Zefilihar okl AS i Emel Bt S R

£ 8 R*

F X
Lo el fhfE
2. Blamel 7 @ R
3R #®
a. R Kk
4. RER RE
Kol Ffee] BUSE BB
Rigol S < ARSI gl WIS PRSI B
Rho] REBEREH A BREGHED) she e
K Aol Aol FE

a0 T

ofw Zfbe] Wi A& Brshe o RS e S st AdE AL a4

= ke AES HEEEs o ok gleh Y 2y drl4E 2

LS WSk A& bk olRe] st gl WhltRel Bt Wgel = mEH
gk Aol

ofd g FEstkell wet qF Abzbe] AR, 3 ibee] 3Ly FkE R ZeAl 2 Aol

ok o]’ EZEe w]Fe] AbgbEelAl g ub2 REA she 9 diwksl EEES delzh

At o Aell delA BIRMERLE Tl T - 2 (Paul Tillich)e] Sy i Hfe 2
BRI gl

Lo fE&el JhfE

WM BE AbEEelAl WHEste olZlelokE R aEdAl FolAl AE Fol A
HEL A olch, ZEul I Foll ofd AREL ojuF g3 e HiE e ‘4
* SOERARR (KH) Bug

1) Paul Tillich, What Is Religion? (New York;Harper & Raw;1969), p. 73. “...,culture is a form of expression of
Religion, and religion is the substance (inhalt)”.
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$£(A 63, 1976)

TALA?” A A7 2T i o] ERY EES ¢ivk e 47 AREdAE BEE
AL ElZe] WREE Aol divksld o2& HREStR BHESE T 4 dr wWEelth HME
T o 2AE TAAE EEA H9 PR gl RESY HARRE 2 £ ddAxn
o] | =i =Rl ol [RAER] o] 2ok o [RAE volE ofF A= ¢l A
Zot 1 ojxd 7 (Something)o] glo} Bolx glE ez ¢l-& 4 ¢Avh(not nothing), vk
3t I Fell A ok “U7E A7) wEolvh ofd Wl azle] HEe R JEhdv) o
AL L2 Yol shAb o] MR FiEmM 24 HEY 5 3 S T
A e FIEEE (being-itself) ol 3+ Aol 7| = Sbe}, EHEES WREA St HFEBRES BE
oz vebde =4 F2 U5 (beings) Aboldl = MHEME Bk =

5, BES BB AsdA FHY Whe] d¢ 4 g, BEE $lisle AddA B

o]
=
o mel gl 5 ghvh “@vel Uy, “Geb = EE oA FaEste

£y

—

2. Bamel + A A

el A ztopbd “EEES WHEA St FEBIEE 9714 E, BaEid ZAe eoluh R
B o] BlaZEEe o9 if“fn?:% A7} ?

3 TATESH HNRA ol271x Ehpyez o7 7458 2=, F2HE (Platon)S
Mdead st Hfpo = TH3b F AL HREE REH. ole] 2EE (Aristotle) & FIRE (form)
o BY) (matter) 2 T, FRBEFEHESEL AE BHEo2 7230 28y o] R

o] BMRE g8k vl & vh2rh, 4)¥ (Schelling), 7]

2 s F R A2 BT (contrast) et 3 £3] 2} (Spinoza), | A (Hegel) -
AEZNE EFOE FHES v Bokrl §o] (Dewey), AFEE E (Sartre)= ¥R, FHFENA
AEe| FEd oty gl

Hell A 2 F AN HAIT W Ak HEo ok B MEE o)L WAl
A7l =k ? ZE A “(thing)”-2 oF “B(quality)”& 7FHTh 24 “A”e B BBt
ek, w3 g Bx o ES A 3 5 e A 2 o] MR olEA BY A
FE)E BFLENE TEZ A7 ? #h% (abstraction)o] V- EH (intuition) 0 o SRR
(EEER BE) el fol MBS BARY G T + d7 el “H7g “57¢ @] o

=]

ol A Z (Kierkegaard), &}o] ® 7} (Heidegger)

itfo

~

2) Paul Tillich, Systemic Theology Chicago; The Univ. of Chicago Press;1966), Vol. I, p. 163. “The ontological
question, the question of being-itself, arises in something like a metaphysical shock--the shock of possible
nonbeing.”

3) Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology Vol. I, p.203. “..., in the first case essence is a logical ideal to be reached
by abstration or intuition without the interference of valuations”.
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RS kel A9 T ] RIS Gy MR 3

o] A @ + g

PR WERA YeAE olw “A”) “RE el “Yere Fohule WS wEt)
o) 2 & AHEF (The realm of essence) Qo 91 WE{ESJ (Potentiality) 2] FEHITAEHE: (Actuality)
= HIREE, = REAA “dold & fEf (the fallen world)E T 1HWo R FWES
B Betke) RS ol of 3l

Pk 2ol AL AL WaEs b ohg FIEE TS o]l e BA A2 (e Zeniy
) &skrl kA “”9] BfE (the existence of God)-S B8 MEEZF glvh A= el FEfEol
eI ? 4R 7l 2Feb(scholar) THEEEESS filie] ’I?Z‘ﬁﬂk AEY £E AEA MY
o 2 EAR e BES EEAD old Bt #His = b A4 o] kI

AL G EHFe]l ol “PEEfE(the reality)”S EBkEIT oo} & AL “PS] A (the
dea of God)o] x| = HErl “W”e] & 4 ¢hvk, $el& o] w2 “fli(rug) sk “Hl Aol Bl
sted EAE A BR%E .99 G BESE Ao chwE e AL HES
JBRER A “9l = (being)” FF/EH Y (being-itself) 2 R obe},  zm e “vo] “ff ﬁ”f’}‘# T

T AEchs Ask wE ok glvh Fe9dY do 2 G HfEAE € 9 oW mekow
Felo ZHEE S ol F o+ 97 ? AT (immence) 9} #Bi (transcendence) 2 g%‘%u_ 22

Las 7hAl AREEL

PfEE EfESh % SolA BE St Fola, MBS SolFo] Melx ik WY LS
I B Bt etk “Hve] kel el Sz ok S ARAE @E
oh 2 A T o] BLEMZERIA Gl 92 (being) ol B T flE, “HTe 1o BmEE
i ol 2 v} (God has sent his son). §7] “has”sl BEjFd= ARMEE AWz GE7S o] FE
g Bt vt zElm 28 BFE R Bylth(Sending)E AL gk Zefdl A o2
ZEfe 2 BEA A TE AL BketeE TE3F EHEBl&e) whEskAl =4l

ATES] gl T8 ZEMEe WM& WHEstel T LY £ (incarnation) &
27} BeRsh Z5R kol A s WIS GIUh Seh 2R TS R okl (n) T i
Gt %1l (above) == Fifl (both)oll ©} “9) v} (being). ”

A TR S A i (L Bistel Blamez Hdled Jee adew o
WNES EHEss Brkel A “W73l “22R7Y BAfRE Frstaat gl

A, 2EEGd g4 THEY BAE AABC 2 god

® AABC = #te] HIZAME (actuality) o] o},

@ BIEAEE HslA WiEfEE LR E g o] of (being-itself) §FE} (AA'BC).

p o

4) Paul Tillich, Systeinatic Theology Vol. I, p. 205. “God does not exist. He is being-itself beyound essence and
existence.
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4 S KB Facdk (4] 631, 1976)

@ ABERY W< BEEY B R a3
o wel H% v sk

A, 7o ZeMpy EMECT BReE mEe FRAE
C=l &4,

@ 1+t BFES Bl

@ 1= ARAY RE “9l= 7 (all beings)”9] FES
Bhel Rrme] HAEH (the highest being)¥ oot T ==

Hi#Fe $®E <kl sk
@ & M Bt ek H AABC S AABC CEhoz Jfisle] g=h

38  #

“IE ks, NEE Fo® g 19 Bk
‘e mE Y BigEl fxwk 2 94 o
+ AT =AXE g de AR ¥ 5
H 3% (being-itself) 7} 73 = 23} elo] o},

AT AL “Fi7ol vk Aolel. i, FERM B0 7Hxl Az ez
25 Aolrh, A7ldlA F 7kx EAIA ] ek AA, “FTel da 19 ol FEAE
g & ol FEARE B & f#6Ee Al Arh 4 FEEEE S ozt ¥4, 27t
stel AMERYl “FT o2 HAerb? HiEe el sl BEe JESEYel Bk

FEGBINA 7 BN BMAEAA RBEs A7 #HEd q764 = sl3kz, e
ApehEoll Al EiEhEe] FRESE QMY “Pi” RIS =l g

