolution ot relıgıon correspondıing the socl1o-cultural CO1I1-

tEexXLTt and 1ts historical changes.
Religi0us language be sacralızed separated TOM the ordınary

profane language There dicC cultures where words wıth relig10us meanıng
have g0t partıcular SCAatus the COI OINMN language The antu-languages ın
Africa, tfor instance, attach relig10us words specılal lass because ot their
specific oAlso In the Hındu tradıtıon particular sounds, words
entences have g0t the reputatıon of 92  c 1ın spirıtual that SOTI1I1E

scholars interpret Sanskrıt exclusively mantrıc language.
Thereby touch another aspect: ome of the religions created

partıcular elaborated language (sometimes VECIN artıiticial SEeCTEL

language only for inıtiated class of members) Al ın the history COUu
influence other anguages reach extraordinary EVE of grammatıcal
tandard riıchness of differenciated and creatıve vocabulary. ””

The Scıence of Religion knows also atter ot tact that relıg10ns
diıfferenciate between the language of the dıvinıty and the language of the
human beings. SO ıt 15 the convıction of the Voodoo that the prayers the
laos (the deıities) need translator Al the Cross-pomt of the LW cCcommMuUNIlCA-
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tion-tields Thıiıs translator, Antıbon egba Papa egba, ıIn hıs
nction mediator S CommMUNICaAtıon the barrıer between the divine
the human WOT. On the other hand O'  (D distinguish several levels of
OIl  @ and the S\diIlle language that the human language functions
ehicle medium of the dıvyine word. But wıthout hermeneutical method

for the hıdden transcendental dimension ot the words ıt 15
ımpossible disclose the sıgnıfıcation beyond the human CXPIECS-S10N.

Wıth regar‘ the historical correlation of relig1on language want
pomt OUuUL that there d1C several examples of peculıar fact: toundation
reformation of relıgions d1i1C often connected wiıth the departure TOM
lınguistic tradıtion. In the CONLEXT of the Western WOT. and the Chriıstian
tradıtion SOTINEC proofs be tound The Carly Chrıstian communıitıes 1C
started relıg10us SITOUD in the mıdst of the Palestinian Jewiısh OoOvemen
did NOL continue the Hebrew Aramaıc tradıtion of the orthodox Jewsbut used communıIıcate the COILNINONMN language, the Kome-Greek of the
Hellenistic WOT. an the Hellenistic-Jewish communıitles. The different
Christian churches accepted later the OCa natıonal anguages In the
Miıddle Ages Latın W ds recognızed lıturgical theological ell
philosophical language by the Western church. Standıng opposıte the
dommating atın unıversalısm and centralısm of papal Rome, the Bohemian
reformation under the leadership of Jan Hus (1370-1415) started wıth usıngCzech: and Martın Luther’s (1483-1546) reformation In Germany introduced
German 1ın turgy theological teaching, the reformation in the
the other hand made use of Englısh.

Sımilar developments C be discovered in the history of Indian relıgi0ons,ıf z 1in consıderation the wrıtings otf 15SmMm of Jainism &
and other Prakrits the background of Sanskrıtic tradıtion. Mahavıra
Buddha otf them diıd NOL belong the Brahmin) TO the Brahmin
Sanskrıiıt tradıtion and preache In the COININONMN language of the people. Not
less ımportant In thıs CONLEXT 1S, tor instance, the influence of Sanskrıt and
B outsiıde Indıa result of the spreading oft Buddhism and Hınduism
Asıa: Another example be found in South-India where multı:told
Bhakti-Literature has been wrıtten especı  y amıl. Here 1t 18 NOL possible

mention I1NO1C detauıils of the long complicate development of the
Indo-Arıan and Dravıdian languages 1C 15 closely connected wıth the
development of Hınduism SINCE the early Vedic CId, anjshows mutual
influences In pPrOCESS of Sanskrıtization Dravıdization. Moreover ıt
would be LLECESSATY investigate the formation and use of anguages (lıke
Tdu compared wıth the CVe. opment of indi) In correlatıon polıtical,cultural rel1g10us inftluences comıng agaın and agaın Irom outsıde duringthe centurıes otf the Indıan Sstory wıth regar lınguistic SOCIO-
rel1g10us developments of post-colonial India

there 1s also the dSC that the relig10us perspective of OIl unıversal
religion SOCS together wıth the hope that O' language will be accepted byhumankind The Holy Spirıt Assocıatıon tor Unitication of OT:
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Christianıty (Or Unitication Church), ounded Dy San Myung Mun Seoul
1954,;, CXPECLS, for instance, that Corean wiall be the language In the commıng
Kıngdom of God startıng TOM Corea. Even 8 there 15 NOL in AanLY ase

pLICH conception of .  one unıversal religıon O1l  (D unıversal languag the
extension ot relıgıon the strengthening ot ıts SOCI10-Cultural political
o often brought about the spreadıng of lıngulstic an terary culture
(an VICE versa).“* The perl10ds of coloniısatıon and colon1ialısm SINCE the
antıquıity and iın partıcular SINCE the 15th century ell intercultural
interrel1g10us conftlicts in multirelig10us multilinguistic soclety er
several proofs ot that kınd of intercultural relatıons.

INDULSLLC Aspects
Formally relig10us language 1$ nothing Ise than language 1C. 15 used In

speech and wrıting wıth the exception of those relig10us OT. wrıtten
EXPTESSIONS 1€ ATC NOL part of linguistic system but only ymbolıc
sounds (e ecstatıc experlences) S1gNsS. Therefore ıt 1S NOTt CasS y
Q1VE precıse abstract definition of the conception meant Dy "relıg10us
language  „.15 'hus Veln representatiıves of Posıtivism and Critical Rationalism
whose criticısm of relig10Us language 15 VE NgOrouUS do nOot Q1VE
differentiated definıtion but they Content themselves wıth the classification
of relig10us EXpTrESSIONS under the rubrıc ot metaphysıcal language. Less
dıifficult 15 the WdY of description 1C relates the aS of language
“relig10us” performances an “relig10us” 'VCI)l if O11  @ has be

that 1t remaıns the problem of defining exactly “"relig10n”
“relig10us’ In VIEW of the complicate multifold phenomena classıtiıed
"relıgion‘.

From the viewpomnt of general lingulstics the systems of relig10us language
d1ic characterized Dy all lınguistic aspects which be named for CVCEILY
language Thereftfore ıt 0928 be analysed by the SA1L1I1E methods CVECLY
ordınary profane language The Hebrew of the Jewısh Holy Scrıpture
(TENAKH), the olmne-Greek oft Hellenistic-Jewısh translatıon of that scr1ptu-
165 of Christian New l1estament wrıtings ell the Sanskrıtic Vedas
of the Hındu tradition the Arabıc Koran of the Muslıms EtE.: all of the
anguages of the ditfferent relig10us oral wriıtten tradıtıons UuUsSec STAaAIINAT
an VOCaDulary. They aTrTC constıituted Dy phonetic graphic, by syntactıc,
semantıc, pragmatıc elements of human language. They I'CPI'CSCII[ the
cdiachronical synchronical dimensions of language. The speaker wrıter
needs the COIIIPCCCI'ICC of the anguage for performing ıt rıghtly an tor
generating correctly meanıngfu EXpTESSIONS eicCc. The general scientiftic
appTrOoac. of lınguistics such does NOT ead understandiıng of specific
characteristics of relig10us anguages far language such 1in ıts tormal
AT HGLUTE: 1s concerned. The normalıty of relig10us language makes ıt
possible employ the philological exegetical methods tor elig10us

analyse them 1iıke secular ased, for instance, techniques of
lıterary crıticısm, linguistics of ditfferent Structuralistic chools But ad!
LW aspects OI has SCC that relig10us Create specıal lıterary
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OrMmMs that different reliıg10ns elaborated SO11L1LC partıcular methods of
interpretation find OuUL the deeper meanıng. Noticeable 15 also the
observatıon that the performance of relig10us language has ıts PITIODCT
contextual iramıng and ıts proper logıc 1G SCCI1NS be sıngular TOM the
standpomt of ordınary scıientitic language hıs aspect 1s ımportant for
the discussıion wıth Posıtivism Critical atıonalısm.

nalysıng the functions of rel1g10us language artıculated 1ın ditferent
forms, al relig10us discourses N6 be educed ON  @)) single type of
nction. Relig10us languages SCIVC ILLAaLLY PUrPDOSES. It 15 possible 1lTieren-
clate several of Statements relig10us Statement Ca  , be historical,
emotıve, invocatıve, persuasıve, descriptive, definitional eiCc In dıfferent
CONLEXTIS relig10us Statemen change the function. Al these aSPECLS oft
lImngulstic anı CTarYy approac. show the complexıity of the relig10us
language It 1s important PaYy attention them in PIOCCSS of
communıcatıon, especı  y of interrelig10us communıcatıon 1ın intercultu-
ral Context

Religious Languages and Philosophical Reflection
In the context of phılosophic. discussions language all aspects of the

historical lıngulstic phenomenon CAannotL be discussed. Remarkable, however,
15 the fact ot cultural hıstory that the high tandard otf relig10us anguages
nabled mankınd difterent reg10Ns of ciıyılızatıon retflect fundamental
questi1ons of human existence locate human ıfe 1n the COSMIC, socıal

ultural CONLEXL The first interpretations otf the CSSCI1ICE and nction of
human eINgSs the oldest EXprESSIONS of transcendentally orıented
seli-understanding have been ftormulated In symbolıc anguages intfluenced
by relig10us usec oft language Accordingly phiılosophic thinking started ıIn
the CoONtLeEeExTt of relig10us reflections and interpretations by usıng the SdiI11le6

language and by spirıtualizıng the relig10us mythological conception, the
phiılosophic. began by crıticızıng the my and the popular ideas
of the divine world and the mythologico-realistic interactıon of gods
divine OWETS 1L1611. Hor the OW) need O1l  (D developed LLECW words

by modifying and transforming the OTdINarYy and relig10us termıno-
logy But the other hanı phılosophic thinking employe also mytholo-
gıcal forms anı produce: L1C I'Ilyt S (e the my In Plato’s dialogs).
These procedures d1ic known 1n the ast In the West FOrTr the Western
tradıition of phılosophy O1l  D Sa y that the eriticısm of mythology, and al
the end of all Orms of rellg10us tradıtions, has been inherent factor of
ımportant chools ot the phılosophic thinking SInCe the egınnıng of the
early Greek philosophy. The modern criticısm of religious language continu-

thıs philosophical attıtude. The concentratıiıon language an the
phılosophic erıticısm characterizing modern phılosophical trends d1ie VE
important tor the self-understanding of philosophy because the phılosophical
reflection language CONMNCETNS the tundamentals of human eing 115
ratiıonale which 1s elated the ole being. O1l‘ has Sa Y that thıs
PTOCESS 1s inevıtable, tor the intellectual capacıty ratiıonal eing requıres
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ONSCQUCTLICC the examınatıon of thınkıng, recognNn1zıng, of communıcat-
ıng that philosopher has ask for the ndamentals ot Oowledge
especı  Y wıth regard the language 116 A11S of CONSCIOUSNESS
self-conscio0us-ness ell tfor the of effective COMMUNICA-
t102.

