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3. The Dialectic of Event and Meaning
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5. Meaning as "Sense" and ""Reference"
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what the speaker does

what the sentence does

This subjective-objective dialectic

The "objective" side of discourse itself may be taken in two different ways. We may mean the
"what" of discourse or the "about what" of discourse. The "what" of discourse is its "sense," the
"about what" is its "reference."

Gottlob Frege, "Ueber Sinn und Bedeutung," (19)

distinction between semiotics and semantics

Only the sentence level allows us to distinguish what is said and about what it is said. In the
system of language, say as a lexicon, there is no problem of reference; sings only refer to other
sings within the system. With the sentence, however, language is directed beyond itself.

language has a reference only when it is used.

That someone refers to something at a certain time is an event, a speech event. But this event
receives its structure from the meaning as sense.

But the dialectic of sense and reference is so original that it can be taken as an independent
guideline. Only this dialectic says something about the relation between language and the
ontological condition of being in the world. Language is not a world of its own. It is not even a
world. But because we are in the world, .... we (20) have something to say, we have experience
to bring to language.

This notion of bringing experience to language is the ontological condition of reference, an
ontological condition reflected within language as a postulate which has not immanent
justification;

If language were not fundamentally referential, would or could it be meaningful?

Finally, semiotics appears as a mere abstraction of semantics. And the semiotic definition of the
sign as an inner difference between signifier and signified presupposes its semantic definition as
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reference to the thing for which it stands. The most concrete definition of semantics, then, is the
(21)theory that relates the inner or immanent constitution of the sense to the outer or
transcendent intention of the reference.

the utterer's meaning has to be expressed in the language of reference as the self-reference of
discourse, i.e., as the designation of its speaker at the same time that it refers to the world. This
correlation is not fortuitous, since it is ultimately the speaker who refers to the world in speaking.
Discourse in action and in use refers backwards and forwards, to a speaker and a world. (22)

6. Some Hermeneutical Implication

They mainly concern the use and abuse of the concept of speech events in the Romantic
tradition of hermeneutics. Hermeneutics as issuing from Schleiermacher and Dilthey tended to
identify interpretation with the category of "understanding,” and to define understanding as the
recognition of an author's intention from the point of view of the primitive addressees in the
original situation of discourse.

Understanding a text, then, is only a particular case of the dialogical situation in which
someone responds to someone else.

This psychologizing conception of hermeneutics has had a great influence on Christian
theology.

this speech event is the Kerygma, the preaching of the Gospel. (22)

The assumptions of a psychologizing hermeneutics --- stem from a double misunderstanding of
the dialectic of event and meaning in discourse and the dialectic of sense and reference in
meaning itself.

what is at stake in this discussion is the correct definition of the hermeneutical task.

These dialectical polarities allow us anticipate that the concepts of intention and dialogue are
not to be excluded from hermeneutics, but instead are to be released from the onesidedness of a
non-dialectical concept of discourse. (23)
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3. Langdon Gilkey, Nature, Reality, and the Sacred. The Nexus of Science and Religion,
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Fortress, 1993.
Part 1: Reality, Science, and Religion
1. Issues of Language and Truth
2. Changes in Two Ways of Knowing
3. The Nonscientific Bases of Science
4. Whatever Happened to Immanuel Kant?
5. Science, Philosophy, and Theology.
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John Hick, The New Frontier of Religion and Science. Religous Experience, Neuroscience
and the Transcendent, Macmillan, 2006. pp.137-145.

Experiencing as interpreting:
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Epistemology: naive realism, our natural everyday assumption / idealism / critical realism

But he affirms a reality beyond us and existing independently of us, (138)

Not only seeing knives and forks, etc., then, but all our conscious experience is
experiencing-as, using our conceptual resources to find meaning in the world as it represents
itself to us. Some of our concepts, .... are almost universal among humans, available to
stone-age persons as much as to ourselves today, but very many others arise out of, and are
part of, the dependent of human cultures. (140)

. Alister McGrath, The Open Secret. A New Vision for Natural Theology, Blackwell, 2008.
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