Sel 2k “ofml A (something)”o] “FLE A (other)”& fR&sh= dolvh. “HlE 27X “od

A G W R mhignyel v ¥ E = TME S8E] dEd FiE Zude 2E
gl E o] AL B wimbel el o] slm FFne] gk B BERE Foh

a. RB Kk

“SHL” (symbol ol 2t HIFEE AT o €3] FHGign) 3k BERSS Avk ke, 18L
A= @kl glEh

5) Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology Vol. I, p.235. “If God is a being, he is subjected to the categories of
finitude, especially to space and substance. Even if he is called the highest being in the, sense of the ‘most
perfect, and the ‘most powerful’ being, this situation is not changed”.
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ZERHE e kol A2 il el B Suikhy B 5

SR Bt 288 BEA o9 hE AL rAth© gk fIE TEERELR
T ek SFR0E) 7L UL Koot Wi A BiftE % REE 2Hac
olEE B 2Ee EmA gt A& Rk

1E AR e B TAb? KEE o HiEG v AL WRTE SHE 2%
Yoskel DLARIQL BIERE A ol Y FE FHEL T/ R E ¥ 2 LR A
<+ 9rh 2V 22 k20 R oAl fimete HARdl Bl g viehe] B
€ 2 vk Ge 2o Bk 2el A 2 BRUT FESET BRS 28l Bite
et 2y Rl oA B2 Tl BRI FEd =el o Bke S ¥
S(H) BEtfERLe] “VhA 278 FERA Gevh Aok Fadl welb ke BREE Ao’
7t 5 gl

T 2E REE el FET e Kol B AdEe] G oF¢ 2
(k) +-8 (FEda 29 Wil el BHE ) =AEE 2Av o764 e S

2o G B Al 2 fgHlo] Wags)e),

ki

4. FEH RES

AR ol REEY 1HE T A old A Gomething) & =7eh, webd TE 2 B K
B (concern) ] 7] wheloleh, of 7ol A BSESE WHE HMAA AT 5 ok oo B8
BEEhE BB fETol vk BISE Pul Aol EolAbd A4E o$ o BREE tow

HIAE gl EER A - 9Ye oo Aok BEM KPo L sl oA
ol el HEE TR Bg S B4 sehn 98 ot 99 b A
E]— ...... »9)

EE FHL A& BB B AR ArER ek e Bxb SEEI (Religious) . 7
= 7ol Heof okt GREER (Religion) ¥ 73-$- 3| FRHE(the first criteria)o] = ojok Fhr},
= W7k gEfEne 2 BRESE Zlo] o] fRfEfERe] olwl e Frgo .-z “o

BT RN BT SR B FE S JHEEE RE NS0 2 wor)

6) Paul Tillich, “Religious Symbol and Knowledge of God, “The Christian Scholar Vol. XXXIII No. 3, p.189.

“...both symbols and signs point beyound themselves to something else.”

Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology Vol. 1, p.239. “Special emphasis must be laid on the insight that symbol

and sign are different; that, which the sign bears no necessary relation to that to which it points, the

symbol participates in the reality of that for which it stands”.

Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology Vol. 1, p.239. “Therefore the religious symbol, the symbol which points to

the divine can be the true symbol only if it participates in the power of the divine to which it points”.

9) mkrhE-8 12129 30

10) Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology Vol. 1, p.14. “Our ultimate concern is tret which determines our being
or not-being”.

7

=
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6 KRR HCaE (A 63, 1976)

o

2] 9] {7 (Bxistence) 7} 1E7E (being) = §5HEMY BISLAF Sol =k glivkel] w2t T
T dEh HES BET FEST glol Fiysl Fapel A= fFAE F3 g W (threatened
and saved) Al 02 dojudeh  ael HEE GEvh BB RS Fozdke] 1R
fEHE werh ol AL MET ) “374 ool FAGE YL ol FeiAleh old KB &
fre= MEdel 7 HRED FEMNe = BISIT 9 (being)o] “being”& “Being”o ® 3}
o “Fi"o 2 mele

1o} o] “”& BMHY KILAAE FEAY B, el E “Being”o 2 e 53
DB wiz} “ii”e] o] Fo] drtEx v W olFo WS Aolrh AsldA FEE
BRE “Ti7e] o] B2 Rl Aotk “Hli(God)”7hA = “Fil"& Sfshe ol Folvh Y 2
A Gffmbe] “F & MU + A& Aolwh