Generally 1t 18 SaYy relıgıon symbolically communıcatıng system
EX1IStS wıthout language, an historıical language wıthout TOO in relig10us
tradıtions. But sclencCe and philosophy otf the modern ASC, 1ın particular f
cthey A1C based positivist understandıng ot realıty and language, have
provoKe: radıcal erıticısm ot relig10us tradıtion and Janguage.!® The
modern search for deal and unıversal language, the discussıion the
COTY of verilication, the semantıc semlot1c investigat1ons ot lınguistics,
the scientific Uus«ec of artıticıal language wıth precise meanıng, but also the
destruction abolıition of language-communicatıon modern experıimen-
tal TYy dAd1C indıcatıons ot change iın the relatıon between relıgion an
language in the socio-cultural CONtLEXT of secular socletles In 1C sclences

technologıc progress ımpregnate the mınd The mathematıizatıon ot
language the CX AC meanıng oft mathematical symbolısm characterize the
opposition the indeterminate metaphorı1cs otf metaphysıcal relıg10us
language By combmımng meanıngftul words for meaningless LtEXL and
neutraliızıng semantıc relatıons, the computer-poetry 1LL1LO1C radically breaks
the lıngulstic tradıtions than the symbolism of mystical VIS1ONS.

In opposıtion that PIOCCSS of secularızatıon excluding the meaningtul-
11655 of relig10us language LLECW philosophıcal mMmovement. the West 1s
starting trıes the posıtıvist attıtude. After the per10d ot
“demythologisation” of dommatıng ratiıonalısm the post-modern philoso-
phy the partiıy antı-rational mMoOovemen In Furopa North mer1ıca
discover agaln the pre-rational interpretation of human existence contained
1n the relig10us and phılosophıc. tradıtions maınly In non-christian
OT. cultures. The pPTFrOCECSS of “remythisation ” promoted Dy psychological
Conceptlions 1ıke that ot ung (1875-1961) started introducıng
mythologıical language by borrowing TOM nds of relıg10us anguages

tradıtions. It 15 the intention rediscover undamental symbolic
orlentatıon for the human existence which 15 abhle analyse the deep-

of the actual socio-cultural CT1S1S and realıze human ıte the
ONSCQUCELLCE of 11E ymbolıc orlentatıion.

hıs complicated sıtuatıon 15 the ConNntexLt of philosophy of rel1g10us
language IC 15 intended reflect the ımportance ot relig10us
anguages tor intercultural communıcatıon.

Philosophical Reflections Religious Language ın the TOCESS of Intercultural
and Interreligious Communicatıon

T Philosophical Context and Orientation
On the background ot historical relatıons between relıgions anguages

In general relig10us language and philosophical thinking In particular,
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have 110 CO  afe the reflection specıal ot theoretical
discussion We AL directing OUT AattentLion the relig10us language (or
languages the PTOCCSS of intercultural interrelig10us COMMUNICALION

Hereby the interrelig10us COMMMUNLILC.  107 SCCI1 specıal mMoOoment of
wıder intercultural PIOCCSS of commumcatlng NCOUNLET exchange
Theretore do NOL explain separately understanding ot relig10us language

then another O1} of intercultural interrelig10us COMMUNICALION

Irrespective of that 1L NOL intended refer partıcular rel1g10us
tradıtion heology Likewise the following CXPOSIUOII ıll NOL represent
phiılosophıc COI'ICCPUOH otf Oll!‘ single school though 1L VE evident that
L11Y reflection thıs I1NO1C impressed Dy iıdealıstıc than by
POSIUVISUC EMPITNIS LIC attıtude But LL ILLY CONVICLION that the complexıity
of phenomena ıke language relıg10n an COMMUNIC.  107 well the
complexity of essentıial rellg10us phiılosophic tOPICS needs plurality
of scientitic methods different WaYyS of phılosophic. In VES t1gatlons and
1nterpretatlons which the WdY of interdiscıplinary COOPCI'&UOI]
relatıon ach other an because of 1L deeper differenciated
COIICCPUOII of realıty The I11AL problem 15 however, put elements ot
OUF Oowledge together that SCC network oft them which allows
retormulate the reality 151011 of the ole In the Ole network 1C.

be constructed Dy SCIENCE, phılosophy and relıg1on everything
C X1ISITS only relatıon everything that everything defined because ot
1Cs relationshıp everything the whole, the whole of deftined
by wholeness and by all parts of the whole 'hıs 151011 STOW only
PTOCCSS of permanen intellectual pırıtual transtormation involving the
historical EX1ISLENCE ot EVEITYVONC, partıcular ot phılosophically reli-
g10Usly chinking people Wıth regard that 151011 and that PTFOCCSS of
transformation want thıs contrıbution be SCCIH the Conftiext of
conterence “Indıan Philosophy ot Language which such already
extraordinary example of intercultural interrelig10us COMMUNIC  10N2,
the past and also the present

ready A0 the beginnıng WOU.: lıke 1NS1Iıst the COMMUNICALIVE

aspect of CVEILY language and the COMMUNIC.  VE commumty which
CVETY COMMUNICALOT belongs partner of intersubjective COMMUNICALILVE
actıon In that ILLY NOT the language such the relig10us
language iısolated aspect ot human language, rather the (inter-)linguistic
COMMUNLIC.  on intercultural and interrelig10us relations Therefore thıs
reflection searches the of CONtLaCcTt the theoretical discussion
COMMUNICALION, wıthout neglecting the problems 1C. AIc well known
the tradıtional and actual COI'ItI'OVCTS}’ COLILCCTLLMN the relatıon of language
and owledge EeiCc

Followıng the contemporary phılosophy of language the discussion W dS
concentrated problems of sSsEMANLICS The challenge ftor philoso-
phy of rel1g10us language Iirom the sıde of veriticationists whose
er10n oft empirıical veriltication excludes the relıg10us Statemen(tSs, esides
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the ethical and metaphysıcal, meanıngless. The debates about that
posiıtion have weakened the rgl exclusıon ot rel1g10us statements because

emotıve value has been conceded. But thıs COonNcession allows only Sa Y
that relig10us Statements d1i1C NOL otally meanıngless, VCI) though the
meanıng 15 striıctly ımıted expression ot feeling evokıng Correspond-
ıng certam feeling the other sıde 'hıs conception transtfers the ftormer
tendency interpret the rel1g10us beliet psychologically into the CONLEXT of

crıtical philosophy ot language Sımilarly SOTILILC hermeneutical Cconceptions
d1icC requıired for the PIOCCSS of congenlal understandıng, the attıtude ot
ympathy wıth the OT121N.: author wıth the hero r ot textual
tradition.

During the last LW! ecades particularly Western theologians and SOI1L1LC

philosophers who CoNnecLt the phılosophic. analysıs of language wıth
soclology soclologıc theories extend the research by investigatıng
the pragmatıc sociological dimension of rellg10us language Xhey PaYy
attention the PIOCCSS ot communıcatıon in SOC1O-Trel1g10uUs SOC1O-
politic context The reli1g10us communıcatıon contaıns NOL only intorma-
t10Ns about transcendental WOT.: about the relatıon ot the WOT. In time
and Pa wıth the eternal constıtutive fundamentals beyond time
Pa They intend TOM the sıde ot the human listener reader,

ver non-verbal reaction, that the human eıng becomes
communıcatıve part otf the transcendental gTOUN! of the eing but wWays
entang e ın the socıal context Theretore the relig10us anguage CAannoOoTt be
educed LHNECIC monologıc. uUusSsS«ec ot language. Religi0us language 1s
intentionally directed the PTOCCSS ot communıIicCatıve interaction which
implicates mutual understandıng soclal OoNSENSU:! wiıth the aım. of
transformıng the sıtuatlion of existence ot socılety.

hıs conception of relig10us commMUNICAtIon 15 ase: practice-
orlented phılosophy and heology following the posıtion otf Critical Socıial
COTrYy represented by the Frankturter Schule School DF Frankfort West
Germany ]) wıth Horkheimer, Adorno Habermas maın
representatıives.

Aspects of universal Consensus-Oriented Communication

Crıticızıng sociologic and sOoc1o-philosophic. theorIies of soclety hıch
A1e6 concentrated socı1al systems and do NOT integrate the questi1ons of
intersubjectivity do NOL analyse the otf communıicatıve aCTSs, the
West-German philosopher Jürgen Habermas evelops eOoTYy of cCommMUuNl-
catıve actıng. It 15 not possible an a1soO NOTL ınvestigate hıs
conception 1ın al detaiıls but SOINEC aspects mentioned because they
offer ımportant elements tor reflection intercultural interrelig10us
commMmMuUnNIıcaAtıonNn. Habermas himselt does NOTL elaborate thıs perspective. ”
Nevertheless hıs consıderations d1C vVC suggest1ve for OUT tOpIC.

In confrontation wiıth Wiıttgenstein’ s CcOoTYy of “Sprachspiel” language
game Jürgen Habermas‘? emphasızes partiıcularly the CompetLence 1G
nables OIl UuUsSc the linguistic rules (esp the STAMINAT of language) In
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SpONLAaNECOU and WdY The competence understood I
taculty that the cog‘mt1ve understandıng ot rules ( d be ealızed by

practically the rule ot “Sprachspiel” Consequently thedan
the dimension of language Ar C 1ILOTIEC isolated TOM the NtLer-
ACLION of COMMUNLIC.  1011. The coherence of language and implicates
that CV ery Uftfterance otf language ı part of AaCT of COMMUNIC:  1011 Only
the partlc1patlon the COMMUNLILC:  107 proof of the ONSCIHISU.: IL
the rules. The CXPCI1LEILCC that COTIGFEFE COMMUNICALION the Iramework
of Sprachspiel” does NOL function refers disturbed OLISCIISU:!

communlcatlng SI OUD The OLSCIHISU: asıcally disturbed nNnOoL because otf
ditterences but because of ditferences the “torm of ıfe that
I11Calls that there NOL intersubjectıve valıdity of the rules of
COMMUNICALIVE 1t

One LLILOTC aspeCct of Wıttgenstem MO for Habermas be
relevant an problematıcal He reters Wıttgenstem COIICCPUOII that the
rules ot Sa AI arbıtrary modification of SOTI1LC rules ftects LIECW

SAILLC In OPPOSIUOII the arbitrarıness of SALILLC the COMMUNICALION

tradıtionally used anguage fixed Dy the grammatıcal But the
other hand the STAILLELLAT of Sprachspiel‘ and the COMMUNICALIVE COLMNLDE-
eNCE of anguageuser AT changed the COUTSE of ultural LTransmM1ısSsioOnNn

the PTOCCSS of socialızatıon Also the strategy ot COMMUNIC.  107
be discussed and MOd111E:! mMetLaCcCcomMMmMUNICALIVE reflection 1C. takes
place urıng the COMMUNICAtIoN 109 aCtTt competently the commumcatmg
subjects need however ant1c1patmg understandıng of the SıLUALLION
IC the COMMUNICALION Agamst Wıttgenstem standpomt
Habermas NSISES that the SEITU ot COMMUNIC  on NO be understood
wıthout regard the COMMUNICALOTS who I'CSPCCt the rules of COITINIMMNUNLICA-

L[1077 Aa CXPCCt TOM the par'! iner the COMMUNICALLVE 17  on that the
I‘CSPCC[ ot the rules and the identity otf ILLCALLLLLS wıll be mutually crıiticızed
These few 8.SPCC[S of the reflection the COMMUNIC.  1ve Universalpragma-
L1ICS correspondıing Wıttgenstem phılosophıc analysıs Ad1C mentioned
here because they OPCIL the discussıon also for wıder COIICCPUOII of
relig10us language prOCESS of COMMUNICALION

The Criticısm of relig10us language 111 the Irame oft empiırıcal OgI1C
pOSIUVISIII‚ the analysıs ot language lınguistic phılosophy €ea|
reflection wıthın heology about the connection between langua
IHNCaMINS the lımıts of language about meaningfulness truth) and
CXPCIICMNCC Sımilarly the phılosophy otf elig10uUs language explains the
specıal aSPECLS of rel1g10us language wıth regard the CTY1L1C1SM otf relig10us
INCAaLUNLS But thıs discussion the eve of SEMANLICS, eINS
especı  Yy relevant for the rationally reflected self-interpretation Öf relıgıon

does NOt consıder the whole COMMUNICALIVE PTOCESS Habermas CONLTI-
bution evelops SOTINEC aspects 1C. A1LC VE usehul for intercultural
interrelig10us COI'ICCPUOI'I of COMMUNICALION because he combines lhınguistic

philosophical analyses hıs perspeclive of unıversal ONSCI1ISUS-

COMMUNILY pTFOCECSS of ONLNOUS MELA-COMMUNIC  1VvVe reflection about
the rules of equal COMMUNIC.  1ve interactiıon identity of
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Following Jürgen Habermas, SCC the ımportance of that continous
meta-communıcatıve reflection integrated factor of interrelig10us
communıcatıon intending mutual acceptance and understandıng. qually
entitled communıcate, everybody of interrel1g10us commMUNICAtIVE
SI OUD MUSL have the rıg explaın hıs OWIl standpomt of contident an
competen communıcatıon which NOL only relig10ns belief-systems
sociological systems d1iC explicıtly related ach other, but ın which

experlencing relıg10n in 1fs proper socıal CONLEXT have the COINDE-
ECNCE of usıng the language corresponding respectively theır OW.: relıgıon

theological relıg10-philosophical also socıal system. The
mutual 3CCCPtZIICC and the poss1bilıty of mutual understandıng 15 the
presupposıtion and the base of CVETLY torm of communIıcatıve interaction, but
VCI LLNOTE ımportant for commMUNICAtıve relatıonship of par' tners belong-
ıng ditffterent soc1al philosophic ftorms of relig10n. bor stabılizıng that
confidence, the meta-communıcatıve self-reflection of the communıcators
has be part of the interactiıon Irom the OULSEL.

Furthermore Habermas’ soclo-theoretical ConNception of Universal Pragma-
t1CSs ımphıes the relatıon of commMuUNICaAtıonN the socıal cContiext 1C. 1S NOL
understood statıc Ssystem. ıke the PTOCCSS of communıcatıve interactıon

model ot socılal actıng, the soclety iıtself 1$ pPTOCESS ot change
Therefore the communıIıcatıve interactiıon functions VE iımportant
factor of constructing and changıng the socılety. These aspects gıve wıder
horizon the intercultural interrel1ig10us commMunıcatıon because they
retfer the socıal responsibuıty of interactıon crossıng tradıtional liımits
of socıal Consequently ON 18 invıted reflect the interrelig10us and
intercultural communıcatıon intersocı1al communıcatıon. hat 15 V
significant wıth regar soclety 4E includes several socletles wıth
specific relig10us sOc10-cultural characteristics.

Language-Games and Interreligious GL ommunication
The moditication ot the socıal COTY elaborated Criıtical CcOoTrYy by the

School of Frankfort Must be SCCI1 reactiıon SO111C6 soclophılosophical
models ell the Posıtivism other modern theories of language

communıcatıon. Although the posıtion of Positivism W d5 characterized
Dy the negatıon of meanıngfulness especiı  y wiıth regard the relig10us
metaphysical language, nevertheless the discussions the positivist1ic crıt1-
1SM elaborated worthwhiıle aspects tor better understandıng of relig10us
language In partıcular Wiıttgenstein s later VIECW Ör language (publıshe In hıs
“Phiılosophical Investigati1ons ) does Justice the rel1g10uUs language tar

hıs CcOTYy of language-games clarıtfies that the anguages UuUSC d1iC
Varıous the d} play  20 ready Dy usıng 0)81 sıngle language
partıcıpatıng dıifferent anguage-games, therefore A1c changıng
the PTOCCSS of cCommunılicatıon from O1l! ang-uage-game another. ach
anguage-game has 1ts OW:] rules, OV!  » objectives, and they d1© like
an unlike ach other differing degrees and often terms of differing
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elements. “"As there d1C Varıous games, ach differing 1n CRFEEC TOM
others but connected by hot of interwoven lıkenesses, there ATl
Varıous languages, each differing from CVELY other but nevertheless
connected DYy network of intertwinıng sıimılarıties” ( Campbell). 'hus
the language ot descr1ıption, praise, blame others d1ie grouped into the
tamıly of varyıng language-activities.

In hıs €OTYy ot anguage-game Wiıttgenstem does NOL laım deal
pragmatıc mMO standard for partıcular language-game. Wiıttgenstein
denied rather that there 15 A1LY normatıve anguage-game agalınst which other
anguage-games COUu be mesured Judged Contrary the posıtıon of
the empIrstIC posıtıvism the language of posıtıve sclencCes (as language
game) 15 NOL the crıterıion of meanıngfulness. The terms "meanıngful”
“meaningless” Cannot be detined In absolute normatıven but wiall
have Varıous meanıngs depending the ang'uage-game 1C they
operate. For the beneftit of the relig10us language Wittgenstein’s later
phiılosophy of language differenciates many and Varıous functions of langua-
A Besides the PT1IMaAary function ın the UuUSCcCSs of language there INaAaYy be
specific WaY of usıng language. In of the game-model, language 1s
interconnected serles of actıvıtıes, ach with Lts OW.: rules No sıngle
language, function of language, 15 normatıve for others, ach
language-game 1S such Orm of lıte It IL1LAY be stressed that lan-
Su be condemned because ot 1ts failure INESUTE the
requırements ot SOTINC other language-game. hat also implicates the
other hand that the religi0us anguage-game (Or SAILLCS of relig10us language)
CannotL be the ILCASUTE of other languages It 1s accept that relig10us
language and scientific language differ In their relationships tacts And it 15

I"€SPCCt that in ıts regulatıve an interpretative functions the language oft
relig10us belieft connection of rellıg10us Statements ogma etc.)
wıth plctures which d1C different of the pıctures of non-believer, and the
eterred pictures have different degrees ot ımportance ın the language and
ıte of the believer of the non-belhever. In CVCLY AsSec Statement
POSSCSSCS ıts relig10us character {rom the total CONLEXT 1C ıt
“It 15 probable that the language ot religion 18 sımılar SOTINEC
other anguage-games But thıs does NO necessarıly IMpIy that relig10us
discourse be educed In LOLO SUOLILL1LE other language SITOUP of
languages. Exammnatıon INAYy reveal that 1t has SOINC irreducible element
Ven elements, of1C. Ad1ice found in other anguages but A1C present ere
1ın SOII1LC Uun1que, differentilating combıinatıion” ( Campbell).