Qe witel BB “ATT L “rL RSl T BKe: 1 BRS G BEU ST
ok B & B4 #i%s e s Fadd 2R S mHKel shvie fifs
fEmeta k2 shtbe #hi%e itk BiEE AR fEe JRSe debA S
MRS % OEE £ e MEN B JhRTh olEl Bkl BWl &l sAZ Sle
REN BRe 2

Fole] SlGEX el (H4M, B, AM) FEN Sl 2 ek o' AHE SE
of S Tl AL e ekl AMY R BN £k

“fi”o) KA (Father) 2 %= glebd 28 AMIWQ L+ T4 Bk $=18 k& Bk
gted o] BARE Lol Al o] fifkg mhEch BB s RO e A3 fffelztd K
R 4) - AN HEd A ' E o] A oF gk

oh&& R GBS BREHIR A4St e

i

53

=

ro

a. REO| BE0| BESI= Mgk

GEe Eo] iRTEE Ad 2L Y JERE 1 2= Vs A7 7, fEash
I BHEE fHiall o8 kotelvh & witdlA e ke E Bl FRel4 MEfleom, I
MRS BY s R slex g ol AR ol XL shalxld BAZ BHE AL
TV 23 L ol E REY, IEX I BHe FHE TAHR &3 gk

MRS AR Bhee MR o] HREster AR SodlA MR fES oA9A & 5 &

11) Paul Tillch, “Symbols of Faith” Religious Language ed. by Ronald (Bloomington; Indiana University press;
nd.), p.139. “For God! God is symbol for God”.

Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology Vol. LP.240. “They (religious symbols) open the divine for the human
and the human for the divine”.

13) Paul Tillich, “Symbols and Faith”, p.137. “It participates in that to which it points...”
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ZERIE A okoll A9 Wl el B Ry MR 7

72 7oA AR Bied AT el LT ATk T EE o6l ANE HiEs
ks WER Aolvh olukshd S Bl HARE EfEl BT B ohiw of fEhel
AX @ABea v 24 A2 SEE RRAA R EEA B e Ad AHY
dET HEHY FERE U 2elE. T Al IS DS AW AL 23 ohy
ook 2 S80S SESk 2 EEel $44 4 Be £& FE Loluk

RHMY G HE BRAL S EEaA :

F—E o] sl GBrelTha Aol ek A9 frfel B

o] EME Fee ST AT LA BElo] Foldok ek (Kb S8 o2, -
fefeol ), o EHE ATLa WS SHE 2 ohld BT AdE EHT £ 9wz
A

NEEE— b X7 Sehd, Sob femshe A Eied g
b. R#&O0| BES| ES FMSH: #ak

S#hel B&el fiRshe HES BRI e A9 B F 713 B hEe =
Brgel ek, “fElEellAlE ol A |7 e BRI g2 od Jke=x B
NETRERE 2308 Sfete] TEEstel

ad, =A Bl T 2 BE F MR E TR b w42 Y] HTE (reality
in deeper levels).2, & 3hvte S8 Eekel 3+ AMESU(The human soul in special levels)
ot} Wi, HTES Jg <dllv MBI WHEtke]l WA Z= WfETo]l TRt Aer o)
o} RERIRE SREE ] ohdviElE Bl e RE 2 & B Fp 29, Fe
GHEor o o WES BT FE de W, ¥ E o, HES 54 o Ef
Azlel, 2¥ca ZE AREdA 2 Jge] PAREe]l WRET A okt

RED BARES HEEell BRNA o] Mo Hrell4 o #1E £ 7 ek “ahEs Jebe vt
2 el 28 ' BEdh 2k Abge] A& RS oA Eo] Fa Awistd Ao &
ol7bAl e A vF ol I bg AL 7Y O] 8 v 2E"S 53 KEHY MBS
PRs= Seffel vl &« 29-& SelolAl pgHE = & “P7ES] PEEKIG (the depth dimen-
sion of reality)”o]z} &t}

of Wit vHE & wid Rie] Ha, o2 kitst B veksl & 4 g EABNQ
fgolel, FEMmeZ whalw “YEfEE LS J§” (the level of being itself) o] gF & < 9} ©f