Wiıttgensteim s “ Investigations’ represent dıitferentiated appTroac.
language, including relig10us language The phılosophical analysıs ot the
“complicated network” elaborated by Wiıttgenstein less rıg1d
conception of language which allows understanding of rel1g10us language

discourse wıthout mIınNımMızZINS the problematic ditficult character of
relig10us Statements. A the SAaInllıe tiıme SOI1L1LC aSPECLS of hıs investigations
invıte turther differenciation wıth regard the communIicatıon of
different relig10ns. In partıcular the model of anguage-game allows focus

269



the functions and character of language In the CONtLEeExXT ot dıifferent
relıg10us beliets. f the relig10us character ot Statemen depends the
total CONLtEXT, CVCILY relig10us belief expressed Dy relig10us language 15
assoclated wıth pıctures, the commMuUuNICaAtıon between ditferent relıg10us
beliefs has TECONSITUC the total CONtLexTt of CVELY relig10us SLatement_.
O1l  @} hand and the assoclated pıctures the other hand

In thıs perspective interrel1g10us commMuUuNIıcatıon kınd o# intercultural
communıcatıon realızes specific anguage-game consisting otf ditferent
anguage-games which difter ın theır CONLENTL and CONLEXL, 1in theır relatıon-
sh1ps historical Facts: In theır WdY of hınkıng, ın theır regulatıve
interpretatıve function. Not only the believer differs TOM the non-believer In
the named aspect but also the behever TOM the other believers otf the SAaIlle

relig10us tradıtion in partıcular TOM those of Varlıous religions. hat
CannotL be especı  Y 1n that ASC that the partıcıpants of
interreli1g10us communıcatıon belong dıverse orlentations of the SAaiIlle

tundamental relig10us convıctıon lıke Christians otf ditfterent churches
theological chools ell Hındus of the several maın theological
phiılosophic. torms of Hındulsm Muslıms of the difterent tradıtions etc.)
OL, for instance, cthey tollow religıons of ditferent kınd whose difterences
d1ie the result of theır historical orıgın TOM different relig10us StITEAaIMNS ILLAY
remember only SO111LC examples of the degrees of historical theological
affinities between Judaısm, Christlianıty, Islam (all together be
classıtıed Abrahamıc religions OIl hand Hındulsm, 1SmM,
Jamısm the other hand wıithout namıng the varıety the diffterences 1n
CVELY relig10-historical strıng.

Beliefs ın God in creation of the world and of INa  — ALC connected wiıth
pıctures Wiıttgenstem pointed OUL, but the pıctures A1C VC different,
SOINC EexXxtentTt In OI the SAd1l116 relig10n.“ And VE the SAaIille relig10us
SLAaLEMENTS involve pictures havıng different degrees of ımportance in the
anguages an lıves of the believers belonging diftferent relig10us tradıtions
wıth the1ir OW: socio-cultural well In the anguages lıves of
behlevers of COINIMMONMN tradıtion.

IT it Cal be sald, ın lıne wıth Wittgenstein s hought, that relig10us
language be collection of anguages including ethical language, the
language of attıtude Ormatıon of personal commıtment, others, and
that these anguages ın O11 relıg10us language INay have dıfferent values
standıngs 1n the ıfe of belıevers, the interrelig10us commMuUunNıcCcatıon becomes
LNOTC complicated. As In that relig10us language anguage-game 15
composed of different sub-language-games, and CVETLY relıg1on artıculates the
beliet 1ın specific anguage-game wıth sub-language-games, the interrelig10us
communıcatıon has start wıth the examınatıon of the anguage-games
askıng for simılarıties and differences 1ın consıderation otf the otf
relig10us uUusSs«e of language These procedures Ad1iCcC integrated of ÜUu-

nıcatıon between different relıg10us anguages the eve of ACOMMU-
nıcatıve reflections about the presupposıtion the realızatıon of
commMuUNICAtıve interactıon. It the anguage-game 15 NOL specified, the COI1-
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munıcatıon about CoONtent of relig10Us beliet taıls because the intended
ıdentity of meanıng includes the CONLEXT of relig10us belief expressed by
interconnected ser1es of actıvıtles In the Tame of the anguage-game.
Following Habermas’ conception of commMUunıIcatıve pragmatıcs the definı:
t10N of the COININONMN anguage-game the successtul PTOSTCSS ot
cCommunicatıve interactıon In mutual understandıng. The mutual contirma-
t107n of the rıght understandıng implicates ONSCHSU: about the value of

1ın the CONLEXT of commMunNIcCcatıon well the antıcıpatıon of
understandıing. oth aspects eman: the 3.CCCPt&IICC of the anguage-game
performed Dy interrelig10us communıcatıon of dittferent of relig10us
anguages
24 First Results

Summiıng thıs sect1on, Sa Y that the first LW of OU:  — reflection
On the understandıing of relig10us anguages ın the CoONtext ot interrelig10us

intercultural communıcatıon tried examıne the problem wıth rega.r
Habermas’ conception of unıversal pragmatıcs of communıcatıon

Wiıttgenstein s COTY of language-game. Habermas’ conception of the deal
PTOCCSS of communıcatıon constitutes the tIramework for communıcatıve
interactıon of avıng equal ng ts that the cCcommunıcators define
by metacommunıcatıve reflection the sıtuation, the rules, the aım, the
proceedings of interaction. The identity otf meanıng has be clarıtied by
mutual cCrit1c1sm. econdly the intercultural interrelig10us communIcatı-

interactıon W as connected wıth Wıttgensteimn s CcOoTYy of anguage-game
that the communiIicatıve interactıon be understood communıIcatıve
SAINC ın which CVETLY communıicator belongs unıty of anguage-game
“torm of life” As CVEIY rellg10Us anguage-game consı1ısts of different sub-
anguage-games, the intercultural interrelig10us communıcatıon needs
metacommunıcatıve decision about the language-game ot the communıcatı-

interactiıon itself and about the sub-language-games wıth their specific
relig10us Contents and EXpPTrESSIONS references of the interrelig10us U-
nıcatıve interactıion.

Religious Languages an World-Vietu

Relig10us language language ot cCommMmMUNICaAatıve interactiıon
anguage-game partıcıpates also the experlience of realıty. For

there 15 other WdY In MC human eing Cal  e experlence the world than
by experlence mediated hrough language. 'hıs thesıs W ads the tundamen-
tal result oft Wılhelm VO  - Humboldt’s research anguages  22 FOr hım
language 15 NOT only medium vehicle tor expressing communıcatıng
the ents of thinking. Thinking an speakıing uman Warenes and
human language aAaTeC connected In inseparable unıty. According thıs
unıty the language 15 the exXxpression otf the miınd of the world-view
(“Weltansicht”) of the speaker. The human eing recognI1zes the world, the
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objects, the differences, qualities, an relatıons wiıth the help of COT!

Janguage 1n specific LLLANLTICI which corresponds the language used by
hım. Every language imphıes therefore ıts characteristic VIEW of the WOT:!
including approprıiate idea ot the world and its Hence 0)8[

Sa y that CVCIY language contaıns ontology proper. Consequently Wılhelm
VO Humboldt analyses the difterences of anguages tollows ”The
ditfference otf anguages 15 nNnOoLt OLl!  @ of sounds and S1NS, but ıt 18 ditterence
of world-view itself.”®3 hıs world-view ot CONCT: language 1$ transındi-
vidual understandıng 1C 185 indıvidually concretized by the artıculatıon of
one’s thinkıing. Only by usıng the language, human beings explaın the
already known WOT. discover the still unknown world. Through
language the hınkıng OTrTMS the world and transtorms ıt into language

As CVELY language implicates specıfic world-view corresponding the
WOT. experienced Dy the language-user, CVCELY language ın itselt 15
self-sutticient system ıIn relatıon the culture of the communicatıng
communıity. According the practice ot the 19th century Humboldt
identified thıs communicatıng communıty wıth “natıon . Consequently CVETLY
communıcatıng Communıty realıze 1ts specific ultural identity only by
usıng and developing ıts OWIl language At thıs pomt the communıIcatıng
community be monad, completely functioning ın iıtself an yelLl
imıted by Janguage an world-view. But um 1s convınced that clear
an Cdistinct detinıtion of the world-view in ratıional results TOM the
PASSAaASC hrough foreign hınkıng.

The objectivity of subjective UusS«e ot language whıch intends g1ve the
conceptualıization of being and objective terminologıcal exXxpression, needs
the eNCOUNLET wıth others who expres 5 the COX'ICCP[ of eing ın diftferent
but analogıcal WaY accordıng theır OW.: thinking and individual USC of the
COINIMMNOIMN language Because of the inherent tendency lımıt the communıty
of CcCommMUNICAtION bınd the speaker of language ın the
net-work of 1n itself sutticient language-world, OLG has o OVCI the
lımıts of OIl historıical anguage wıth ıts corresponding world-view. Only by
crossiıng the orders of the "language world-view culture unıty” O11 Ca

reach the understandıng of the reality in ıts unıversal objectivity. The WdY
proOpCTI for openmng language-world of communıcatıng communıty 1s the
learnıng of different anguages of diverse language-families. EKvery 116

language brings O1  @ 1ın cCoOonNntact wıth 11 world-view particular
lınguistic cultural tradıtion, wıth L1IC' totalıty universalıty of
language which be 19010)8° less related the language ot the first
world-experience. The detinition of the specıfic character of language, the
comparıson of dıitfferent anguages, an the analysıs of the ole of CONCT:

language 1n the PTOCCSS of creative production of language aAaic only
possible if the COITINIMMNONMN SOUTITCECS of language-tradition the organıcal
Ole of anguages be oun

As already mentioned Wiılhelm VO: umboldt, OTl! of the v ımportant
lıngulsts and at the SAaIlle time philosopher of culture, developed hıs
understandıng of the coherency oft language world-view wıth regar
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the natıon.® It 15 typıcal tor natıon-orliented of the last C€ntury that
tind sentences 1ıke thıs Fundamentally language 15 the natıon tself,
properI1y speakıng the natıon.” the certaın natıonal force only

([0)80015 inner eve. opment external communıcatıon ın
certaın natıonal language Thıs aspect of the historical an CommunıIcatıve
connection between language an the socl10-cultural realıty VE
important problem also 1ın OUT days otf lınguistic an cultural natiıonalısm.
But it belongs another discourse. Here want only discuss the
relevance of umboldt conception tor the understanding ot relig10us
anguages in the PTFOCCSS of intercultural interrelig10us communıcatıon
but have consıder that the natıonal aspect of anguage 071  — be factor
of dısturbance because the interrelig10us communıcatıon intersocı1al actıon
15 connected wıth the socı1al CONLEXL. that be intluenced by natıonal
attıtudes and interests.