14) Paul Tillich, “Symbols of Faith.” op. cit. p.137. “Third character of a symbol is that it oens up levels of
reality which otherwise are closed for us.”
15) ol H-S 13: 44
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[ee]

SEHKERE Gt (Al 64, 1976)

2 g MBS “HETES] @7 (the level of being) = 715 3}el,

Hlg Frel Al “Aell EolrbA e AL o o’ nEE dowe I Abgke] A&l ‘U
(being)”9] MEEE 27t 7HA L A= e A Fh, KD E o e, 2822 29 e
o] RIS ETREER wekA RGBS TRl KES Y] ok ol A E “HEFEY JgTelwk
shab ohgo B “BAERTY B “Shw vElRA e Ed v 2E"E R o
BEE I abeke] BEEsle, 28 FTAE F Tokd I BE& A RS JEA ek s
A wEte] 18 RE FEE REshe RIES e 239w 2Bl o e “shEvel’a
“HrEERS”Y Jgel =k

AEAR Gl 1 BHel #rske A @E BT oA, fErEe B “GEH
o] gz sk oAl HMIsty]l $1sked MHEMS Y B Tk oL o] fES
HigEste] pIkdsE RS BRES wel et ek

B 7R B FEARY BE MY 7 dv T5T Sfelth o] S#el B
g 23 ojwrh? AEHNG KL E “E(the holy)”ole} k=l ¥ ohw “BE”L FEH
pouol g ololl A ZEMRAY RS (the ultimate reality) &, 28 EEE AHEAl sHE “SRfY € (the

=7

ultimate power of being)”¢] t},

oL J§ olel] HEE owA FKH HeE=rF? o sldlE “HE#:(the holiness of the Holy)”.o.
2 vebuel gieh 2 EE fEE O HigF ‘B 2 5 gioh ohak o oldl A “EETE

7 Folvl, BE BELE Bt w2 BE AMEHRS ez stve AR, 5L =
T ML W ol

A Bae s fRfste2 “B7e T + e, olAd& T -2 ‘B’ noch
I W7 E B AMelAl e R BHHA ste AY E(quality)o] Bzl el o]
“HE?o] “”.o HEM: (holiness) o2 FHlE #&Ep=l FIf5 (an experienced phenomenon)© & }ER
o} oz By REMS “ETE ks B B ek

A= A JEl v AMENRE BIREst= KaBel .

S0 BHRAS BEaE ﬁ@ﬁﬁﬂ’]"] ob g R-E Rl #Rste BAES BRESE Bkl a
ohE 3 e AR ReRIRE el e 5"“@@— PARAsHE #hBol vl 7 WiFv MEslx ffii%
= HRstek o] AR ——‘r°ﬂ A= AHES] WiEs BRI

71 WA AMES Biste ol mx "4—%01] o] A& PiREshT HAES Wik AE
5 R A = e AME SBEE HElA e EES (immortal soul) & v S 54
o}, o] UL he] JBMEQl EEEE (spirit)'¥ & ANE Sl A vpERA ook gheh whA] whale] Fap

16) Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology VOLI. p. 215

17) Paul Tillich, “Religious Symbols and Our Knowledge of God”, p.191. “The opening up is a two-sided
function—namely-reality in deeper levels and the human soul in special levels”.
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ZEINE S qkell 41 9] il BT Sy EAE 9

< ZOUHy BiRES zbdebe] o vk shvbE el EEEE(Spririt) ol BiEhE Yels HE e
o RS FBBE(spirit) & AfESl b= dolvh AiEY RS A3 A BIS TR

(immortal o] 2, ##2] AL AFY A% 1AL Wik (morta ol 2k 371, 28 vl AL R
WAL KT 2 A SEHE AN WiEE BE2Y PEEE Aold Eel
BHT + dEAe BEdd o

e R (Spirit) 3 R RS WS Sl PASHSE MRS ol DA MWL T ol Kehe
© LA TT Gl RE T AR WMSE B W—dmz di4 Ba KEg
sgbeh, eh 7R e EEeE

SEEW H Tl Selvhd, 1: B BEE frod noh ¢ B dE K
fesh SRR Bl Sk E)E——z B Fu)