T’he following perspeckwues SEETN £O be noteworthy:
Firstly, umboldt  s interpretation of language confirms the close relatiıon-

sh1p of rel1g10us language certam System of rellg10us meanıngs .7takes part In the general relatiıon between language and world-view. Accord-
Ing1y CVEIY religion 1s connected wıth language Ü ımphes already
synthesis otf COININON relig10us experlences. Theretore ıt be expectedthat certaın lınguistic tradition of relıgıon determines the WaY of EXDETIT-
A the communıcatıon about ıt. At the SAdi1lle time the continulty 1ın the
linguistic tradıtion 15 the best guarantee tor continulty of the ‚ ymbolic
System of religion. Wiıth the continulty of self-sufticient system of the
language the world-view (e. theology philosophy of
elıg10N), however, the tendency 15 torced Iımıt the creatiıve innovatıon of
language world-interpretation reinterpretation of textual tradıtion
wıthout regar the change of experlence 1ts transtormation
moditied language-world. The self-Limitation of relig10us tradıtion 1C 15

the 0)81 hand LECESSALY for the identity wıth the orıgınal SOUTICES otf
relıg10us inspiration ve:  S the other hand the commMunıcatıon wıth
external symbolic SyStEMS of different world-view formulate by the SAd1I1l®e

diverse language.
econdly, umboldt emphasıizes the ımportance of cross-cultural

multi-Llinguistic experlence. Because of the lıngulstic penetration into another
"language world-view unity” thıs experlence DE the understanding otf
the simılarıties differences hıch characterize the relatıon between
"language world-view uniıties”. The maın PUrpOSE finally lıes the
discovering otf the tundamental SOUICES Wıth regar the intercultural and
interrelig10us commuUunIıcatıon of different unıtlies of language relig10usbeliefs thıs 3.SPCCt SLITESSES the connection between interrelig10us commMUuUNICA-
t1ve exper1enCce, the clarification of specıal relig10us “"language world-view
unıty” an the interrelig10us re-ENqUITY of the fundamental SOUICE nterreli-
&10US communıcatıon does NOoTt weaken relıg10us "language world-view
unıty” if 1t nables the objectivization ot the relig10us ıdentity reaches the
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meta-relig10us basıs experlenced artıculated by CVEILY historical relıg1on
1ın propecr language.

Thirdly, Humboldt’s conception of language mphes that the universalıty
of the realıty only be recognized artıculated Dy difterent languages
wıth theır specific world-view. In CONLTA: idea of reductive unificatıon
of the world-languages Humboldt etends the Juralıty of exıisting anguages
The loss of ()1I1'!  D sıngle language 15 the loss ot whole world-view, anı that
‘Al the loss of of the unıversal realıty. In the context of
relig10us languages the unıty otf anguage wıth belief 1s equally close. Also
there 1S multifold differentlation of the OL absolute realıty ıIn diverse
symbolic anguages wıth specıfic “pilctures” of the transcendental realıty
Fvery symbolıc systern of relig10Us age world-view unıty” 15 1ın itself

self-sufficıent unıversal system such authent1ic eXpression of
the human transcendental attıtude.

From the philosophıcal standpomt of fundament connectlion between
relig10us language, relıg10us experlence an religi0usly interpreted world-
VIECW have 5Sd Y the other hand under the condıtion of imperfect
realızatıon of transcendental CONSCIOUSNESS the totalıty an universalıty of
the Absolute NO be reflected by 0)8[ single system otf unıversal relıgıon

Dy the universalızatıon of O1l historically concretisized relig10n. Only the
CONtINUOUS interrelig10us anı cross-cultural communıcatıon of equal par Iners
eiıng rooted existentlially ın theır pPropCI socio-relig10us CONtLEX
the WaY tor communıcatıve interactıon which PC the lımıtatıon of the
historical connection between specific relig10us language and relig10us
EXPEMENCE: hat kınd of communıcatıon makes accessible Al unknown
world of EXpeMNENCE SCEts TEEC TOM exclusıve self-concentration 1n the
meanıng of relıg10centr1sm. It the CONSCIOUSNESS impressed by the OW.

religio-cultural tradıtiıon tor the approxımate recognıtion of the other
religio-cultural tradıtion and the COTINIIMNOIMN anthropological ontologıical
fundamentals far language function mediator become
CONSCIOUS of 1t.

Final Remarks An Outlook

hıs W AsS intended investigate SOIILLC aSspeCts of philosophy of
reliıg10us language the ackgroun of lıngulstic an philosophical reflec-
t107Ns represented by 0)81 of the founders of the Comparatıve Scıience ot
language, Wiılhelm VO: um (176218353 by O' modern philosopher
wıth 2T' cal influence upOI1 the Neoposıtivism of the School of Vıenna an of
TE A Brıtam, Ludwıg Wiıttgensteim (1889-1951), an another contemporary
philosopher otf the School of Frankfort, Jürgen Habermas. It 15 convıction
that the contributions of these philosophers although CVEITYONC of them
belongs diffterent philosophical orlıentation enable better understand-
Ing of relig10us language than the rıgid Posıtivism 10 has been LLNOTEC

generally discussed ın modern Indian philosophy, probably because of the
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closer connection the Anglo-Saxon philosophy.“® But that does NOL 1116A11
that the posıtıvıst criticısm did NOTL introduce VE relevant aspects for
differentiated understanding ß what language 15 able 5SaYyY In the frame:
work of scientific veriltication. And there 15 question about the
contribution of Posıtivism ın partıcular critical self-reflection of the
theological relıg10-philosophical speech God an other relig10us
tOpICs.

As specılal pomt of VIEW reflected the interrelig10us communıIlcatıve
interactıon which 15 part of the general intercultural communıicatıon.
Theretore the communıIıcatıve interactiıon of different elig10us tradıtions
includes also the socl1o-cultural CONLEXT In all 1ts historical an C0ntempora
3.SPCCtS 1C. has be taken 1ın consıderation. Not only the relıg10us
language an communıIicatıon 15 sOcl1o-cultural an also intercultural
interrelig10us phenomenon but ın particular the intercultural interreli-
Q10US communıIıcCators themselves well the intercultural interreli-
Q10US commMunIcCatıve interaction partıcıpate 1n socl1o-cultural systems that
ıt 15 misunderstanding otf great COMNSCYUCTMICE: ıf O1l' thinks ıt I11LAY be
possible commMuUNICaAte abstractly nothing but iıdeas, NtenNts, and
conceptions.“’ In far the intercultural interrelig10us communıcatıion
18 performed 1n socıal CONLEXT an In far ıt functions intersocı1al
cCommunıIcatıve PTOCCSS, the interactiıon 18 nNnOt only involved the existing
soclety socletles but VCI) LINOTEC ıt be important tactor ıIn PTOCCSS
of socı1al change which also influences the sOC1o-relıg10us SITUCLUTES and the
tradıtional values of SOcl1o-cultural system.

It 1s grante: that the exposıtıon does NOT ofter complete anı perfect
phılosophic. system of intercultural phılosophy of relig10us language
Important 2.SPCCtS of Western Indian phılosophic reflections ATeC NOoTt
consıdered. remember only the contrıbutions 1C. OINeEe from the sıde ot
Phenomenology succeeding Edmund Husserl Irom invest1gat1ons of
Comparatıve Lingulst1ics and Cultural Anthropology. In spıte otf the confine-
nNnen of SOTILLE aspects trıed TAaCe Out perspectives of theoretical Tame-
work tor philosophical reflection intercultural an interrellg10us COIN-
munıcatıon which aAaTe NOTL inftluenced by partıcular relıg10us tradıtion.
Reflecting UuPpOI presupposıtions and condıtions tor the poss1ibility of intercul-
tural an interrelig10us communıcatıon the Statement 15 only relyıng the
phiılosophical ratıo.*®

At the nd want OPCIL the discussion bDy connecting the retlection wiıth
SOINEC aspects of tradıtional Indian phılosophies of language where Indıa has

much er the West, if NOot more.“? Wiıth regard the elig10us
communıcCatıve interactiıon the pomt of reference 15 nNnOoTt the phılosophical
CcOTY otf ogic argumentatıon the epistemology but rather the aesthetic
CcOTY ot language.

As the ancıent OmMmMeENLALOTS of 1terary tradıtions ın the Hellenistic WOT.
and the Christian OomMmMeENLAtOTrS of ıblical scrıptures, the Indıan aesthetic
COTY of vanı and rasa-dhvanı differentiates several levels of lıterary
communıcatıon which d1C also relevant for the relig10us communıcatıon. “ At
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least the Indian CcOTYy of language trıes discover the deeper dimensions of
language According that aesthet1ic analysıs of lıterary language, the
interrelig10us communicatıon has NOTL only reftfer the content-oriented
3.SPCC[S of language. The aım of language 15 accordıng the Indıan COTY

the experlence of the emotive and aesthetic values hrough 1C. human
understandıng 15 opened tfor the transcendental ontologıic level of
language an the corresponding realıty. The CcOTY of vanı also includes
the perspective otf the recıplent, 1ın modern er the pragmatıc dimensıon.
These aspects ot aesthetic theoTrYy of language Cd) be integrated in
philosophy of relıg10us language that the aım the proceedings of the
interrelig10us communıcatıon be claritied in intercultural philosophı-
cal cContext

The classıcal Indıan philosophy ot language an the aesthet1ic eoTry
recogni1ze the ontologic foundatıon the; transcendental perspective of
Janguage hıs pomt of VIEW 1s normally NOL integrated ın modern estern
phılosophy ot language communicatıion.>) The ontologıc foundatıon

the transcendental perspective of language include for the interrelig10us
communticatıon that CVCIY artıculatiıon of relıg10us language has wıth
the sılent experlence of the ontologıic orıgın of the word that sılent
interactiıon has the limits of language 1n the sılent communıty
particıpatıng 1n the transcendental perspective ot language.