AL —H(tE $5te] Amaln -

SRAE B X7 Sehd X & 2 BaY BES Hro 2o 28 B Q& s
BRI el 9t TS BRI 7

o

c. REO0| LEBAEER Aol BRI itk

Ge dt) AT BE o s ARel 18 FHs) oA F
weh BEAT A sk AR ok 2 e o B, s ®
A e R FE F kel ol 2A7A H% o WEkE Aw e,
A4 G K REBEERE FEo do T8 2R/ TRAY EBL 4
i dgel ek A flgstel e 4 9= = 250 LE 98 A% gl 2o
S 0 WA R RG] EEEENS BRI RS AR g6
2 A BRI S, EEREEMS 1 RBd WEVAC a5k Solvee ma
KB 9405 3753 e = s Aol 41 @ 4% Q92 flEY + Yok
fIZAT A A2 29 wHeg S0l RT Aol
Euﬂ B BIRE $2 257 rlE etk o e KES WA st
il s ozt Rike oblie] Ehaboz STHAEKRE] Ad o5entA B
B ML o) R T W HTES “Hbd TP ETE BHE S @ivel o HgEiel

18) Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology Vol. I, p.21. “The word ‘Spirit’ and ‘Spiritual’ are used only for the
divine Spirit and its effects in man, and are written a Capital ‘S’. The Question then is, Should and can
the word ‘Spirit’ designating the particularly human dimension of life, be reinstated? There are strong
arguments for trying to do;...”

Paul Tillich, “Religious Symbols and Our Knowledge of God”, p. 192. “It is not invented intentionally;

and even if somebody would try to invent a symbol, as sometimes happens, then it becomes a symbol only
if the unconcious of a group says ‘yes’ to it”.
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10 . SRR s (A 64, 1976)

el FE R FE 1F Bt BERRS oheh X 2Ry Jehd BB T}
ks RETRE WERRC] Edbstel. el A o] A (e < HEREY HifReE B
SRR e | ?’&Eﬁﬁﬂ ofwl EEMEB o =E Ve W RS W4, ERel W
3

o] FiH= #Eoh dueld o FikS M G ey 2o e BEHlE £
e wfke] R vEel A4S HEs A 2tk
Ao A& zketsl EH s -
SEGEM = el Relvtd v BHHY EEE BTl AL BEMme= o
2 RET + 9o,
9] EWE —e ABE EHEE
AW E=:“X7F Seid, X& X9 HES FRetn, X& SERo= & ez fF

JEn

d. 32 4ot = %7 (living being)

e GHERY RIS AAe =l mEYe ARe gt U7 fstd EEme R
RS €2 ok LAMLR Fole] g7l FREsy] mhelelrh o] “9l&7(Hm) S S
22 oA Holgle FER BHT 27?2

@ 2B st FERZ A2 e kod Histd Fo= g4 A BENeE
BT Al “UE7elehe I “UE7 (being) & AH-E BN KBlolth, T “g27L il
LR ELEROERE 8F & A

B WEE e MEN ZHe e 2l KB RS “H7th = Be Adse
TES] R BB A T AR B WP “RPTTE” “RaSR” o=
ek AEMeR FH—8 g Aeskx R o o2 e 2 B 2EEY gl

@ §He skt HAER AR o kLS B ToF Bl ¥R @l &
ol fEmshe A HES B B gt B RieR € o S8 MET S
o A2 A5 (communication)A] e}, ol T T Fol] “elrl T Hola, A, Aol
U v2 weghA] gaAdE opiAAR & Art ek Wssh JE agrtle o) ohl x|
E dskegz . UEsp, “Ue eskem”, U olAE Qoo e Al Eas B

ity

20) Paul Tillich, Systemaic Theology Vol. I, p. 179. “The unconscious is mere potentiality, and it should mot
be painted in the image of the actual”.



ZefE e okl Aol W el BRRE Qi HAR 11

MOl e T F CE7b o B WS ok W= o sk ol A BIMel W <
@ FER Goh $70R kW WES ex FE BIMel Ak o9ul el
webA A B Bl RUREY A SEe R,

BB A4 2bbs] ER S

GRGET S : el Sl Sfelehd 1 B gel HEd frael Tad) el 8 ¢
A e WESE A2 BRI B

S EHE —LE Aokl AW :

AT KA Sebd, X & 2 XEES R @0k 220, Rite] # 99 X mE
S sz BHsE ok

ilf]|

5

= - Y] FAERT Bl A Sy W YIS R M) FES R Bl
A e R MFESE & Aol LR fBEMEstE 2o &% A A Zo] Holut
283 Refell AhelAA AFRSE HWAE Hoild Aolvh, £= AL WYY HEH
My WL el g A2 HWHE BRI J98. 28 @i FEL dA8
oF glek. ol A& Wik Aol s LMo MRUISE Ao},

Lyt Te RETFEZA S BHT AL ohrk, FfEROR MRS A o
=2 Qe & HRe R FAT A Btk 19 AL vl AR I wERIOIT.  HE
Wty Eiro B4 GiliEee] MAMERITL. REE RN B sk AgdAlul flirsol
AJREsk Aol 2

A7 A 2O S RIS RN B 2 gke]l QUiBE BEER 250
i P AN B THEs T et Ze o)9l e RIS KB
LB (Y el vt KA Wolykvky A x ol gte)l,  olu] Folal S 7L
IAET SR BT A Rolr),

BHE b fEfERe] obd PR A Bl A LB MEREe] WSS e A 4w
ok o] Hhell 9lel A& Slo] Esl = (A. N. Whitehead)®] izt WAHS 1EMI.

oA ¥R (R < o= K e T fHE kA o] FARrk  Fs 4
HE[Y) ¥ (Physical prehension), & dhub: #l40 ¥3k (Conceptual prehension) o] o}, £]¢]

e HRE RRAEE L BREk BTl lelok ¥ LAYk (apprehension) o]k, Y
TS Bl Hol £4% vh2vl WY BHSEES Bl S R s Yoy

21) 93H5-8 14:6—7
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# {4 (actual occasion) o] 2 AN BB Tl ok 2 BT HAY(eternal object) o]

ok 2 e B g AE doldrh
o] B %% A 7R BHES AT ek A LY R Gubject)  HRS B
s, EBe Hile]l HelAE WHoE Wk (datum), A I el ¥EE 1A Bk
9 E7he] A4 (subjective form)ol o}, o] FMHMEE 1wl HIE kel weh 2 R
o Hol wElAlel. HIE Eeol KW, (EfE BV %L A% BRYSHE abdl w2t whEeh
01&4% ERIUEE Eeke REMe 2 Bk, BHMeRE =A% BESE 9717 @ lure
el A EREEEAE 1w RS, old =AlE Pkl Wt FE HAY(subjec:

—
o
=
-
0]
o
L
=
=)
0Q
-~
o
.
—r’

tive aim)© DA Tk 2 ThA] wEle] REEtnA sk HRe il BN @t et
A= WA Folo] ke wWel 2AL walAek THERRS Wl e Ak s fge=
FRE S W Bolth o714 fEREe T L#yelth. ZelE2E AMY EE RRUIFE BESS)
& GBSl Aol 0}%1 Aol ghek dlvkshkd, 7k v MRS ERE 4 KBS E fF
el B Sst el BoRshE Aol ok HiEdA BEER ARNeR EIRY A S
By 57 (Symbolic reference) 2 el RiEE FRi%SHE # (precepient) ] A w2l Sy I8
7} gl AT 2 BIE B T4 s ffeleh oA Y Hike ZElLxd ffeltt R
ek o] Sy RS AiRE st &Y Atk@Ed s 2d A 2E A @
s M Bhalold del e WHEM BfREl o WM Btk it Bz vehd
o A Bl dAAE S8(datum)o] BFHEE WlE F Effe] Eh o] ZEMe 1 ¥4
o B & LA (RER) R I Z2fE miREh v Al oA #HE He AHde +
TR = gk Y us FFEY FRES A e R 2R ek 7131
e, ZaA “B” & Rk oA FEE Abeldl delu: HHY BifRel =
ohAl webe] o] AR Ao whel R ol A& RIEE K (sense-data)®® Bl gt

o] RRSTHERIZL FRHES KBy Sl Hbs = A& RSEFR: (presentational immeidiacy) 2F 3F
o}, o] AL WEY TR FE ol Eolot BE =& HB BIRE Lot ZHA
slol Edl = AR BE =2 BEERY K88 il A B ER el el

B4 B dolAE T BHY B AdETt B (Eternal object)o] v}, o] A& HE.

22) Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality (New York: The Frree Prese; 1957), p.28. “Prehensions of
Actual entites-i, e., Prehensions whose data involve actual entitiesare termed ‘conceptual prehensions’.”