In the sılent relatıon the unnamed mystery of the unspoken word 1112}  —

ll be of the unftinıte wOorTd, the groun ot word-manıiftestations ın
the articulated therefore ımıted language Interrelig10us communIlca-
t1on pPFrOCESS of verilticatiıon €eAa| the central experlence Dy destroyıng
the limıtations of language pıcture. Thıs central experlence wıll fnally
have OIl! transcendental allıncluding Orlıentatıon that O! Cal  —

commuUunNıcate by usıng OIl  @ language probably only few words unifyıng
the scattered ankınd But O1l  D has admıt ırectly that thıs outlook
touches the mystıcal sphere which 15 SCCI1 especlally {from SOTIL1LC Indian
authors the ftundament dımens1ı1on uniıfyıng religions.” As spirıtual
experience of the essent1al groun of eıng and word-thinkıng ıt wıthdraws,
however, TOM communication-techn1ıques, ratiıonal discourses, methodi-
cal analysıs of instrumental rationality. It produces proOpCI metaphorıcal
language logıc that mystical speech 15 characterized by eXiITEME

symbolısm. Consequently the critical attıtude of phılosophy (perhaps NOL

only of Western philosophy lıke Posıtivism an Analytical Philosophy) will
evoke the question whether that experi1ence ot indıviduals, OrMe'! by
relig10us soclo-cultural pattems ot their historical X  > will \g(8)1 be
different and multitfold Just in that moment when OT1'  (D becomes CONSCIOUS of
such transcendental horizon.“* And ıt 1s CEXPECL that the ditterences will
increase when 0)01 SCtAarts fınd rıg words OUutL of the quant1ty of
amb1ıgu0us tradıtionally determinated words which CXPICSS the truth
OLICEC experienced. In VIEW of such problems the pırıtual anı mystical
tradıtions ıIn ast West developed specific INAanners artıculate the
deep-experlience Just at the ExXITEME pomt otf intellectually discernıng know-
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egde and transconsciously AWAdICIL1C5>S reconcıling und unifying the human
and the divıne realıties. hat 15 the negatıve paradoxal tormulatıon of
verbal EXpress1oNs which NO ALLY LL1LO1C6 be interpreted according the
hıteral of the lınguistic surface-structure.

Every prelimınary tinal step in thıs PIOCCSS of unıfyıng communıcatıon
needs the experlence of meanıng wıthout words, the 1isk of forgotten words
1n the perspective of ET “Words A1L1C used tor expressing theıir meanıng, 1t
the meanıng 15 understood, 0)8[ (‚ d forget the words. Where tind
198028  - who forgets the words that tal hım? There aTec things 0)8l

speak about, other 0)815>5N which 0)8l  (D Cd)  - understand by eart. The
”51ILOTEC 0)8{ speaks, the arther O1l 1EeE111OVECS TOM the meanın

These commentatıng remarks ot Chuang-tse (died about E be
understood assoclatıve YyNOoPpPSIS of L[WO sentences delivered heritage
of Chinese WI1ISE 111 named Lao-tse (6th 4th C entury e want
mentıon the seNtLENCES because theır CONLENTL tundamental tor
self-critical reflection lıngulstic communıcatıon concretisatıiıon of word-
communIlcatıon in relatıon the intended meanıng of the transcendental
realıty beyond the word. Thereftfore the sentence. ALC partıcularly relevant
for the understandıng tor the performing of interrelig10us cCommMUuUuNICA-
t107 of equal gomg together the WdY the deep-structure of the
word the historically tormulated words:

“The 1a0 about 1IC. ON  @)) Cal  . speak
15 NOT the absolute : 90
The 1LLAI1L1ES hıch 0)8l Q1VE
V ran NOL the absolute name” (1)
“True words A1LC NOL euphon10us.
Fuphon10us words d1iC nNnOL Lrue.

good does NOL lgt wıth words.
Who tıghts wıth words, 18 NOtL go0od man  27 (81)
At the end A1L1C reachıng the startıng-poimnt of turther reflection

intercultural interrelig10us communıcatıon by usıng relig10us anguages
by speaking the meanıng of relig10us tradıtions In intercultural

CONtLexXt Being of the limits, poss1ıbulıty, the need of intercultural
interrelig10us communıcatıon reflection sıghts the otf

wordless cCcommunıcatıve interactıon. In thıs the mutual COII-
munıcatıon 1S concentrated the COINIMMONMN cCentre and medium, that 15 the
Spirıt beyond the words. It 15 the spirıt the ynam.1c SOUTITICEC the
inner truth crıterion of CVCELY word CVCEIY communıcatıve NCOULUNTETr
f ıt 1S really eNCOuUuNtLer In the truth beyond transcending
interrelig10us communıcatıon usıng the dittferent relig10us anguages
crossıng the limits of CVCIY language ll experlence the transrational meetlt-

1ng-pomt of the ratıiıonal reflections. hen 1t ll be able integrate the
absolute groun of VeT: symbolic communıcatıon into the varıety of
relig10us and interrelig10us anguage-games, and ıt deliver TOM anxı1ety

prejJudıce, TOM self-concentration, intolerance, aggression, because
elated thıs uniıfyıng communıcatıve Gcenire CVCLY partıcıpant Ar 1N-
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terrel1g10us communıcatıve interactıon 15 invıted promote the COMMUNIO
of communı1icators.®®

And he do that 1ıle he 15 existentlally engaged in the PTOCCSS of
mutual understanding of COINMNONMN ex1istentıal quest1ons of mankınd, discov-
erıng the ımportance of the specıfic contrıbution which 15 presented Dy CVETY
unıty ot relig10us language and world-view, but also accepting the need of
mutual help correction because of the owledge of misusıng the words,
the rellg10uUs language, and the relig10us world-view. Finally the communıca-
(OTS have take heed of continuous per1 which 15 part of CVCLY PITOCCSS of
recognızıng an communıcatıng: the knowledge be CLz  K anı the
communıcatıon of the owledge by usıng the medium of language hbe
erroneous.* Viewing these problems, 1t 15 indıspensable emphasıze the
promoting and correcting function of intercultural phılosophy of relig10us
language of intercultural communıcatıon especlally for the mMeta-
communıcatıve reflection the problems pose by the diftferent anguages,
the complexity of meanıng of communıcatıve Orms corresponding
dıverse “forms of life”, and by the performance of intercultural and
interrelig10us NCOUNLETS exchanges. But iın spıte of the problems the
intercultural phiılosophy such and partıcularly the intercultural phılosophy
of relig10us language need the practice oft intercultural interrelig10us
communıcatıion. The practice-oriented COoTY wiıll be veritied will be
MOoOdI111e: and corrected ın the intercultural interrelig10us experlence otf
communıiıcatıve interactiıon crossıng the lımıts of language, of relıg10ns
phiılosophy well the liımıts of socl1o-cultural systems. Only thus
experlence being ıntegrTal part of the crıitical meta-communıcatıve self-
reflection pTrO]J pr otf intercultural and interrelig10us phılosophy
corresponds the proper crıter1a.

We uUus«e the translatıon of The Revised Standard ersion hıich O€s NOL
philologically reproduce exactly the orıgınal Text ın (‚ dS:' Gen. XI 1 5Say5S that all
human beings used the SAdIlle language and the SAaIIl1le words (Or sounds).

The tradıtıon of the narratıon 1l explaın the LLAIlle of the CIty 1n the CONtLEXT of
Israelitic etymology and theology. In difference COQUTI analysıs, Fohrer attaches
the tEexXT the elder traclition of the so-called “nomadıc source”.

The Jawhist intefpreted hab-ılu ın the CoNntext of hıs O W language Hebrew) that
he assoclilated “halal” the of to throw INnto disorder, contuse”. hıs popular
etymologıcal method allowed the pseudo-historical realısm of mythological narratıon
Aat time when he reign of Babylon had already lost 1ts hegemony.

Scheil, Esagıl le Temple de Bel Mardouk Babylone. Memaoires de
|’ Academie des Inscriptions el Belles-Lettres 293—-372 Parrot,
Zıggurat el Tour de Babel, 1949; Der Turm [8)8! Babel Bıbel und Archäologie 1, 1955,
Maa ] ONn Soden, Etemenankı Asarhaddon nach der Erzählung Om
Turmbau Babel und dem Erra-Mythos. Ugarıt-Forschungen 253-264
The temple of Babylon W asSs composed ot (WO maın, the Esagıla and the zıkkurat
(zikkuratu TOM he rOOTL zakaru o be hıgh). he temple-tower of Babylon Was called
E-te-men-an-kı. That I1NCAans "House of the tundament of Heaven an Earth” OT „House
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hat 1$ the fundament of Heaven and FEarth”. The zıkkurat otf Larsa had the L1A11l1le

E-dur-an-ki, Le. “House of Connection of Heaven nd Earth”. Besides ot Gen. AlL,
have other historical documents which describe the bulldings ot zıkkurats: Herodot,
Hıst. 1,.178-187; Dıodor, Bıbl ‚/-10; and Strabon, GeogrT. 5-7
r But here ıIn thıs text ot Gen XI ıt 15 NOL asked for the orıgın of the tirst and COINIMNONMN

language. The preceding narratıon ot creation and paradise Gen D-2 ımphıes
that the first Ian W as capable Uus«e the language harmony ıth the CTEALOT. The
later priestly tradıtion thought that the creation W as evoked OutL of the chaotic
tohu-wa-bohu bDy the ceatıve word otf God who gave the 11a1nles the maın ot the
realıities Gen. 1:41<H:43) In thıs theological CONtext have understand the
philosophical thesıs Or} Suüußmilch (1754) that the 1Irst language orıgimnated the
CTrEeALOT (cf. already Plato’s Kratylos). See the general critical remarks of Mauthner,
Beıträge IA iner Kritik der Sprache. Vol. Zur Sprachwissenschaft Ullstein MaterI1a-
hen Ullstein Buch 340f (wıth reference the critical standpoints ot

Herder and Jacob Tımm) Väkyapadıiya L “"That beginningless and endless
One, that ımperishable Brahman of hıch the essentı1al ature 15 the Word, hıch
manıftests itself into objects and TOM which 18 the creation of the Unıverse.”

ames Campbell: The guage of Relıgion, 1971, 162-163
Ibd,, 163
An example 15 gıven Dy the Marxıan philosophers interpreting prophetic and

apocalyptic ıdeas of the hıstory and the final ranstormation of the unjJust soclety ın
whiıich the POOT people aATre oppressed and looted. modern Marxıan re-interpretation
of those old-israelitic and Jewiısh traditions W as presented by Ernst Bloch

the Cat egOoTYy of Sıtz ım Leben” Gunkel) ot the form-historical analysıs and
the investigati1ons of the sociologıcal factors which characterıize the CONtLexXTt and the
development of Judaism an Early Christianity.