23) Whitehead, Process and Realit, p.30. “the ‘subjective aim’ which controls the beconinf of a subject is that
subject ieeling a proposition with subiective form Of purpose to realize it in that process of self-creation.”

24) Alfred North Whitehead, Symbolism (New York, Capricorn Boohr; 1959), p.8. “This Symbolice reference
is the active synthetic element contributed by the nature of the percipiat.”

25) Whitehead, Symbolism, p.21. “This appearance is effected by the mediation of Qualities, such as colores,
sounds, taste, ect.”

26) Whitehead, Symbolism, p.231. “ That the sense-data involved depended on percipient orgnism and ”

27) Whitehead, Symbolism, p. 23.
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BAsH A sk PeEs bl S AR WHES S 22 A ek e e, ML Lo
Bzl AR 2uh ® aeA g WES Rl MEeR KIS Qv Jars
afEMe] Wifrselok gk, 2] BiEE $#ES WA BEEY EE kEEe dok o
Al et ximdt BvE B R vl $o HEFRRY WES 93 e fEhe
ook ] Rt Wae TSI (subjective form) °i°ﬂ BEEt Eom ojdA gL
+ Aol I Efel LA HAfY(subjective aim)-& tHE Aolvl, o] TIKHM-E I LY
A7k S ol & HETEE doA 2 FHAel Basta gk
= A7AA i $slel SEAy YL o W 2 gt

A “ETe gt GBS FWEAISZ W (subject) 7} $E(Corgress) ¥ <= gl RUEMY Ui

b
S

b

(presentational immediacy) o]tk

[ c|subaim < eternal object
b datum perce-pugn conceptlon (conceptional)
\(physicai}
~——
\/
sub. aim (a lure for feeling)
C : Congress

i :ingression
O8] 2 Congress, ingression, subiective aim T

=4 ‘e =Y i arell frfEgteh, ZEiA 2E WY Hge= xmd Hew
w1} (subject) o] Al Eo] (ingression) T},

AR “P7E - (subject) kel FRFAY #EA (congress) Ik WA TEA (ingression)$] = fHIfE
(subjective form' & o]Evf, whA] Tale] Szl Hiffo] FERSE FhE BA EALR A
2 ggEs el vk LM A (subjective aim)el] whel L] Frksl peigd o

28) Whitehead, Pirocess and Realily, p.26. “Eternal Object or Pure Potentials for the Specific determination of
Fact, or Forms of Definitions.”

29) Alfred North Whitehead, A Key to Whitehead's Process and Reality ed. by D. W. Shesburne (gloomington;
Indiana Univ.; 1966), p.22. “Immanence and rranscendence are the chapacteristics of an object: as a
realized determenant it is immanent; as a capacity for determination it is transcendence; in both roles it
is relevant to smething noitself.”

Whitehead, Process and Reality, p. 30. “The Subjective aim which controls the becoming of a subject is
that subject feeling a proposition with the subject form of purpose to realize it in that process of self-
creation.”

30
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Understanding the Idea of God Symbolically in a
Spatial Conception

Kim, Eun-yong

Summary

The issue of understanding the idea of God has been discussed for a long time and
in a variety of ways in theology, philosophy, literature, etc. At present existential'sts are
much concerned about the issue. One of them, Paul Tillich, has tried to explain God as
being itself, in terms of his own ontology. Yet he encountered walls over which he could
not leap, such as transcendence, immanence, and the like.

He wanted to proceed in his presentation with the intention of explaining concepts of
God in the eternity.

1. The basic concept of symbols is that every symbol points beyond itself to a reality
for which it stands.

2. The concept of symbols-four steps. The steps, by which I mean types of symbolic
functions, are defined as follows:

a. The symbol participates in that to which it points.

b. The symbol opens up levels of reality which are otherwise closed.

c. Symbols grow out of the individual or collective unconsciousness.
d. Symbols grow and die like living beings.

In the conclusion I raised an cpistemological question about Tillich’s presentation,
compared with Whitehead’s Symbolism. Of course, their intentions are different in the
use of symbolic references, but I discovered two similarities.

1. Tillich’s ‘ontological question’ reminds me of Whitehead’s ‘the Organism of Paci-
pient ingressing the Eternal Object.’
2. Whitehead’s ‘Subjective aim’ in the becoming of a subject (a lure for feeling) can

be compared with Tillich’s more energetic being.
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