Arabıc of the Koran, Sanskrıit of edas Already ın the old orlental history
know ASCes that OIl continued deliver relıg10us an read them durıng rıtual
performances although the orıgınal relıg1ıon an linguistic culture had NOTL survıved.
The language Ör the Sumerlans the oldest wriıtten language ot human culture
documentated SINCE 4th millenn1um died OutL about 1800 C‚ but the "X{S
WT coplied and modithed yet untiıl the Hellenistic time (cf. the CPOS of Gilgamesh).

the translatıon of the Hebrew Holy Scrıptures into Greek, the so-called
Septuagınta, ATl the use of thıs translatıon In the early Christian communıties.
19 srut1ı (or eda) and smrtı ın Hınduism. 1:OT7A and tradıtion ın different Jewısh
schools, gospel and tradıition Christianity eic Radhakrishnan, Recovery of Faıth
(1955), ch
13 Sanskrıt language ot relıg10n, scliencCeEe and lıterary culture.
14 INAaY be noteworthy at hıs pomt that Veln foreign relıg10ons did NOL only bringtheir OW] languages In the lınguistic an cultural CONtLEXTL of Indıa. There AT Iso
M1SS1IONATIES hıch hıghly respected by Indian lınguists because of their research
()11 Indıan language and Iınguistic trandıtions. want tO mention the contribution of
he (GGerman Hermann Gundert (1814-1893) Malayalam STAr and lex1c0-
graphy. He ıst ell known because he sed the modern linguistic methods otf the Och
century tor his analysıs of hıs Dravıdıan language. OF Purushothaman Naır,
Contribution ot Christian Miıssionarıes the Grammatıcal Theories In Malayalam:Christian Heritage ot Kerala by John, 1981, 138 “Gundert’s STaIIMNAT 18 the
tirst and only authentic STATIINAT ot Malayalam language composed by toreign and
natıve missiONATIES. excels al the other grammatıcal works ın all Later,
Gundert’s rendered lot of help the natıve grammarı1ans Inspite ot the
mınute drawbacks TOM the 20th ccntury point ot VIEW, Dr. Gundert’s Malayalam

279



(GGrammar 15 iımportant reference-source tor 0)8[  D who 15 interested the NIStOrYy
ot OUT language. ” See also Velayudhan, Foreign Mıssiıonarles and Malayalam
Lexicography: Lc 145 47
15 Wiınch, Tryıng Make Sense, 1987, 104751531
16 Wıth regard Logical Posıtivism and Critical Rationalism ct. W .-D Just, Religiöse
Sprache un analytısche Phulosophie. 1n und Unsınn relig1öser Aussagen, 1975

Ferre, Language, Logı1c, and God, 1961 amsey, Relig10us Language
Empirıcal Placıng oft Theological Phrases, 1963 1iıck (ed.), The Existence: of GOod,
964 Martın, The New Dialogue between Philosophy and Theology, 966

Flew, God and Philosophy, 1969
17 Kant philosophical reflection religion which identitied relig10n wıth the
knowlegde ot the moral obligations diıvine has effected ditterent theories
of relig1on connecting 1 ıth ethics. But VCI Neo-Kantıan ot religion
realızatıon of the moral idea like that of Cohen, Religion und Sıttlıchkeıit, 1907 A1C

tinally concerned by posıtivistic ecriıticısm including ethıcal statements. The CSCADEC Out
of that dilemma 15 also hiındered VCI) it O11  (D interprets relıgion sentiment of relatıon

the Absolute (Fr. Schleiermacher) sentiment otf the unfinality of feeling (P.
Natorp). But ıt 15 rightly SCC1I1 by those models otf phılosophical relig1i0-psychological
interpretations that relıgıon be reduced ratiıonal orm ot doctrine and that
the sentiment 15 ımportant factor of relıgıon. 1S, however, NOL sufficiant ıth
regard the complexity of relıgıon SaYy that certamty otf taıth In the relig10us
(Le. psychic) experlience ot the divine Absolute it W as the theory of Scholz
(Relıgionsphilosophie, and others. The limıts of that interpretations have been
unmasked bDy psychoanalytıcal crıticısm ot relıgıon well Dy Posıtivism and
Ratıionalısm.
13 But he shows that hıs reflection implicates erıitical theory ot relıgıon the base of

evolutionary interpretation of the hiıstory ot relıgi0n. Thıs aspeCL be
discussed OUT cContext.
19 Habermas’ development and hıs elaborated conception of Unıiversal Pragmatıcs

be exposed. In the final result 038[{  @} C]  - 5SaYy that Habermas has opened the
orıgınal tramework otf the soclo-philosophical School ot Frankfort by introducing the
theory of cCommunıcatıon 1ın discussıion ıth linguistic and sociologıical theories. The
theory of commMuniIicCcatıve actıng essentlally language-theoretical founda-
ti1on of soclology. Kıss, Paradıgmawechsel der Krıtischen Theorie: Jürgen
Habermas’ intersubjektiver Ansatz, 1987 The development of Habermas’ sSOCc10-theo-
retical concept be SCECH In h1s following publıcations: Erkenntnis un: Interesse,
1968 FT Logık der Sozilalwissenschaften, 971 2nd ed. Was heißt Universalprag-
matık? Sprachpragmatıik un: Phiılosophie. by Apel, 1976, 174272 Theorie
des kommunikativen Handelns, Vols., 1981 Moralbewußtsein un kommunikati-
VEeS Handeln, 1983 Honneth ONas (eds.), ommunikatıves Handeln
Beıträge 7 Jürgen Habermas’ „Theorie des ommunıkatıven Handelns“”, 1986

Danielzyk olz eds.), Parabel. Vernunft der Moderne? Zu Habermas’
Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns, 1987 Ind ed.)

ATaCtatus Logico-Philosophicus, 1921 Philosophical Investigations, 1953 Lectu-
16 and Conversatıons 0)8! Aesthetics, Psychology and Relig10us Belieft. by

Barrett, 1966 There 15 COININON opınıon that Wıttgenstein changed SOIILIC

iımportant aspects between the 1 Tactatus Wittgenstein L) and the Investigations
Wiıttgenstein II) Both Iines otf his thınkıng influenced the analytıc, lıngulst1c, and
semantıc philosophies of OUT days. C Malcolm (ed.), Ludwig Wiıttgensteimn

Memaoıir, 1958 Pıtcher, The Philosophy of Wittgenstein, 1964 Pıtcher
(ed.), Wittgenstein The Philosophical Investigations, 966 Copı1
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Beard eds.), Says Wiıttgenstein s JIractatus, 1966 Hallet, Wiıttgenstein sDefinition of Meanıng se, 1967 Hartnack, Wiıttgenstein un dıe moderne
Philosophie, 1968 2nd ed Hudson, Ludwig Wıttgenstein. The Bearıng oft hıs
Phılosophy UuDON Relıg10us Belief, 1968 Vasey (ed.),; Understandıing Wiıttgenstein,
974 Keıghtley, Wıttgensteıin, (Grammar and (GOd,; 976 wıth informative
bibliography). Wınch, Tryıng Make Sense, 1987
21 the understanding of God .ods an Goddesses VarıoQus tradıtions and
wrıtıngs ot Hınduilsm, the different 1amnes of God and theological of Od’s
actıng 1n history which tind In the tradıtions of Judaısm el  3 Already the first
chapters of the Old Testament contaıns LW theological interpretations of creation
orıgınatıng ın dıfferent theologiıcal tradıtions. Sımılarly find in the Christian New
JTestament evolution of theological motits and, tor instance, of christological and
soterl1ological interpretations of eSsus, hıs work, passıon and death. Already the
wfitmgs of ONl relıgıon document the pluralıty ot theological and philosophical
categorlies anı! interpretations 1ın the hıstorical development ot relıgıon but also al
the S\d1Il11e epoch. VC. ımportant subject INAaYy be the philosophical and theological
categorıes In Comparıson wıth pıctures of myths an other narratıons anı ıth artıstıc
representations (cf. Wiıttgenstein’s reflection Michelangelo). See Wınch, Tryıng
CO Make Sense, 1987, 64-—-81 ( Wıttgenstein, Pıcture and Representatıon ).22 The relevant language-philosophical wrıtings aTre collected 1ın Wılhelm VO'  - Hum:-
boldt, Schriften ZU  S Sprachphilosophie. Werke fünf Bänden. Vol JIL by Flıtner

Giel, Darmstadt 1972 4th ed.  E The STCAL edition ot Gesammelte Schriften LS
edited by Königlıch Preussısche Akademie der Wissenschaften Cet: especılally ols ILL,
1 and ID)
23 VO Humboldt, Gesammelte Schriften. Vol. 1V,27.20.61f.293 Karl Jaspers<} follows thıs opınıon by sayıng that CVELY language includes nNot
translatable world” although ıt be translated up LO certaın degree” Dıiıe Sprache.München 1964, 9-10) informative u of Humboldt’s language-phiılosophical standpoint 15 gıven by Kutschera, Sprachphilosophie UTB 80), 1975
Q2nd ed.), 288—-9299 Kutschera reters also LO Edward Sapır (1884-1935) and Benjamın
Lee Whort (1897-1941) See here partıcularly Sapır, Selected Wrtings of Edward
Sapır. Dy Mandelbaum, 1949, and Whorf, Language, Thought, and
Reality. Dy ‚arroll, 1956 Sapır and Whort elaborated SOINEC HICHEe B.SP€C[Swıth regard Amerıcan-Indian languages which d1ic ımportant tor phılosophy of
intercultural commMunıcatıon tar the connnection between language and world-
1eW 18 concerned. Hoyer (ed.), Language Culture, 1954 Henle (ed.)
Language, Thought and Culture, 1965 2nd ed. Humboldt’s language-philosophicalreflections dıd NnOoTLt tind direct SUCCESSOIS durıng the 19th C CH[UX'y although hıs works
has een admıred. At the beginning oft the 20th CENLUTY, several linguistic and
philosophical investigations demonstrated change. Franz Nıkolaus Fınk (1867-1910),
for instance, analysed language eXxpression of world-view ( Weltanschauung”) and
interpreted the inner orm ot language eXpression ot the specıfic spiırıtualıtyhıch characterizes people language-community. Wılhelm Wundt SA
integrated extensive reflection language hıs “Psychology of Peoples” and
explained language MIrTOr of the idea-world. The change ot meanıng correspondschange of iıdea 1n relatiıon the condıtions ot culture which dominate 1n
Community of language. Later find increasıng Neo-Humboldtianism.
One of the representatıves W aAs Leo Weısgerber (cf. Von den Kräften der deutschen
Sprache. Vols., Dıe ıer Stufen ın der Erforschung der Sprachen. Spracheun!' Gemeinschaftt. Grundlegung 21 1963 Dıe geistige Seıte der Sprache und ihre
Erforschung, OLE See Iso Hartmann, Wesen un Wiırkung der Sprache 1m
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Spiegel der Theorıe Leo Weıisgerbers, 1958 But the influence of Humboldtian
tradıtion has een interrupted because ()I1'  e payed INOTEC attention different lıngulstic
schools, speclally those of Structuralism.
24 Humboldt, Gesammelte Schriften. Vol. A (Werke Vol. 111.141) Wıth
1C4ASOI1 ıt 1s saıd by arl Jaspers that language 1s 1ILLOLC than only “empirıcal facts”
Language such 15 the APpP  CC ot the all-embracıng CONSCIOUSNESS.
I5 Humboldt wWTOLe, for instance, iragment the tOpPIC ot the “natıonal character ot
languages” but there W as NOL yeL natıonalıst attıtude ın hıs eXpOSILLONS FEr
Gesammelte Schriften 154 Werke 111 170) On the CONLFaTrY, h1s cosmopolitical
background „nation” W as rather comprehended AS iıdea including al socıal and
cultural dimens1i0ns of soclety ASs language-communlıity. The natıon uniıfies the
transındıyıdual CONLEXT ot the indıvıdual UsScC ot STAIINLAT and lex1icon, anı defines the
relatıon other languages and language-communıt1ies 1n multiple anners. would
be interesting SCC how tar Humboldt’s 16 W ot interrelationsh1ip between natıon and
language has een ditferenciated Dy himselt and the later lıngulstic and philosophi-
cal investigations. IHNAaYy pomt only LO hıs distiıctiıon between LLNOTEC statıc relatıon of
natıon ıts language and ILOIC dynamıc and evolutıive US!  e Humboldt 1s convınced
that the pecularıty of natıon corresponds the characteriıistics otf 1ts language.
706 Choudhury (ed.), Philosophy and Language, 1984 ChatterJee, Philoso-
phical Enquirtes, 1988 Ind ed.), 16-63
27 The XYy “Dıialogue ot Religions” discussıng relig10us doctrines makes often
USC of the comparatıve method but it takes rarely the sociological problems of
interrelig10us and intersocı1al relationshıp. And (JIl'  D 5a Y that the task
partıcıpate In the peacetul solutiıon ot socıal and polıtical conftlicts 1s really noticed
cthough the relıg10ns sometımes involved 1n the sıtuatıiıon but SC  s the example ot
WCRP) It also that all-includıng spirıtualıty essenti1al ftundament ot

brotherlike communıcatıon 1s NOL yet developed. Tolerance 1$ NECESSALY PTE
condıtıon but does NOL yet accomplısh the cooperatıve spirıtualıity of brotherlike
solıdarıty.
8 theoretical reflection interrelig10us and intercultural commMUNICAtıon ıt 1s
understood ın thiıs contrıbution philosophical level resists the tendency of
interpretingt exclusively single ultural and relig10us tradıtiıon that ıt be
ın prevalent posıtion. It also idealıze the spirıtual heritage proper and
crıticıse the other O1l  (D without respect un wıthout readıness learn and change
OopInı10ns, attıtudes and practices. Theretore accept meanıng ıke that of
Christopher Dawson who saıd “The Movement otf World Revolution” that
the “panasıan society” being ın makıng ll NOL be based “relig10us
philosophical synthesıs” of Asıan tradıtions but the general secular civılızation of
the modern world; 16 the civılızatıon of the West However, OUT days there 15
inevıtable discussion about lımıts and periılous CONSCYUCHICCS of VCIN that cıvılization.
And especlally several German phılosophers have ecriticiızed the dommınance ot techno-
logical an economıcal oriıentations the modern soclety SinCEe last CEeENLuUTY. But
the other hand ıt that ıt 1s historıically and philosophcally NOL jJustihed
OPPOSC the spiriıtuality of the East the materı1alısm of the West Ekvery torm ot
schematıc opposıtion simplifies characterıstics of cultural an relig10us tradıtions and
18 finally NOL usetul PEISCIVE the 0).'2 identity ın PTOCCSS of cultural and socı1al
chan

Sınha, Indian Phiılosophy, Linguistic Analysıs anı Metaphysıcs: Phıloso-
phy and Language. by Choudhury, 1984, 2923 Mazumdar, Phiılosophy
otf Language in the Light of Panınıan anı the Mımamsaka Schools ot Indıan
Phiılosophy, 1G INaYy remember that the NCOUNLE: of the Western lınguists ıth

289



Sanskrıt inıtiated VC) fruuttul development of lınguistic investigat1ions and otf
philosophy of language.

Masson Pathwardhan, Santarasa an Abhinavagupta’s Phılosophy of
Aesthetics, 969 Amaladass, Philosophical Implications of Dhvanı FExperlience of
Symbol Language In Indian Aesthetics, 1984 (esp. “Dhvanı Hermeneutics).
41 But retfer LO philosophers iıke Martın Heıidegger whose contrıbution
philosophy otf language demonstrates the relevance otf metaphysical foundatıon
prepared by tradıtions of Heraclıitos, Stoa, Neoplatonism, and Mystics. Heidegger 15
also otf the sılence fundamental diımension of language. Generally Lt INAaYy be
VE ruittul take Heidegger’s reflections into consıderation tor intercultural
phiılosophy of language mediating Asıan an Western philosophies. Heidegger,Brief über den Humanısmus, 1947 Unterwegs A Sprache, 1959 1960, Ind ed  —
In the CoONtext otf Western phılosophy, however, evade the question for the
historical dimension of language, communıiıcation, and understanding. The reflections

transcendental condıtions and fundaments ot language, communiıcation, and
understandıng have be Iinked wıth the historical sıde but that does NOT only I1a
the indıyvıdual lıte-history of the language-user. The hıstorical tramework of socletyla.nguage—community, of socı1al and symbolic interaction an finally oft the Universal-
history ıth aspects have be considered and mediated ıth standpoımts ike that
ot Heidegger, hıth hermeneutical theories 1ıke that of H. Gadamer
Wahrheit und Methode, 960 It that only differentiated and
complicated reflection ll finally effect real intercultural theory of communticatıon

fundament otf crıtically controlled communıCatıve interaction.
RD Väkyapadıya 1727088 Welte, German phiılosopher oft relıgı0n,characterized NC the siılence “the respiration otf the language” (Sprache, Wahrheıit
und Geschichte: Zwischen Zeıt un Ewiıgkeıt, 1982, Z 'hıs 1S, indeed, ımagına-t1ve aspect In which Welte rıghtly SCCS connectmg pomt ot Western mystıcaltradıtions and Buddhısm. It would be Cas tind reftferences Iso ın Hinduism.
33 Sarvapallı Radhakrishnan- Recovery otf Faıth ch. \AA
34 Radhakrishnan, Recovery of Faıth 1955),
35 Lin ua.ng (ed.), Laose, 1958, 201 Chuang-tse’s texXxTt anı the following quotationsot Tao-te-Ching have een translated from German into Englısh by the author.
R6 Interrelig10us communıcatıon 18 always performed the ension between soclologi-cal, psychological, lınguistic, OT generally anthropological liımitations and de-
lımitations. Every artıculation otf the reality transcending the liımıts of human
artıculation geL off the lımıts oft language, but usıng the possibilities otf
multiıdimensional language (esp. of metaphorıcal symbolic language) the language15 capable disclose the tundamentally transcending orlentation of human being and

open the horizon of transcendental experlence. The dısclosing function of relig10uslanguage has een exposed by de Pater ( Theologische Sprachlogik,following the examples and the theory SE} amsey Freedom and Immortalıty,and others.
57 The startıng-point of Ekuropean philosophy ot language 15 the scepticısm of
philosophers like Gorgias!
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